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INTRODUCTION


This manual incorporates over six years of work by the Common Ground Network for Life and Choice (the Network) to foster dialogue and cooperative action between people opposed over abortion.  The Network came into being as part of the larger vision of its parent organization, Search for Common Ground (SCG), which is dedicated to promoting constructive approaches to major societal conflicts and highly polarized issues of public significance. 

The decision to enter this seemingly intractable conflict was based on a belief that having the opponents come together in a non-adversarial manner is essential to the future well-being of our society since the alternative is a continued squandering of opportunities to uphold both respect for life and reverence for liberty, the weighty values that are implicated in the abortion debate.  At the same time, the methods devised for working in the abortion conflict offer an approach for altering the pattern of other divisive social conflicts where values and beliefs are at the core.

This second edition of the Manual is intended to, as much as possible, reduce to writing the content and methods of this work. It comes at a point when full-time resources can no longer be committed to the effort, making a useful written tool even more essential.


Our Goal


The goal of the search for common ground is to transform the dynamic of the abortion conflict, not to settle or resolve the conflict.  The idea is to reduce polarization and hostility and promote a level of trust between the adversaries so that they can --

· Gain a deeper understanding of the conflict over abortion and the motivations, interests and values reflected in people’s positions;
· Coexist within the bounds of civility, with debate focused on the merits of their contrasting beliefs, not on stereotyped and dehumanized “enemies”;

· Act together when it furthers overlapping interests and values.  This is the area we call the “common ground.”  Here people have found shared beliefs in such things as: providing practical assistance to people facing crisis/unwanted pregnancies; preventing teen pregnancy; renouncing violence as a means to further one’s position; building dialogue and conflict resolution skills in the community; increasing knowledge about, and access to, adoption; reducing the conflict between family and work; increasing male sexual responsibility.  


Changing the relationship between adversaries in this way contributes to a higher level of discourse on abortion and related issues, one that can reveal the elements of truth in each perspective (there are some) and the areas where working together might make a difference.  In turn, this builds community, a recognition of mutual interdependence and an understanding of how people with profound differences can live and work together to make a better world.

A Brief history

In the winter of 1993, Search for Common Ground seized an opportunity to intervene in the abortion debate.  At that time all of SCG’s existing projects were international, but the organization had previously produced, with PBS, a television series that asked “What’s the common ground?” about a range of hot domestic issues.  Abortion was one. The opening for a hands-on project came when community activists associated with the Buffalo Council of Churches sought Search’s help to defuse the tensions created by an Operation Rescue Spring of Life campaign.  They wanted to create a sustained effort to build common ground. With a shoestring budget and two part time staff, the immediate challenge was to develop a working model for promoting community-level pro-choice/pro-life dialogue in Buffalo, and we hoped, beyond.   Building upon a dialogue process designed by Dr. Adrienne Kaufmann, one of the original co-directors, the Network  developed an effective approach  for bringing pro-choice and pro-life partisans into constructive conversation.  

In 1993 there were already groundbreaking common ground efforts in several cities around the country.   SCG gathered these veterans from St. Louis, Milwaukee, San Francisco and Boston to advise us on how to proceed.  Everyone agreed that what was needed was a “central office” at SCG to: link local efforts; develop and distribute resource materials; provide professional services in the way of facilitation, training and organizing; handle and cultivate the media; encourage and support new efforts; and promote national projects.   A Steering Committee, balanced between pro-choice and pro-life and representing  local efforts,  came together out of a mutual commitment to foster another approach to the abortion debate.  They adopted this statement of purpose:

We are pro-choice and pro-life supporters, and other concerned citizens, who recognize that deep divisions exist on the issue of abortion, but believe that this conflict provides an opportunity for dialogue and creative problem-solving when we:

· honor the humanity of those with whom we are in conflict, and

· acknowledge that we need to come together at times to explore areas of common concern and the potential for joint action. 


 In the years following, local groups spread, two national conferences were held, and the Network  became involved in national projects on teen pregnancy prevention, adoption and other issues.   Today there is still an active network of common ground groups and efforts around the country.   Some information about specific groups and programs will be found  in this Manual.  More is available by contacting either Search for Common Ground or the National Association for Community Mediation (NAFCM).  NAFCM, with its 300 community mediation centers around the country, is now the home for the Network though SCG remains a cosponsor of the program.  NAFCM can provide resource materials, professional assistance to work with local groups and national conversations, and contacts with the people carrying on this important effort.

Contact information for both organizations is in Chapter Ten.
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The Purpose of This Manual

The material in this manual is intended to provide clear and practical tools for searching for common ground in the abortion conflict and other highly charged controversies.  Sample meeting formats, handouts and other materials included as chapter appendices are meant to make it as easy as possible for readers to apply and adapt the approaches we have found to be effective. Since our primary work has been with the abortion conflict, that is the subject matter of most of the examples and material.  However, these tools and our dialogue approach, are adaptable to other deeply polarized conflicts.  Chapter Seven illustrates one such adaptation.
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CHAPTER ONE:

THE COMMON GROUND APPROACH
“Understand the differences; act on the commonalities.”





-Andrew Masondo

African National Congress


For many people the idea of searching for common ground in emotionally charged issues, particularly the abortion conflict, is strange and unbelievable--even unthinkable.  Some people can only imagine that if they participate, they will have to compromise their values and beliefs.  Viewing the conflict as a black and white contest to see which "side" will "win,” they can only envision an alternative that is some shade of gray in which their values and concerns will be diluted and diminished.  For others, the idea of any conversation with "them” is considered an act of betrayal.


Common ground also suggests compromise to many people because of the increasing use of the term in that way.  We need to begin, then, by defining our terms and describing our approach.  The following are the basic concepts and elements of the Network’s common ground approach.  Appendix 1.1 is a summary of this information intended for use as a handout for dialogue participants and other audiences.

Common Ground Concepts

Dialogue


The practice of dialogue is at the heart of the Network’s common ground process.  Dialogue is conversation or an exchange of ideas between two or more people.  It is different from debate.  Debate is about persuading others that your views are “right” and that the views of others are “wrong.”  Debate tends to create winners and losers and often leads to pain and divisiveness when the subject is sensitive and people’s views are as heart-felt as they tend to be on the issue of abortion.   


Dialogue is a gentler, more respectful process than debate.  The spirit of dialogue is to acknowledge and honor the humanity of all persons present regardless of their points of view.  The goals of dialogue center around increasing understanding and being understood rather than persuading others and being "right."  


When dialogue is attempted in a sustained and polarized conflict, a primary goal is to change the relationship between those who see each other as demonized adversaries.  When an issue is explosive and relationships are already highly strained, dialogue, rather than debate, is more likely to lead to understanding and trust.  A carefully constructed dialogue process can enable hard issues to be addressed without leading to bad feelings.  


Appendix 1.2 is a chart developed by the Public Conversations Project, which usefully contrasts dialogue and debate.

A Search for what is Genuinely Shared

The idea of finding common ground can be illustrated by two intersecting circles.



Each circle represents a point of view about a particular issue, e.g., pro-life and pro-choice.  The common ground process recognizes the integrity of each circle as a complete, and sometimes varied, set of concerns, beliefs and values within and around an issue.  Finding common ground is focusing on and exploring the area of intersection or overlap.  It is at this intersection that a variety of viewpoints meet and a platform of understanding is built.

A New Perspective on Differences

The overlapping circles also depict how, when participants meet together in the area of genuine intersection, they are able to view their differences from a new perspective.  While the differences may remain unchanged, the angle of vision changes.  The areas of difference are not examined from points far apart but from the place of common ground from which adversaries together work at a better comprehension of the conflict and of one another.

Compromise Is Not the Goal


Searching for common ground is not about compromising to reach a middle position or asking people to change their views on an issue, or sacrifice their integrity.  Rather, it is about focusing on areas of genuinely shared values and concerns. While participants seek to understand one another, they do not force or pretend agreement where it does not exist

Beyond Labels and Stereotypes

The common ground approach looks beyond labels and stereotypes.  It recognizes that even in a polarized conflict, people on the same side of an issue do not necessarily share identical views.  When people identify themselves on a particular side of an issue such as "pro-choice" or "pro-life," they are only placing themselves somewhere on a continuum other than the exact center.



Pro-life





          Pro-choice


This understanding helps us to look beyond the labels or stereotypes that have been created in particular conflicts and recognize that we can assume very little about another if all we know about them is that they choose one label over another.  It opens us to look for diversity on both sides and to recognize that two given people with opposite labels could be as similar as two other people with the same label, depending on where they place themselves on the continuum.


Using the idea of a continuum is also a way for people to share whatever dilemmas, struggles, and conflicts they may have about their own view.  Within dialogue is a freedom to acknowledge pockets of uncertainty, or lesser certainty, value conflict, or mixed feelings that are rarely allowed in the public debate.  Selecting a point on a continuum for one’s position allows for nuances and distinctions in a way that a label alone does not.

Connective Thinking

Connective thinking is a mindset that focuses attention on the strengths and insights of the other rather than on the weaknesses or flaws. This mindset assists the search for common ground by encouraging people to listen for the gems of wisdom, or pieces of truth, in what the other says. The practice of connective thinking can lead to the creation of a “web” of shared knowledge, woven from the threads of truth contributed by everyone.  This web is bigger than anything known by a single person.  Thus, connective thinking fosters the building of constructive relationships and the development of community because it ties together the best wisdom of each person.

Personal Experience

People bring their personal experiences with the issue and conflict to the search for common ground.  Each person has experienced life in a unique way.  Personal experiences cannot be argued about nor agreed or disagreed with.  They are.  Sharing life stories invites understanding responses from those who hear them.  Because of this, dialogue between abortion opponents begins with asking people to share their personal experiences—the points in their life journeys that have influenced their movement in one direction or another—that have brought them to the views they now hold on the issue of abortion.  This storytelling puts a human face on the conflict and allows people to listen to one another in a way that is not possible if the starting point is an exchange of positions.

Genuine Questions

Genuine questions are questions asked in a spirit of real curiosity and a sincere interest in learning the answers.  They are open-ended, and they seek information or test assumptions.  Rhetorical or leading questions are not genuine questions.  They are questions in which we have embedded what we think we know to be the answers.  We usually ask these questions not to learn, but to test or trap a person whom we view as an opponent, and usually the result is an end of constructive conversation.  The posing of genuine questions, on the other hand, leads to learning and new understanding.
Active Listening

Active listening is accurately hearing the total message a speaker is expressing and accurately stating what you hear.  It is arriving at understanding and conveying that understanding, not agreement, interpretation or response.  Ii is taking in the total message including not only the content of what is said but also the associated feelings.


We use active listening during dialogue sessions by having participants reflect back to one another what they hear being said or asked, particularly asking a person who is pro-choice to actively listen to someone who is pro-life, and vice versa.  This often provides the first experience many people have of really being heard by the "other side."


Fostering this form of communication is critically important in situations that are polarized.  People are so sure they know what someone on the other side is going to say that they do not listen, or listen with such a thick filter that only a portion of the message gets through.  They keep so much of their focus on preparing a rebuttal that they fail to carefully listen.  By forcing a shift of focus to the other, active listening breaks down these barriers to understanding.

Acknowledging Our Connections

Searching for common ground involves acknowledging the connections that exist between people related to one another by shared community, faith, citizenship, and concern.  It recognizes that we are all affected by tears in the larger social fabric.  It asks participants to relate to one another as "all of us against the problems we face" rather than "part of us against the rest of us."

Why Search for Common Ground?


Not everyone is able or willing to join in the search for common ground at the moment they are invited to do so.  Participants need a genuine desire to be heard and to listen to others.  The ability to listen includes not feeling compromised by hearing statements and views with which you strongly disagree without having to rebut them or convert others to your way of thinking.


Searching for common ground happens through an openness to exploring areas of common concern as well as difference, sharing personal experiences and beliefs about an issue, setting aside generalities and rhetoric, and speaking as individuals, not as representatives of organizations and institutions.


The motives people give for entering into a search for common ground on abortion frequently include:

· A belief that the level of confrontation over abortion is "out of hand" and destructive. 

· A perception that the level of conflict is not furthering needed social change or helping the powerless and disadvantaged.

· The sense that the tone of the conflict is uncomfortably "out of sync" with a personal system of beliefs about how people should treat one another.

· A painful experience of division -- division between people of faith, between women, between family members, between community members -- and a belief in reconciliation, reconnection, and the need for people to learn to live in community despite serious differences. 

A Common Ground “Toolbox”


Changing a conflict dynamic in a community or society calls for a range of tools, not a single approach. Understanding that no one technique or skill in itself can transform conflict is a hallmark of Search for Common Ground. The dialogue process discussed in detail in the next two chapters has been the key methodology used by the Network to bring pro-choice and pro-life adversaries together, but it has not been used in isolation. Appendix 1.3 describes Search for Common Ground’s toolbox.  Many of these tools have been utilized by the Network, as illustrated in the later chapters addressing media, action projects, conferences, and facilitation training. 

Appendix 1.1

THE COMMON GROUND DIALOGUE PROCESS: 

A SUMMARY
Ground Rules for Dialogue
1. Act, speak and listen respectfully.

2. Listen to seek understanding, not necessarily agreement.

3. Speak for yourself.

4. Offer and accept views without attempting to convert or convince.

5. Observe confidentiality.

6.Anyone has the option to "pass" without comment/ explanation/ negative connotation.

Common Ground Concepts

Dialogue not Debate. 


The practice of dialogue lies at the heart of the common ground approach.  Dialogue is different from debate.  Debate is about persuading others that your views are “right” and that the views of others are “wrong.”  Dialogue is a gentler, more respectful process.  The spirit of dialogue is to acknowledge and honor the humanity of all persons present regardless of their points of view.  The goals of dialogue center around increasing understanding and being understood rather than persuading others and being “right.”  When dialogue is attempted in a sustained and polarized conflict, a primary goal is to change the relationship between those who see each other as demonized adversaries. A carefully constructed dialogue process can enable hard issues to be addressed without leading to bad feelings.

Searching for what is genuinely shared.


The idea of common ground can be illustrated by two interlocking circles:


Each circle represents a point of view about abortion (one circle, pro-life; the other, pro-choice).  A common ground process recognizes the integrity of each circle as a complete set of concerns, beliefs and values around this issue.  A common ground process primarily focuses attention on and explores the area of intersection.  Through the search for concerns, beliefs and values that are shared, a platform of understanding is built.  At the same time, when participants stand together in the area of genuine intersection, they can also look at their differences with fresh eyes.  The differences remain the same as before, but the perspective on these differences has changed.  The angle of vision is from the common space looking out, instead of from the areas of difference where adversaries glare at one another across the submerged and unseen area of what is shared.

Common ground is not compromise.


Searching for common ground is not about compromising to reach a middle position but about focusing on areas of genuinely shared values and concerns.  People are not asked to change their views on abortion or sacrifice their integrity.  Participants in a common ground process seek to understand one another, not to force or pretend agreement where it does not exist.

A common ground approach encourages looking beyond the labels and the stereotypes.


A common ground approach assumes that even in a polarized conflict, people’s views fall on a continuum.

Pro-life________________|__________________Pro-choice

When people identify themselves as “pro-choice” or “pro-life,” they are only placing themselves somewhere on the continuum other than the exact center. The idea of a continuum encourages awareness of how little we can assume about another person’s set of beliefs if all we know about them is that they choose one label over the other.  It opens us to look for diversity on both sides.

A common ground approach encourages “connective thinking.”


Debates tend to focus attention on the weaknesses of a speaker and to encourage a search for the flaws in what is said.  Dialogue encourages connective thinking that focuses attention on the strengths of the speaker and encourages a search for the gems of wisdom, or pieces of truth, in what is said.  Connective thinking fosters the building of constructive relationships and the development of community because it ties together the best wisdom of each member of the group.  It is an important practice in the search for common ground.

A common ground dialogue encourages genuine questions.


Genuine questions are questions asked in a spirit of real curiosity and a sincere interest in hearing the answers.  Rhetorical or leading questions are not genuine questions.  They are questions for which we already know the answers.  We usually ask them not to learn but to test or trap someone whom we view as an opponent.  The posing of genuine questions and the omission of all other kinds is a trademark of common ground dialogue.

Important Elements of the Process

· Active listening - Reflecting back to one another what we hear being said (restating, paraphrasing), or being asked, without interpretation.  It is especially important to have a person on “one side” actively listen for someone on the “other side.”  

· Small groups that have balance between people of opposing viewpoints.

· Facilitators serving a role that is even-handed, creates safety by enforcing the ground rules, is open-ended as to “results”, and models and coaches active listening and genuine questions.  

· Dialogue questions, not  “topics”.  This helps to focus conversation and send it in new directions.

· Use of storytelling, i.e., having people speak from personal experience.

· People speaking as “I”, not as “We”, i.e., talking for themselves not their “side,” and avoiding generalizations.

· Trust building – having opening questions not related to the conflict issue that let people learn something about one another, increase feelings of safety, and practice listening and responding in dialogue way. A solid base of trust and dialogue skill is important before talking about areas of common ground and joint action.

· Examining stereotypes and misperceptions of ourselves and others.

To request information and/or assistance call, write or email:

National Association for Community Mediation (NAFCM)

1527 New Hampshire Avenue

Washington, DC  20036-1206

Telephone:  (202) 667-9700; Fax:  (202) 667-8629

web page: www.sfcg.org
www.nafcm.org
Authors: Mary Jacksteit and Adrienne Kaufmann

( Search for Common Ground

Users have permission to reproduce this material and/or incorporate

it in other publications so long as its source and authors are identified.

Appendix 1.2

Appendix 1.3
The Search for Common Ground Toolbox

Search for Common Ground has developed almost two dozen operational methods -- which we cumulatively call our toolbox. These include well-known conflict resolution techniques, such as mediation and facilitation, and less traditional ones like TV production, wrestling matches, radio soap opera, and community organizing.  We find that applying several tools at the same time increases their overall impact. Thus, we carry out comprehensive, multi-pronged initiatives.  The following list is always a “work in progress” because new tools constantly emerge.  Changing how the world deals with conflict is a dynamic and creative enterprise. 

Among our tools, there is considerable overlap. All are, in fact, variations of one core method, as articulated for us by ANC leader Andrew Masondo: "Understand the differences; act on the commonalities." 

1. Forums/Roundtables. Convening opponents for dialogue is at the heart of our work. For instance, we bring together Arabs and Israelis and American pro-life and pro-choice partisans.
2. Joint Action Projects. Instead of opponents confronting each other as enemies, we ask them to cooperate on shared problems. An example is in Macedonia where we convene ethnic Slavs and Albanians to clean up the environment.  The Network has put pro-choice and pro-life activists together to work on the issue of preventing teenage pregnancy.

3. Pro-active Mediation. In places such as Angola, we serve as a mediating force between contending parties. 

4. Conflict Resolution Institution Building. We believe that if the capacity for conflict resolution exists in a society, it is likely to be used. Thus, we work with local partners to sponsor centers in Egypt, Gaza, Jordan, Lebanon, Macedonia, and Ukraine. 

5. Conflict Resolution Training. We provide training -- culturally adapted and reflecting traditional methods -- in Gaza, Lebanon, Jordan, Turkey, Macedonia, and Ukraine.  In the United States we train people to lead the common ground dialogue process.

6. Training in Schools. Courses in conflict resolution not only reduce student violence but also promote tolerance and improve, in the long run, how a society manages conflict. We have school training programs in Gaza, Jordan, Macedonia, and Ukraine. 

7. Television. We produce TV programs which treat contentious problems within a common ground framework. We have co-produced series in South Africa, Russia, Macedonia, Sri Lanka, and the US.  A new initiative is in the area of children’s programming. 

8. Radio. Radio often reaches much larger audiences than TV. We produce peace-oriented radio in Burundi, Bosnia, and Liberia. Programs include news, features, and highly dramatic soap opera.

9. Journalist Training. Media coverage of ethnic disputes can ignite violence. In Macedonia, the Middle East, and Sri Lanka, we have co-sponsored workshops for journalists to help defuse inflammatory coverage.  

10. Cross-Ethnic Team Reporting. In Macedonia, with NYU's Center for War, Peace & the News Media, we organize trans-ethnic teams of journalists who jointly investigate a subject and then co-author multi-part series which are published simultaneously in the country's newspapers. 

11. Songs. In Angola, we organized the recording of a peace song, sung by popular singers associated with the country's two warring sides. The song will be widely distributed on cassette, CD, and music video.

12. Publications. We publish a quarterly newsletter on regional cooperation in the Middle East and have produced a unique book on arms control, written by Arab, Iranian, Israeli, and Turkish authors. We also publish papers, co-authored by traditional foes -- including Arabs and Israelis and pro-lifers and pro-choicers.

13. Cross-Ethnic Cooperation Within Professions. People in the same field have much in common, regardless of their origin, so we convene multi-ethnic meetings of groups such as editors and human rights activists in the Middle East.

14. Images of the Other: Reduction of Stereotypes. Negative stereotyping fosters de-humanization -- which feeds conflict. In the Middle East, we sponsor workshops to examine stereotypes and promote anti-bias education and cross-cultural understanding.  In the US pro-choice/pro-life project, unique tools have been developed for getting beyond assumptions and misperceptions.

15. Police/Military Training. Changing the behavior of security forces can reduce conflict. In 1994 and 1995, we co-sponsored with the Center for Conflict Resolution training programs to promote ethnic diversity in South Africa's police and military. 

16. Policy Coordination Forums. When NGOs, international organizations, and governments cooperate, they maximize impact. Hence, we co-convene the Great Lakes Policy Forum in Washington and in Brussels to promote information-sharing and cooperation around issues arising from the conflicts in Central Africa.

17. Community Organizing. Organizing -- within a non-adversarial framework -- can be an important conflict prevention tool. In Burundi, we helped establish a Women's Peace Centre that supports Hutu and Tutsi women in peace-making activities. 

18. “Citizen Diplomacy”.  Building links at an unofficial level can begin to open up the possibility of new relations when conditions at the official level are not yet ripe for this step.  Recently, Search was instrumental in having an American wrestling team travel to an international competition in Iran, then to have the Iranian team come to the US– the first such exchange since the revolution.  Following on that have been US - Iranian exchanges in the area of films and science.  

19.  Shuttle Diplomacy.  This is an approach for “getting people to the table” to consider joint action, or even dialogue, when roles or other factors create barriers to bringing people face-to-face.  A “go-between” can determine levels of interest, avenues of productive cooperation, conditions needed to precede an in-person meeting, and may even take things to the point of an agreement to jointly act.  This tool is being used by the Common Ground on Race project to forge joint initiatives between opponents and proponents of affirmative action.

 ( Search for Common Ground.
CHAPTER TWO: 

GETTING STARTED

People start common ground efforts for a variety of reasons and with differing goals.  Creating a formal organization is one possibility.  More commonly the effort begins as an informal gathering of people who want to come together in the spirit of common ground described in the previous chapter.  They may be individuals from the community at large, or people identified with the same church, university, profession, or area of concern.  What makes it a common ground effort is the participation by people from “both (all) sides” who want to open a positive channel with their opposites.

Beginning Steps of a Common Ground Effort

There are four beginning steps that all efforts, regardless of size, context, degree of formality, or manner of origin, need to take in one form or another:  (1)  forming a nucleus with at least one person from each side;  (2)  developing a common purpose, an open agenda, and trust; (3) developing a set of ground rules; and  (4)  choosing a group facilitator.

Forming a Nucleus 


People on both sides of an issue need to be involved in initiating a common ground effort. We recommend this as the first step because, in our experience with the abortion issue, gathering pro-life and pro-choice individuals together is much more successful when those hosting meetings and issuing invitations include people representing both viewpoints.   Sometimes, however, the energy to begin dialogue is one-sided at first.  This imbalance needs to be addressed as soon as possible because lop-sided initiatives do not work.  If the conveners all have similar views on the issue, the questions of "whose agenda is being served by this process?" and "why does only one side want to find common ground?" arise and undermine the potential effectiveness of the effort right from the start.   A balanced nucleus will be a source of: (1) credibility with potential participants; and,  (2) protection against inadvertently using slanted language or unwittingly making decisions (e.g., about meeting place) that send alienating messages to one side or the other.


If you are on a particular side of an issue, your first job, then, will be to find a counterpart on the other side with whom to collaborate.  If you do not have strong views on this issue, or see yourself playing a convener or facilitator role, we recommend that you recruit at least one person on each side of the issue to work with as soon as possible.  In our view, taking the time and making the considerable effort that may be required to develop a representative core group are necessary investments.  


It is not unusual for people who are interested in beginning a common ground initiative to find this first step difficult, and to be uncertain about how to find the needed people.  There is no single right way to go about this.  Talking to people you already know who are on both sides of this issue, trying to rouse their interest, and asking them for names of others who might be interested is a good place to start.  You may need to talk to many people to find a few with whom you will feel comfortable working.  Patience, perseverance and courage are likely to be required in taking this first crucial step.  Some possible approaches based on real-life examples are:

· Tapping into an existing personal network.  In Davenport, Iowa, they were community activists who had worked together in the past.  In Philadelphia, the common link was a women’s resource center.  In Buffalo and Oregon, the nucleus formed in an ecumenical religious organization.

· Holding a public program on common ground with pro-life and pro-choice speakers.  A Cleveland, Ohio effort began this way.  At the forum, common ground was introduced and an invitation to become involved was extended. 

· Using the media by writing a letter to the editor, or an op-ed in the newspaper inviting a dialogue, or getting the interest of a local reporter. In St. Louis, the Op-ed of Andrew Puzder, a well-known pro-life attorney drew the attention of B.J. Isaacson  of Reproductive Health Services, an abortion provider.  This led to their first meeting.  In Norfolk, a reporter wrote about common ground and referred interested people to the local mediation center.

· Create a relationship with the “opposite” you encounter the most.  In Illinois this happened with a pro-life protester and pro-choice escort regularly present at the same clinic.  In Denver it was opposing clergy activists.

· Getting well-placed sponsors to invite activists.  In Wisconsin, Maggi Cage enlisted an interested pro-choice state legislator to identify a pro-life counterpart.  These two legislators jointly extended the invitations, which brought together a common ground discussion group. 

· Contacting NAFCM, or other common ground groups you learn about, to see if they can make useful connections for you.  See Chapter Nine.


Developing common purpose, an open agenda, and trust

It is important for people initiating a common ground effort to have a shared understanding of their basic purpose.  At the beginning the goal is to bring people together in a non-adversarial setting so that they can speak honestly but respectfully to one another, listen with a willingness to understand, and allow the basis of a constructive relationship to develop.  But beyond that, there may be different ideas.


One way to develop consensus about this is to develop a statement of purpose that lays out the group's reason for coming together, its goals, and its vision.  Several examples of statements are included in Appendix 2.1   We strongly recommend approaching the process as open-ended at the start and allowing the future course and goals of the group to develop naturally.  We have learned that it is very hard to predict what will come out of a common ground process at the beginning. 


Sometimes, one or more of those who initiate a common ground process have specific additional goals in mind for the group right from the start, for example, forming a public coalition, taking a particular action, or developing a public position on a policy issue.  We encourage people to set their predetermined goals aside at the start, or loosen their attachment to them, so that they are not tempted to push the dialogue process or skew it in a results-oriented direction that others do not favor.  A group may not be ready to form a broader coalition or develop an action strategy.  It is important to keep in mind that there is tremendous value in dialogue itself.  Constructive conversations are steps toward understanding and relationship building -- a necessary foundation for any future action. There are times when a common ground dialogue evolves spontaneously into some form of collaborative action.


One possible decision to make is to plan at the outset for a time-limited effort.  This might be a single, all-day dialogue workshop.  Or it might be a set number of meetings.  The understanding of those invited is that people wanting to discuss continuing in a common ground effort will have the chance to do that at the end of the first planned phase.  The alternative is to start with things open-ended.  This has been the typical pattern, but there are good reasons to consider the other approach – the initial commitment is finite and the scheduled end date provides the opportunity for either a renewal of purpose or closure on a positive note.
Adopting a Set of Ground Rules

Most people who have tried to discuss abortion or other controversial issues with someone who has a different viewpoint have had experiences ranging from the uncomfortable to extremely hurtful.  Potential participants can be distrustful and wary about putting themselves in jeopardy again.  They need to know that this experience will be different.


Ground rules are agreements about behavior that are essential to a common ground dialogue.  They create a safe environment by reassuring people about the nature of the interactions that will take place, i.e., this will not be another occasion in which people will be attacked.  Respectful behavior that honors the basic humanity of all those involved is key to generating trust. The development of a satisfactory set of ground rules is an initial act of trust building.


It is best to talk about the ground rules from the first exploratory conversations you have.  By making clear from the outset what behavior you will expect from one another and what will be treated as "out-of-bounds," the core group will encourage participation by those who feel ready to try a common ground approach, and discourage participation by people who are uninterested in anything short of a debate or the opposing side’s capitulation.


Common ground participants should have ground rules that meet their needs.  The following are basic ground rules we recommend but every group should address whether these are adequate and whether other phrasing works better.  

1. Act, speak and listen respectfully.
2. Listen to seek understanding, not necessarily agreement.

3. Speak for yourself.
4. Offer and accept views without attempting to convert or convince.

5. Observe confidentiality.

6. Anyone has the option to “pass” without comment/ explanation/ negative connotation.


In considering ground rules the essential questions for the group are: (1) "What do you need to make this conversation comfortable for you?” and (2) “What kind of agreements do we need to make with one another to create a safe environment to talk?"

Choosing a Group Facilitator


A facilitator is a person whose job it is to help the group have a constructive conversation.  The facilitator's primary responsibilities are to keep group members faithful to the ground rules and focused on the agenda, and to insure that time for speaking is fairly distributed.  The facilitator needs to be able to function impartially in this role.  Usually this means that he or she does not participate in the substance of the discussions.  Having such a person is very important at the point that real dialogue begins.  The role of a facilitator in common ground dialogue is explained in Chapter Four where there are also facilitator training materials.


There are people in the typical local community who have skills in leading groups, for example, counselors, mediators, teachers and trainers.  NAFCM maintains a directory of community mediation centers.  In our experience, facilitators can be located willing to offer their services for no, or a very low, fee. 

Going Ahead
With the people and the framework in place it is now time to talk — to begin a dialogue and a search for the intersection of values, beliefs and interests among you.   Planning for dialogue is the subject of the next chapter. 

Appendix 2.1

Sample Local group purpose statements

Common Ground of Greater Philadelphia
Common Ground of Greater Philadelphia is a group of pro-life and pro-choice people committed to moving beyond polarization on the abortion issue by learning to communicate with respect, identify shared values, and work side-by-side to achieve common goals.

………………..

Common Ground of the Nation’s Capital
Common Ground of the Nation’s Capital consists of concerned and committed pro-choice and pro-life individuals who meet to listen to and learn from each other about abortion and related issues.  We instill trust and provide a safe space for dialogue by maintaining ideological balance, avoiding inflammatory rhetoric and requiring strict confidentiality.  Honesty and mutual respect help us better understand all sides of the abortion issue and even discover areas of agreement.  Common Ground provides a model of peaceful dispute resolution and a new, positive voice in the abortion debate.

………………..

Common Ground of Denver

We are people of faith who gather to discuss the issues surrounding abortion.  Holding different convictions, we seek not simply to be understood, but also understand.  We espouse non-violent means as we strive to resolve the abortion issue.  We meet in the hope of finding answers which uphold the dignity of all human life.  We recognize that the pursuit of truth is often long and difficult; nonetheless, we dedicate ourselves to this pursuit.

CHAPTER THREE:

PLANNING FOR DIALOGUE 


The one activity basic to all groups is coming together to talk and listen for the purpose of gaining understanding of one another and exploring shared values and concerns.  The focus is on dialogue—promoting trust and understanding and putting a human face on the conflict.  Our experience, and that of others, confirms that this phase is critical and valuable in itself, producing new wisdom, new relationships, and hope.


This chapter assumes the existence of a core group (two or more people) with both pro-choice and pro-life participation, that wants to gather a larger group for this kind of dialogue.  Planning for dialogue must go through several steps.  

Planning Steps

Trustbuilding


The first step is to build sufficient trust in the core group.  We have found that people on opposing sides of an issue cannot work together effectively until this happens.  The way to build trust is to spend time together sharing goals and reasons for wanting to initiate common ground. Exhibiting mutual respect and refraining from attempts to convert are essential.  Reaching an agreement about language is usually needed.  (Our use of “pro-choice” and “pro-life” is a decision to call each side the name they call themselves.  Not everyone likes this, but it works to keep an agreement about labels from derailing things before they really begin.)  The kind of get-together we are talking about here can be as informal as meeting in a local spot for coffee.

Choosing a Dialogue Activity

A decision needs to be made about how to structure the desired dialogue. The choices are short meetings (e.g., 2-3 hours) of open-ended (start with one and see where it goes) or defined (predetermine a number of meetings) duration, or a beginner dialogue workshop (4 to 6 hours).   There are various considerations in making a choice:  

· If you want to go for the greatest number of one-time participants, or external events are pressing, a longer workshop is suggested.  Obviously a more “complete” experience of dialogue results from a longer workshop than from one short meeting.  This could be important where there are high community tensions, a pressing need to inject a different dynamic into the community as widely and quickly as possible, and/or the likelihood of being able to draw to a one time event people who would not be prepared for a longer term commitment.

· If your sense is that to get maximum participation a workshop needs to fit into an evening or half day (based on an estimation of how much time people will be able or willing to devote) a workshop can be modified to a four hour design.  

· If initial inquiries reveal that there are a sufficient number of people willing to commit to a series of meetings, in effect this allows for breaking up the workshop into smaller sections (e.g. 2 hours).  

· The time of organizers, the facilities available, and conflicting events will also factor in.  A workshop is more demanding of the first two factors and the third impacts feasibility.

Setting Goals


The planning group has to arrive at stated goals for the chosen dialogue activity that it can communicate clearly and consistently when recruiting participants.  Generally a dialogue meeting or workshop has the central goal of drawing together members of the community to experience common ground dialogue between people having opposing views on abortion.  A goal can be very generally stated. Appendix 3.3 illustrates a typical formulation.


Another type of workshop might have a more specific goal, e.g., the exploration of the possibility of common ground around a specific problem in the community, like teenage pregnancy.  Meeting plans of that nature are described in Chapter Five.

 

Ground Rules

Ground rules should be adopted that can be communicated to prospective participants to reassure them about the meeting’s structure.  They will usually be, or will build on, those that the planning group has developed for itself.  We refer you to the discussion of ground rules in the previous chapter and to Appendix 1.1.  In Appendix 3.3 these are incorporated into a workshop registration form.

Invitation and Pre-registration 


It is important that every person who is invited, or who expresses an interest in attending a dialogue, understands both what is intended to take place, and what is expected of participants.  A written invitation and the opportunity to talk in advance with someone in the planning group are the best ways to achieve this.  


Requiring an advance registration or commitment to attend is critical for planning.  It accomplishes several important goals:

· Pre-meeting contacts insure that participants will arrive already oriented to the workshop’s basic approach and to the ground rules.

· Organizers can insure that viewpoints will be evenly balanced.  Uneven registrations are a signal to make an extra effort to recruit individuals from the under-represented position.  It is better to cancel than to hold a meeting or workshop where one side is numerically overwhelmed.  

· Where small groups for dialogue will be used, such as in a workshop, registration information allows for making group assignments in advance, which makes things much easier.  The goal in each small group is a balance of pro-choice/pro-life viewpoints.  It is also advisable to have a gender mix, and to match strong activists with counterparts on the other side.  Couples and best friends (if known) should usually be split up.  

· Organizers know the size of the group to plan space, refreshments, materials and facilitator/s.

 

Appendix 3.3 is a sample letter of invitation and the registration form for a workshop.  These are adaptable to other meeting formats.  Whether or not the registration form is the method used (telephone RSVP’s might work for a small group coming to a short meeting), individuals need to indicate which side of the issue they are on (or where they are on a continuum), and sign an agreement to observe the ground rules.

Covering Costs 

Potential expenses to be incurred include meeting space rental, food, and postage.  Getting these donated is obviously the best.  Finding free space can take some work, but examples from our experience include college classrooms, public community centers, office conference rooms, community organizations (Council of Churches, YWCA), churches, library meeting rooms and mediation centers.  As an alternative to purchasing snacks or lunch for participants, food can be volunteered by organizers, or, for a day-long workshop, lunch can be “brown bag”  (i.e. participants are advised to bring their own.)   In our experience, local culture usually dictates how food is handled.  At minimum, beverages should be provided at longer workshops.

As indicated in the previous chapter, workshop facilitators can frequently be obtained on a volunteer basis, but their expenses may need to be covered or, if they are associated with a mediation center, a modest fee may be required.  

One way to raise money is a modest registration fee ($10.00.)  Donations can also be sought.  Some groups have obtained modest funds from local foundations.

A Basic Dialogue Workshop



The remainder of this chapter will present the Network’s model for a Basic Dialogue Workshop.  Based on experience we recommend that, even when groups meet more informally and for shorter time spans rather than holding a workshop, the group incorporate the basic elements of the workshop into their meetings.  In other words, it may take several meetings over a period of months, but the group should open with a presentation of the concepts of common ground, and begin its dialogue with the sharing of personal stories, which is the first small group discussion in a workshop.  After that, there should be the opportunity for asking probing questions, and examining stereotypes.



The term “basic” means that this dialogue model is intended for people who have not been through an intensive dialogue process.  They may be completely new to the experience, or they may have had less structured meetings or ones focused primarily on organizing issues or action plans.  There are instances where people in a hurry to talk about joint action or shared agendas recognize the need for scheduling a dialogue in which they and their colleagues can learn more about one another and the abortion issue by getting to some foundational issues and questions. 



Once people have been through this specific workshop process they are ready to take the dialogue into other explorations.  Being rooted in the purposes and skills for searching for common ground, they can incorporate useful elements of the dialogue model into their further conversations.   


This design has been used often, and in different settings and found by both participants and facilitators to be very effective.  However, while it is a model, it should not be viewed as a straight jacket. The morning question is basic to the dialogue approach and should not be skipped.  But a planning group may identify good reasons for making other changes in such things as the time frame (e.g. different starting and ending times) or the discussion topic/activity for the second small group session. In a later discussion, examples and options are discussed.  

Materials

In the following description of a Basic dialogue Workshop, you will be referred to appendices at the end of the chapter that provide needed planning and workshop materials that you can copy and/or adapt for your own use. 

· Appendix 3.1 is a Planning Meeting Agenda.  Though intended for a workshop, many items will be relevant to any type of meeting, so running through this agenda is important. 

· Appendix 3.2 is a planning materials checklist.  Many of these materials will be needed regardless of the chosen dialogue activity. 

· Appendix 3.3 is a sample letter of invitation and registration form. 

· Appendix 3.4 is a sample letter to small group facilitators.

· Appendix 3.5 is the plan for a 6 hour Basic Dialogue Workshop. 

· Appendix 3.6 is a four- hour Basic Dialogue Workshop plan. 

· Appendix 3.7 is Instructions for using the Common Ground Opinion Survey. 

· Appendix 3.8 is the Common Ground Opinion Survey.

· Appendix 3.9 is the Common Ground Opinion Survey Results Form. 

· Appendix 3.10 contains an exercise on stereotypes, an optional workshop activity

· Appendix 3.11 contains Workshop Evaluation Forms. 

Facilitation Needs for a Workshop


A workshop needs an experienced lead facilitator (or co-facilitators) who takes overall responsibility for leading the process, and facilitates the large group sessions.  Typically the lead facilitator also trains the additional small-group facilitators needed for the workshop, which requires the person to be fully acquainted with the dialogue methodology.


A workshop also requires additional small group facilitators.  This is because the workshop needs to subdivide into small groups for dialogue. Chapter Two advised about the types of people with skills for small group facilitation and where to find them.  Regardless of their level of experience, facilitators have to be oriented to this dialogue model and to their specific responsibilities within the workshop.   For this purpose a three-hour training session for workshop facilitators is scheduled shortly before the workshop, usually the evening before, taught by the lead facilitator.  Chapter Four addresses dialogue facilitation in more detail and provides the training meeting plan and facilitator materials.  Specific suggestions about handling the various elements of the workshop are provided there.

Workshop Plan Overview

The Basic Dialogue Workshop is designed for an all-day, six to seven hour event (including lunch).  This length of time allows participants to build trust with one another, spend a total of three hours in small group dialogue, and still have the opportunity for interaction in the larger group.   The format is as follows:



9:00 a.m.
Check-in, Coffee/juice/breakfast rolls provided.



9:15 a.m.
Welcome and Opening Session



10:00 a.m.
First Small Group Dialogue



11:30 a.m.
Break



11:45 a.m.
Full Group Session



12:15 p.m.
Lunch



1:00 p.m.
Full Group Session



1:30 p.m.
Afternoon Small Group Dialogue



3:00 p.m.
Break



3:15 p.m.
Closing Full Group Session



4:00 p.m.
Conclusion

A more detailed Basic Workshop Schedule is provided as Appendix 3.5.  


A variant on this format is a four hour version which eliminates a meal period and the Opinion Survey exercise (discussed below), compresses the large group sessions, but retains the two small group dialogue discussions.  This schedule is in Appendix 3.6.


First Full Group Session - The Opening 


We begin the workshop with a round of introductions in which everyone present says who they are, why they chose to attend the workshop, and what role they will play, e.g. pro-choice participant, pro-life participant, facilitator, planning group member.  The lead facilitator then explains what is meant by the common ground approach (reviewing the concepts outlined in Chapter One), and reviews the ground rules.  This presentation is very important.  In our view providing participants with a framework of concepts underlying the process is key to enabling them to not only participate effectively in the workshop but also to leave the workshop with new understandings and new conflict management skills.  Participants can be given Appendix 1.1 as a handout.



The Facilitator Schedule, which is Appendix 4.2 in Chapter Four, gives directions on leading this and other full group sessions.

Opinion Survey

Participants are asked to complete a two-part Opinion Survey in the last ten minutes of the opening session.  The Common Ground Opinion Survey (Appendix 3.8) is a tool for examining agreements, disagreements and misperceptions.  It helps to dispel stereotypes and erroneous assumptions as well as clarify areas of genuine difference.  It points to where further exploration of overlapping values and interests could be fruitful.  In Part 1 of the Survey, respondents indicate their personal responses to the questions.  In Part 2 (the comparison survey), they answer the questions as they think participants in the dialogue workshop who are on the other side of the issue would answer.  The Opinion Surveys are collected and tabulated during the morning dialogue.  Results are written on large newsprint papers for review during the first afternoon session (large group after lunch).  Detailed instructions on using this instrument are in Appendix 3.7.  A results chart is in Appendix 3.9.   This is for use in the tabulation.  The score columns on this form are what get presented on the newsprint.   When a copier is available this form can be reproduced for participants.  We have learned that participants enjoy having the results given to them in written form.  This frees up the people who feel a need to copy everything on the newsprint to fully participate in the discussion.

First Small Group Dialogue 



After the opening large group session, participants break into small groups that contain equal numbers of participants on both sides of the issue and a facilitator (or co-facilitators).  During this first small group dialogue, participants are asked to share the personal experiences that brought them to their current views on abortion and to explore what they might learn from each other's stories.  A detailed Facilitation Guide for this session is Appendix 4.3 in Chapter Four.

Second Full Group Session – Debriefing the Dialogue




The full group reconvenes for 30 minutes before the lunch break.  Participants are asked to share their insights and discoveries and to describe their experiences of dialogue.  People like getting a sense of what happened in the other groups.  

Third Full Group Session - Reviewing the Opinion Survey Results

In the front of the room are posted newsprint sheets with the Opinion Survey results.  After participants have had a chance to read the results, the facilitator asks them to identify, in turn, the points of agreement, disagreement, and misperception (i.e. where the actual answer and predicted answer are different.)  Past participants have found the information both fascinating and revealing.  Appendix 3.8 provides detailed instructions on leading this session.

Second Small Group Dialogue 


The same small groups reconvene with the goal of taking the dialogue to another level.  The basic design calls for inviting participants to pose to one another the questions they have really wanted to have answered by the “other side.”  This is an opportunity for people to learn more about the views and beliefs of others, and to explain more about their own.  It also allows for surfacing burning questions, troubling dilemmas and or ideas for cooperation that so far have remained unstated. 



Sometimes in planning, a decision is made to use another question or activity.  It may be that the local context suggests a particular line of dialogue.  For example, in a workshop in Pensacola after a doctor and escort were shot to death outside a clinic, the afternoon dialogue question addressed how much people felt they and their positions were being misrepresented in the media.  In another setting people were asked a question that invited them to talk about how they had been personally impacted by escalating tensions over abortion in their community.  The facilitation guidelines in Chapter Four offer several other alternative questions.  



Another possibility is to address stereotyping.  Appendix 3.11 offers one activity we have used.  Based on experience this is most useful with participants whose strong identification with one side and level of activism have exposed and sensitized them to negative stereotyping.  The Public Conversations Project also has effective approaches for dealing with “hot button” language.  Chapter Nine tells you how to contact them.

Final Full Group Session - Closing 



The closing session is for participants to share what they learned in the afternoon small group dialogue and to reflect together on the implications of the day’s experiences. We ask what shared concerns and ideas have emerged and what is seen as the best that can come from common ground. 





Also in the closing session it is advisable to raise the possibility of “re-entry problems.”  By this we mean suggesting that sometimes participants anticipate difficulty in making the transition back to their "regular lives" as advocates after the dialogue because they have learned how to relate to their adversaries in a new way.  Public activists on the abortion issue are most likely to face this, and indeed may be challenged by friends and associates about having met with "the other side." For this reason, some participants may be particularly concerned that confidentiality be preserved.  If in this final session you mention this potential concern, and briefly review the ground rule about confidentiality, you create an opening for participants to express any anxiety of this type.  





The closing session is also the point to address “what’s next?”  If planners are prepared to support it, participants can be asked if there is interest in meeting again.  This may come up naturally in the discussion.  Our advice is to have people sign up then and there and if possible, decide on a follow-up date and meeting place.  Momentum sometimes gets lost if things are left to later follow-up.   If the workshop has been sponsored by a group already meeting on a regular basis, participants can be invited to the next scheduled meeting.  



Last, it is important that the group experience closure to the workshop.  A closing ritual creates an ending to the workshop that feels complete and inclusive.  The closing ritual we use has participants generate an image or metaphor that expresses how each person has experienced the day.  This closing allows participants to be creative and concise in conveying important feelings and insights.  




The Facilitator Schedule, Appendix 4.2, contains directions for leading this closing session.

Workshop Evaluation 


Getting feedback from participants and facilitators is essential.  This information tells you what the most valuable part of the workshop was and what, if anything, did not work.  


We recommend asking participants to fill out a short written evaluation before the workshop closes.  To get feedback from the facilitators, we like to have a meeting immediately after the workshop, where we pose questions about such things as the sufficiency of the pre-workshop orientation and the workshop schedule and format.  You may also invite facilitators to provide written, anonymous comments as well, if they want to provide further feedback. Appendix 3.10 has an evaluation for both participants and facilitators. 

Appendix 3.1
WORKSHOP PLANNING MEETING AGENDA

(1) Goals:


(a) Share personal goals for being involved.


(b) Arrive at an agreed-on statement of purpose for the workshop.

(2) What is envisioned/hoped for beyond the workshop?

(3) Sponsorship:

a) What individuals or organizations will be named as sponsors? (Should an organization be created, e.g., Common Ground of X-town?)

b)  Who will sign the letter of invitation?

c) Does this planning committee have adequate balance between pro-choice and pro-life, and a sufficient number of people to carry out needed tasks and to appeal to the target constituency? (If not, develop a plan to recruit others and schedule another planning meeting.)

(4) Set ground rules for the workshop.

(5) Participants:

a) What is the target population for the workshop: Whom should this workshop be for?  How can potential participants be identified?

b) How will people be approached, and by whom?

c) Plan a letter of invitation.  How will it be sent?

d) Agree on a registration form, and on how and by whom registrants will be processed.


(6) The schedule and workshop content:

a) Review sample schedules/facilitator materials/questionnaire.

b) Decide on workshop agenda and schedule.

(7) Facilities for the workshop:

a) Discuss a workshop site.  Consider participant comfort level, perceived "neutrality", cost, availability, and convenience of location.

b) Decide on food (e.g. coffee and other beverages, snacks, lunch provided or brown-bag?)

(8) Covering costs:



a) What are the costs involved (possibilities include food, postage, printing, covering expenses of facilitators)?

b) What are sources of funds: registration fee, donations, other?

(9) Media:

a) What type of media involvement or coverage is desirable, if any?

b)  If there is to be an approach to the media, who will do it/draft a press release, etc.?

(10) Small group facilitators:

a) Who in the community has facilitation skills?  Where are sources for finding such individuals?

b) Who asks them?

c) Set an orientation session for facilitators: date and time.

(11) Workshop evaluation: decide on a format, and who will collect and analyze them.

Appendix 3.2
Dialogue Workshop Materials checklist

a) Workshop Schedule (Handout  for Participants) (Appendix  3.5, 3.6)

b) Workshop Schedule for Facilitators (a more detailed version of the schedule) (Appendix 4.2)

c) The Common Ground Dialogue Process  Handout (Appendix 1.1)

d) Small Group Dialogue Session facilitation guidesheets (Appendix 4.3)

e) Common Ground Opinion Survey (Appendix 3.8)

f) Opinion Survey Results form (Appendix 3.9)

g) Instructions for Using the Common Ground Opinion Survey in a Workshop (Appendix 3.7)

h) Workshop Evaluation Form for participants (Appendix 3.10)

i) Evaluation Questions for Facilitators  (Appendix 3.10)

j) Newsprint (for illustrating common ground concepts, posting ground rules, presenting Opinion Survey results)

k) Markers

l) Masking tape

m) Pencils (for taking opinion survey)

Appendix 3.3  

Sample Invitation letter and registration form.

Dear Prospective Common Ground Participant,

You have expressed interest in attending the upcoming Common Ground Workshop, to be held in               on January 24, 199_.  The goal for this workshop is to engage in dialogue about the conflict surrounding abortion using the common ground approach.  What follows is further information about the workshop and a registration form to fill out and return to us by            .
Who will be there?
This Common Ground Workshop is being held for pro-choice and pro-life persons in the               metro area who would like an opportunity to participate in meaningful dialogue with persons on the "other side" of the conflict.

What is the "Common Ground Approach"?
The common ground approach enables people who disagree to attempt to find common ground with one another.  They do not compromise their views nor do they try to convince those with differing views to change them.  Rather, adversaries who search for common ground try to understand one another's viewpoints and the personal reasons that lead each person to hold the convictions they do.  

The common ground approach is a process of breaking down the communication barriers that have been built up through the course of this conflict.  This allows people to explore areas where the agendas of both sides may overlap. Therefore, the common ground approach could be a process by which both sides can work in partnership on problems and issues that are important to everyone involved.

Who are we?

The upcoming workshop is being planned and organized by                      and will be led by                     .

Workshop Details:

Where:
                                            

When:

Saturday, January 24, 199    




9am until 4:30pm

Cost:

$8 (to help defray the costs of mailings and refreshments)




Also, please bring a bag lunch.

What:

The following will be the general schedule of the day:




9:00 am  
Check-in, Welcome, Large group session




10:00am 
Small group dialogue: articulation of values, personal






perspectives.  






A trained facilitator will assist each small group.



  
11:45 am
Large group session.




12:15 pm
Break for lunch




1:00 pm
Further small and large group discussions.  Surfacing the common ground.





4pm

Adjourn.

Registration:

Enclosed is a registration form to be returned in advance of the workshop.  Your signed agreement to the ground rules on the registration form is required as a condition of participation.  If, after sending in your registration, for some reason you are not able to attend, please call,               who is handling registrations, at                 as soon as possible.  It is very important to keep the numbers of pro-choice and pro-life participants even; therefore we are always concerned to know who will be attending.

Note: Persons who are unable to attend for the full day are asked not to register, as it can be disruptive to group dynamics.

We look forward to seeing you.  If you have further questions, please feel free to call any one of us.

Sincerely, 

(PL and PC signatories)

Common Ground Dialogue
 REGISTRATION FORM
Name:
_______________________________________________________

Address:
_______________________________________________________

City:
___________________  State:_________  Zip Code:________

Telephone:_____________________________________

Affiliation*: 
Pro-Choice_______________|________________Pro-Life

*The above continuum represents the spectrum of views that can be held on the abortion issue. In order to help us achieve balance in our dialogue groupings, please place a mark on the side that most fairly reflects your views.  

Do you hold a leadership position in this area?  __________

Please explain:

               __________________________________________________






GROUND RULES

We ask that you read through the ground rules for participation in the common ground workshop.  If you feel you can accept these guidelines for participation, please sign below.

1.  Act, speak and listen respectfully.
2. Listen to seek understanding, not necessarily agreement.

3. Speak for yourself.
4. Offer and accept views without attempting to convert or convince.

5. Observe confidentiality.

6. Anyone has the option to “pass” without comment/ explanation/ negative connotation.








Signature:__________________________
Send To:

Deadline: 

Appendix 3.4 


Sample letter to small group facilitators

Date

Dear *****,

We’re delighted that you will be assisting us as a small group facilitator at the Workshop on Saturday, ****. 

We will meet for Facilitator Training on the evening of Friday the *** from 6:30 – 9:00 pm at ********* (directions enclosed). 

Also enclosed are the schedule for the day, a basic concepts piece, our common ground elements sheet, and the invitation that went to prospective participants.  Please remember to bring these materials to the facilitator training.
Again, thanks for volunteering.  Please feel free to call with any questions.


Sincerely,

Appendix 3.5

COMMON GROUND DIALOGUE WORKSHOP


6 hour Schedule
9:00-9:15:
Check-in, coffee, and snack.

9:15-9:30:
Welcome, Introduction, and Opening Remarks.



     •
Who are we and why are we here?

9:30-10:00:
Full Group Session.


     •
What is the "common ground approach?"


     •
What do we believe?  Complete the Common Ground Opinion Survey. 

10:00-11:30:
Small Group Dialogues: Pro-choice and Pro-life participants with facilitator.



     •
What are the personal experiences that brought you to your current views on abortion?

11:30-11:45:
BREAK

11:45-12:15:
Full Group Session:  Discussion, sharing by small groups.



     •
What were the important and/or surprising insights in your small groups?



     •
How did the dialogue go?

12:15-1:00:
LUNCH.  This is not a "working lunch" but a time to take a break and relax.

1:00-1:30:
Full Group Session:  Discussion.



     •
What information did we get from the Opinion Survey?  

 1:30-3:00:
Small Group Dialogues:  The same groups that met in the morning reconvene.



     •
Probing more deeply the beliefs we have around the issue of abortion.



     •
What is the best that could come out of common ground?

3:00-3:15:
BREAK.

3:15-4:00:
Full Group Session:  Closing Reflections.



     •
What is in the "common ground, the area of overlap?

· What is the best that could come out of common ground?  Next steps.



     •
What are the risks of "reentry?”



     •
How have we experienced this day?  Share metaphors/impressions.



     •
Workshop evaluation.
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COMMON GROUND DIALOGUE WORKSHOP 

4 Hour schedule

8:30 - 9:00
Check-in  (coffee and pastry available) 

9:00 - 9:30 
Opening large group session

· Welcome

· Purpose and ground rules of the workshop

· Introductions

· What is dialogue?  What does it mean to search for “common

ground”?

· Break into small groups (break at 9:25)

9:30 - 11:00
Small group dialogue  (4 to 6 participants with pro-choice, pro-life balance, and a facilitator)

· How have you come to your viewpoint on abortion? 

11:00 - 11:15   BREAK

11:15 - 12:15   Small group dialogue  (same group)

· Asking genuine questions:  What do you really want to ask someone on the “other side” ? 

· What is in the “common ground” ?   What overlap do you see between pro-life and pro-choice values and concerns?

12:15 - 12:45
Large group discussion

· Sharing Insights gained, things learned during the dialogue.

· What is in the “common ground”, the area of overlap?  

· What next?

12:45
Evaluations and Closing
1:00
End
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Using the Common Ground Opinion Survey in a Workshop Setting

1. Participants are asked to complete the questionnaire in the last ten minutes of the initial full group session.  Advise people to work quickly and avoid getting hung up on a getting a “right answer.”  This exercise is intended to provide a “rough cut” of views, not reliable social science research.

2. Instructions for participants are as follows.  They are to fill out the first portion of the questionnaire answering for themselves.  Participants are to fill out the second version of the questionnaire as they think people in the room who hold the opposite view on abortion would answer it.  The underlined qualifier is important – it is misleading to compare answers of the people present with views identified with the most strident public advocates.  Possible answers range from strongest agreement to strongest disagreement.  People are told they need to designate themselves as either pro-choice or pro-life in the appropriate space, in order for their answers to be tabulated. 

3. Tabulation:  PL and PC’s are separated.  Using two blank questionnaires for recording (one for the PL answers, one for the PC), all answers for each question are recorded and then the average score is determined.  As the average scores are calculated for the four categories for each question (PC’s views, PC’s views of PL, PL’s views, PL’s views of PC), these are entered into the results form, and then transferred onto similar charts on large newsprint showing the four columns shown on the results form.  It is best to prepare the blank newsprint charts ahead of time.

4. In a first session after lunch, the newsprint charts are displayed and the format explained.  People are told that a difference of less than 1 point is not notable.  More than 2 is very different.  Commonality can be seen where answers are within a point.  A middle score (3) is ambiguous – it can mean everyone answered 3 or that there was a wide spread which averaged to 3.

5. A group discussion is led by asking participants the following questions.  Answers can be recorded on separate newsprint.  A quicker approach is to circle the answers in each category using different color markers (circle agreements in blue, disagreements in red, etc.) 

· Where does the chart show areas of agreement?

· Where does the chart show areas of difference?

· Where does the chart show misperceptions?

Start with one side, for example PC, and identify where there are significant differences between actual answers and predicted answers.  Then take the other side. Draw attention to stereotypes revealed in the misperceptions.

Session Time:  30 minutes. 
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COMMON GROUND OPINION SURVEY

Please check the appropriate category:  Pro-Choice                       Pro-Life                     
On a scale of 5 to 1 (5 meaning strongest agreement and 1 meaning strongest disagreement) please circle the number that best describes your viewpoint on the following: 

1.  There are too many abortions in this country.


5
4
3
2
1

2. Any use of artificial contraceptives is wrong; abstinence or natural family planning (periodic abstinence) are the only morally acceptable ways to prevent pregnancy.


5
4
3
2
1

3.  Belonging to an organized religious group is an important aspect of full human development.


5
4
3
2
1

4.  Making abortion a crime again would have little effect on the number of abortions.


5
4
3
2
1

5.  Women and men are equal in value, in rights, and in their capacity to participate in public decision making.


5
4
3
2
1

6.  Improving economic opportunities for young adults would reduce the rate of unplanned pregnancy.


5
4
3
2
1

7. Abortion is a violent procedure for terminating a pregnancy.


5
4
3
2
1

(5 meaning strongest agreement and 1 meaning strongest disagreement)

8.  Marriage is the only proper context for sexual relations.


5
4
3
2
1

9.  I oppose laws that require notification of parents before their minor children can have an abortion.


5
4
3
2
1

10.  It is very difficult to establish a law or rule that can be applied justly in all circumstances.


5
4
3
2
1

11.  Violence against abortion providers is an unacceptable approach to reducing the number of abortions.


5
4
3
2
1

12.  Parenting is a legitimate full-time career.


5
4
3
2
1

13.  It's OK with me if people use abortion as a primary or routine method of birth control.


5
4
3
2
1

14.  My religious beliefs have had a major impact on my views on abortion.


5
4
3
2
1

15.  Government policy should have as a major concern giving support to families raising children.


5
4
3
2
1

16.  It's acceptable for governments sometimes to compel women to have abortions.


5
4
3
2
1

17. If abortion were a crime again, many women would suffer physical injury from illegal 

abortions.

(5 meaning strongest agreement and 1 meaning strongest disagreement)

5
4
3
2
1

18.  Spirituality is an important dimension of being human.


5
4
3
2
1

19.  Pregnant women who they feel they cannot raise a child should consider, as one option, continuing their pregnancy and placing the baby for adoption.


5
4
3
2
1

20.  Preserving a woman's freedom and independence sometimes justifies having an abortion.


5
4
3
2
1

21.  Consensual sex can be morally acceptable even without a commitment to the relationship.


5
4
3
2
1

22.  I feel certain about "when human life begins."


5
4
3
2
1

23.  Public schools should teach young people both abstinence from sex as well as artificial methods of contraception.


5
4
3
2
1

24.  Most women who have an abortion suffer psychological harm as a result.


5
4
3
2
1

25. Abortion should be made illegal in most or all circumstances.


5
4
3
2
1

COMPARISON OPINION SURVEY 

If you are Pro-Life, please answer this questionnaire as you think a Pro-Choice person here today would answer it.

If you are Pro-Choice, please answer it as you think a Pro-Life person here today would answer it.

On a scale of 5 to 1 (5 meaning strongest agreement and 1 meaning strongest disagreement) please circle the number that best describes your viewpoint on the following: 

1.  There are too many abortions in this country.


5
4
3
2
1

2.  Any use of artificial contraceptives is wrong; abstinence or natural family planning (periodic abstinence) are the only morally acceptable ways to prevent pregnancy.


5
4
3
2
1

3.  Belonging to an organized religious group is an important aspect of full human development.


5
4
3
2
1

4.  Making abortion a crime again would have little effect on the number of abortions.


5
4
3
2
1

5.  Women and men are equal in value, in rights, and in their capacity to participate in public decision making.


5
4
3
2
1

6.  Improving economic opportunities for young adults would reduce the rate of unplanned pregnancy.


5
4
3
2
1

7.  Abortion is a violent procedure for terminating a pregnancy.


5
4
3
2
1

(5 meaning strongest agreement and 1 meaning strongest disagreement)

8.  Marriage is the only proper context for sexual relations.


5
4
3
2
1

9.  I oppose laws that require notification of parents before their minor children can have an abortion.


5
4
3
2
1

10.  It is very difficult to establish a law or rule that can be applied justly in all circumstances.


5
4
3
2
1

11.  Violence against abortion providers is an unacceptable approach to reducing the number of abortions.


5
4
3
2
1

12.  Parenting is a legitimate full-time career.


5
4
3
2
1

13.  It's OK with me if people use abortion as a primary or routine method of birth control.


5
4
3
2
1

14.  My religious beliefs have had a major impact on my views on abortion.


5
4
3
2
1

15.  Government policy should have as a major concern giving support to families raising children.


5
4
3
2
1

16.  It's acceptable for governments sometimes to compel women to have abortions.


5
4
3
2
1

(5 meaning strongest agreement and 1 meaning strongest disagreement)

17.  If abortion were a crime again, many women would suffer physical injury from illegal abortions.


5
4
3
2
1

18.  Spirituality is an important dimension of being human.


5
4
3
2
1

19.  Pregnant women who they feel they cannot raise a child should consider, as one option, continuing their pregnancy and placing the baby for adoption.


5
4
3
2
1

20.  Preserving a woman's freedom and independence sometimes justifies having an abortion.


5
4
3
2
1

21.  Consensual sex can be morally acceptable even without a commitment to the relationship.


5
4
3
2
1

22.  I feel certain about "when human life begins."


5
4
3
2
1

23.  Public schools should teach young people both abstinence from sex as well as artificial methods of contraception.


5
4
3
2
1

24.  Most women who have an abortion suffer psychological harm as a result.


5
4
3
2
1

25.  Abortion should be made illegal in most or all circumstances.


5
4
3
2
1

Appendix 3.9
OPINION SURVEY RESULTS

(5 meaning strongest agreement and 1 meaning strongest disagreement)

	ITEM
	PL view of PC
	PC
	PL
	PC view of PL

	1.  There are too many abortions in this country.


	
	
	
	

	2.  Any use of artificial contraceptives is wrong; abstinence or natural family planning (periodic abstinence) are the only morally acceptable ways to prevent pregnancy.
	
	
	
	

	3.  Belonging to an organized religious group is an important aspect of full human development.
	
	
	
	

	4.  Making abortion a crime again would have little effect on the number of abortions.
	
	
	
	

	5.  Women and men are equal in value, in rights, and in their capacity to participate in public decision making.
	
	
	
	

	6.  Improving economic opportunities for young adults would reduce the rate of unplanned pregnancy.
	
	
	
	

	7.  Abortion is a violent procedure for terminating a pregnancy.
	
	
	
	

	8.  Marriage is the only proper context for sexual relations.
	
	
	
	

	9.  I oppose laws that require notification of parents before their minor children can have an abortion.
	
	
	
	

	10.  It is very difficult to establish a law or rule that can be applied justly in all circumstances.
	
	
	
	

	11.  Violence against abortion providers is an unacceptable approach to reducing the number of abortions.
	
	
	
	

	12.  Parenting is a legitimate full-time career.
	
	
	
	

	13.  It's OK with me if people use abortion as a primary or routine method of birth control.
	
	
	
	

	14.  My religious beliefs have had a major impact on my views on abortion.
	
	
	
	

	15.  Government policy should have as a major concern giving support to families raising children.
	
	
	
	

	16.  It's acceptable for governments sometimes to compel women to have abortions.
	
	
	
	

	17.  If abortion were a crime again, many women would suffer physical injury from illegal abortions.
	
	
	
	

	18.  Spirituality is an important dimension of being human.
	
	
	
	

	19.  Pregnant women who they feel they cannot raise a child should consider, as one option, continuing their pregnancy and placing the baby for adoption.
	
	
	
	

	20.  Preserving a woman's freedom and independence sometimes justifies having an abortion.
	
	
	
	

	21.  Consensual sex can be morally acceptable even without a commitment to the relationship.
	
	
	
	

	22.  I feel certain about "when human life begins."
	
	
	
	

	23.  Public schools should teach young people both abstinence from sex as well as artificial methods of contraception.
	
	
	
	

	24.  Most women who have an abortion suffer psychological harm as a result.
	
	
	
	

	25.  Abortion should be made illegal in most or all circumstances.
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Exploring Stereotypes – An Exercise
Presenting the Exercise (by the facilitator):  [2 minutes]

“The following exercise has you take a look at the kind of assumptions and stereotypes that operate in the abortion conflict.  This is an opportunity for you to clarify who you are, and hear others do the same.  Often in the abortion conflict people operate very strongly on the basis of assumptions and perceptions of the “other side.”  These assumptions, or stereotypes, often substitute for personal knowledge and understanding.  This can make people feel unseen and dehumanized.  Yet some assumptions are true.  It may be hard to claim what is true for fear of being saddled with what is not true.”

Brainstorming Stereotypes:  [15 minutes]

1) Have people divide into two groups, one pro-choice, the other pro-life.  Give each group flip chart paper and a marker.  Have the group designate a recorder.

2) Announce the task:

“Your task in 10 minutes is to create a list of assumptions or stereotypes that you think people on the other side of the issue hold about you (or people with your view).  The recorder will write the list on the newsprint, which will be shared with the other group.  In doing this, it may help to think about it this way: Imagine someone with a different view of abortion learning that you identify as pro-life or pro-choice.  What beliefs and attitudes do you think they place on you, or might place on you?  Think about experiences you have actually had.  Keep in mind that assumptions and stereotypes are not all necessarily untrue or negative.”

3) After the groups have worked for ten minutes, have each group finish and post its list within easy view.  Call everyone back together.

Sharing Lists:  [45 minutes]

1) Give people time to read over both lists.

2) Lead a discussion based on the following questions.  After posing a question, allow a minute for people to think. Encourage people to speak from personal experience.  Close by asking what’s been learned from this exercise.   Highlight any commonalities that emerge.

Question 1

“Looking at the list that you worked on, is there something on the list that for you is particularly painful or inaccurate?  To put it another way, ‘What do you want never to be said about you again?’ In answering, explain your reaction.  Describe your feelings.  ["When I hear the phrase _____, I feel _____"]  Share any specific experience you have had that would help people understand.”

Question 2

“Looking at the list that you worked on, is there an attribute on the newsprint that you feel is true about you, at least in part?  Put another way, what on the newsprint is fair to say about you?”

Question 3

“Now look at the list created by the other group.  (There are their ideas of what you, or others on your ‘side’, think about them.)  Do you relate to what is there?  Does anything stir strong feelings in you?”  
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COMMON GROUND WORKSHOP

Participant Evaluation Form

1.  What did you like most about this workshop?

2.  What did you like least?

3.  What would you change about the format and/or content for future workshops?

4.  What would you like as a follow-up, if anything?

5.  Any additional comments on the workshop?

Pro-Life  _____

Pro-Choice  _____

COMMON GROUND WORKSHOP

Evaluation Questions for Facilitators

Instructions

We have scheduled a de-briefing session at the close of the workshop that we ask you to attend.  This is an opportunity for us to give one another the benefit of our views about how the experience went for both facilitators and participants.  The following are some questions we would like you to bear in mind for that session.  However, we want all your feedback whether covered by these questions or not.  If there is any information you would feel more comfortable providing anonymously or in writing, you may do that on the back of this sheet or on another sheet of paper.

1)  Did  you feel adequately trained/prepared for your facilitator role?  Do you have any suggestions for how the facilitator training session and/or materials might be improved?

2)  If you worked with another facilitator, how smoothly did the co-facilitation work?  What was helpful about working with another facilitator?  What was difficult?

3)  How did the small group dialogues go?

· Did  you get stuck?  If so, where?

· Would further guidance have helped you deal with these moments?

· Were any areas of the process unclear or difficult for participants?

· Is there a different question you think participants would have liked to address?

· In your view did the group have sufficient opportunity to develop the trust level needed for an open discussion?

4)  How was the timing of the day?  Did  your small groups have enough time together?  Do you think the time in the large group was well spent?

5)  Do you have any other comments/suggestions about the large group sessions (including the opening and closing)?

6) How do you feel about the use of the opinion survey?

7)  Do you have any other feedback or suggestions about the process?

Would you like to facilitate groups at future workshops/meetings?

CHAPTER FOUR:

FACILITATING DIALOGUE 

Why Facilitation?


Facilitation is a very significant factor in effective dialogue and collaboration.  We know this from our own observations and from informal and formal evaluation feedback. 

Dialogue is not an intuitive process.   Being socialized in a society where debating skills and competition are prized, Americans do not bring a natural sense of how to talk about topics where words have great power, values run deep and emotions are quickly evoked.  


A facilitator helps in two ways.  First, by taking responsibility for how the conversation goes, the facilitator creates a level of comfort that encourages people to speak openly and constructively at the same time.  Second, by conveying common ground concepts and elements of the dialogue process, the facilitator gives people tools and a supportive mental framework for engaging in a new type of conversation. The facilitator reinforces this by modeling and coaching the communication skills that support dialogue.


To be effective, dialogue facilitators have to be oriented to the special demands of leading dialogues and meetings in an arena where there are not only opposing beliefs and policy positions, but also intensely personal implications to the issue.  This is so even if they are very experienced with other kinds of group process.  In most settings, conflicts involve interests amenable to compromise, but that is not true here when you get to the core issue.  It is critical that participants not feel pressured to either change their beliefs, or enter into agreements.  


Because "hot" values-based conflicts typically feature exaggeration, mistrust, hyperbolic speech, and extreme stereotyping there is also a premium on facilitator skillfulness in defusing language, insuring understanding between the parties, and exhibiting fairness.  Neither mediation that seeks movement towards a negotiated settlement, nor facilitation designed for planning and decision-making typically makes these demands to the same degree.


The Appendices at the end of this chapter contain more detailed guidelines for facilitation, including specific direction for leading dialogue sessions.  The following provides an overview and background for these materials.

Summary of the Facilitation Role  


The facilitator is present to make sure that, to the degree possible, participants have the conversation they have come to experience.  To that end, the dialogue facilitator has to pledge to the following:

· To be solely committed to the process, allowing the group to focus on the substantive conversation.  This means staying out of the substantive dialogue and not injecting an outcome the facilitator thinks is desirable, or information the facilitator believes would resolve a factual dispute or “correct” a party.  In a dialogue, the “experts” on the abortion issue are the participants, not the facilitator.  If something needs to be learned, the participants must decide how to get that information or resolve the factual disagreement.  Any foray by the facilitator into the substance of the conversation is reckless given the sensitivity of participants about bias or cooptation. 

· To take an elicitive stance so that, to the extent feasible, the learnings, insights and questions come from the participants.  This does not mean that a facilitator never offers an insight or reflection of what he or she is hearing from the group, but in our experience this should only happen when the point is too important to be lost, the participants have had the first chance, and the facilitator offers his or her input as a hypothesis with which the participants can agree or disagree.  (E.g, “My perception is that everyone here is upset with how children are treated in this society. Are you hearing that, too?”)

· To be absolutely fair.  To avoid a perception of bias, a facilitator has to play a neutral role.  This does not mean having no position on abortion; it means keeping that position out of the room while you function as a facilitator.  This requires that, in advance, a person considering a facilitation role reflect honestly on whether he or she can be even-handed, calm and use balanced language (i.e., can avoid using the labels the sides use for their opponents, like anti-choice or pro-abortion) in a discussion relating to abortion.  During the dialogue not only language but also gestures and non-verbal communication are important.  Everyone has issues they should not facilitate
· To be compassionate and empathetic.  This stance puts participants at ease and models the attitude you hope to elicit from everyone.  A facilitator’s sensitivity can really help participants who start out suspicious or fearful.

The paragraphs below describe distinct dialogue facilitator tasks.   In a workshop setting there are two particular facilitator roles and the tasks to some extent get divided up.  One workshop role is being the “lead” facilitator who provides the workshop plan, manages the entire process, handles the large group sessions and trains any other facilitators needed for the small group work.  The other role is that of facilitating small group dialogue.  In a small workshop (perhaps eight or less) these tasks may reside in the same person

Facilitator Tasks

Structuring the dialogue process.  

“Structuring” begins with providing the process design, a topic covered in the last chapter.  But there are two other elements of structuring dialogue.   

One is insuring that the physical space is supportive. While a planning group may take responsibility for locating space, the facilitator has the best eye for evaluating what will work.  If space is free, people are very tempted to take it.  At the very least the facilitator has to give adequate guidance about what is needed.

Space needs to be both neutral (that is, not in territory perceived as one side’s “turf”) and conducive to dialogue.  The latter requires adequate privacy, movable chairs, and room to form the discussion circle/s.  For a workshop there has to be space for both a large circle (or half circle with double rows if the group is large) for the full group portions of the workshop, and breakout space for the small groups. A workshop also requires an area for setting up registration and any food/beverages.

Small group breakout space need not necessarily be nearby, separate rooms. While this is ideal, one large room can work if it is big enough to provide a generous space between the small groups and has reasonable acoustics.  There is no need for tables for the small dialogue groups.  A circle of chairs is the best arrangement.  We recommend that facilitators alternate participants as they sit down (PC, PL, PC, PL.)  This makes it easier to have the speaking alternate, a desirable goal as discussed in the General Guidelines for Facilitation, Appendix 4.1.


Anytime a large group needs to break into smaller groups for dialogue there is a need to address another aspect of structuring dialogue.  That is, forming small groups for the dialogue sessions.    The usual occasion for this is in a four or six hour dialogue workshop.  But a group gathering in shorter meetings might also find the need to get into more intimate-sized groups if there if a feeling that the dialogue would work better with fewer people.  (Our experience, though, is that ongoing groups like to stay together for dialogue since knowing everyone equally well is strongly desired.)

The composition of small dialogue groups cannot be left to numbering off or some other random system.  Groups need to be balanced by pro-choice/pro-life viewpoint as well as other factors such as gender and level of activism.  By the latter we mean that within a group of participants generally there will be a spectrum ranging from people who have strong private views on abortion but do not engage in advocacy (beyond perhaps writing a check to an organization), to those who are regular volunteers or staff members of advocacy groups (e.g. NARAL, National Right to Life Committee), and/or of service providers (e.g. pro-life pregnancy care centers, clinics that provide abortions.)  We have learned that it is well to match very engaged activists with one another since they find dialogue most meaningful with someone like themselves on the other side.


An ideal small group size is four participants, two of each viewpoint.  Some imbalance is workable (3 to 2), but there should never be a group with only one participant identifying with a certain position.  If reaching a workable balance requires making larger groups (to spread the underrepresented group around) adding a facilitator (so there is a co-facilitating team) and lengthening the time for dialogue are advisable.  If there is an imbalance, be open about it and suggest that the “minority” feel free to raise any feelings they may get of being out-talked or outnumbered.  Be sensitive to whether one person becomes too much the focus of questions.


This discussion about structuring the dialogue further explains the emphasis given to pre-registration/RSVP’s in the last chapter.

Explaining, modeling, and coaching good communication skills.  

Active listening and asking genuine questions are particularly key elements of dialogue, as discussed in Chapter 1.  The goal is to have participants develop and carry these abilities into not only any continuing dialogue experience but also the rest of their lives.  This is the reason for the intentional way active listening and genuine questions are elicited and coached in a common ground dialogue.  The facilitator guidelines at the end of this chapter (Appendix 4.3) give specific instructions for doing this.   It is impressive to watch a group develop to the point where they incorporate these dialogue skills naturally, even, and especially, when very hard topics are in the room.

Enforcing ground rules.  

The importance of ground rules is discussed in Chapter Two.  Participants are reassured by knowledge that the facilitator is there to call people back to those rules if necessary, even if this never actually happens.  

Facilitating dialogue.


The facilitator sets the tone, poses questions for discussion, encourages active listening, and elicits responses that reflect understanding.   In our approach there is always a question for dialogue planned in advance, whether the dialogue is part of a workshop or a regular meeting of an ongoing group.  The facilitator keeps the meeting within this plan, and budgets time accordingly.  At the same time he or she remains sensitive to areas that emerge as “must discuss” topics, being prepared to bring these to the group’s attention for a decision how to deal with them.  An important recent event or hot issue, either global (a clinic bombing) or personal (a birth mother’s first contact with the child she placed for adoption), may cause a group decision to amend the plan and address the pressing topic.  


The point being made here is that neither the facilitator nor the group should “wing it”, that is, provide no structure for a meeting and just “see what happens.”  To do that heightens anxiety about dialogue and may discourage participation.  It also wastes time at the start of a meeting on discussions about what to talk about, when what people are eager for is the talk. 


A substantive dialogue relating to abortion, however, is not something you jump into immediately.  Warm-up and trust-building questions are essential.  Several are designed into the workshop plan.  Their purpose is just to allow people a chance to find their voice and relax, but also to: (1) find out how others feel about being there and discover some initial common ground; (2) learn something about one another that reflects on values and character (we use a question asking for a hero or heroine); and (3) observe and practice active listening before getting to the topic (abortion) where this is most crucial.


The materials that follow are those developed and used by the Network to orient and guide facilitators in leading the common ground dialogue process described in Chapter Three.  They present in concrete terms and more detail the tasks discussed there, and in this chapter. 


For workshop small group facilitators, these materials should be provided and explained in an orientation session where questions can be asked and role-playing can take place to practice responding to possible scenarios.  A Facilitator Training Plan is included in the appendices.  In addition to having these materials, dialogue facilitators need to read and understand the material on the common ground concepts and process found in Chapter 3.

Appendices
4.1 General Guidelines for Dialogue Facilitation

4.2 Workshop Plan for Facilitators - This is more detailed than the participant schedule, and includes instructions for the lead facilitator tasks.

4.3 Guidesheets for Small Group Sessions  - These are detailed scripts for leading the initial and second small group dialogue sessions that begin with personal storytelling and proceed to asking genuine questions and other inquiries.

4.4 Facilitator Training Plan  - A detailed plan for leading the facilitator orientation session.

4.5 Role-playing Materials for Facilitator training Partner – These are scripts for a role-playing exercise that is part of the facilitator training, presented in Appendix 4.4. 

Appendix 4.1

 

General Guidelines for Dialogue Facilitation

1. The Facilitator’s Role.  The facilitator’s role is to help the group function effectively and within the ground rules.  “Effectively” here means:
· being impartial, in your role, between pro-choice and pro-life participants which requires not participating in the substantive discussion, being even-handed, and taking care with the language you use, e.g. pro-life, not anti-choice, pro-choice, not pro-abortion;
· keeping the conversation focused by offering, and bringing people back to, the questions for dialogue provided in the workshop design;
· being the timekeeper by both insuring that speaking time is shared and moving the conversation along within the bounds of the workshop schedule;
· explaining and coaching communication skills that promote dialogue, and bringing to the group’s attention behavior/speech that you observe inhibiting the dialogue.
It is important that the facilitator maintains openness to outcome, not injecting, however indirectly, a result that the facilitator thinks is desirable.  The facilitator also models a spirit of inquiry where questions reflect genuine curiosity.  And the facilitator models good communication skills, both verbal and nonverbal.  Finally, because of the subject of this dialogue, an attitude of caring and empathy is needed.

One practical point: participants will often look at, and talk to, the facilitator to the exclusion of other participants, particularly when the facilitator poses the dialogue questions. Since the goal is to have people in dialogue with one another, try to break this by looking away from the speaker towards other participants.  You may even need to say something about this (in a light way) and remind people to talk to one another.  

2. Active Listening.  Active listening is the skill of repeating back to the speaker what he or she said, being accurate but eliminating any inflammatory adjectives.   A goal for the initial dialogue is to have a participant on the opposite side of the issue do this active listening.

Although this form of communication may seem a little stiff at first, it is especially important to include it in situations that are polarized.  The two sides are so sure they know what each other is going to say, that often they do not listen, or they listen with such a thick filter, that only a portion of the message gets through.  Active listening can be a key tool in breaking through the stereotypes and in developing real understanding.  It is good for a person on one side to have the experience of really being heard by someone on the other side; so it is not a waste of time at all.  It is an essential part of the two groups re-learning how to speak with one another.

The dialogue design presented in the workshop plans uses active listening very proactively to change communication patterns.  Aside from these scripted uses of active listening, whenever there is room for misunderstanding of a question or a statement, it is good to ask for this form of restatement from someone on the other side of the conflict.  A simple statement works such as, "Can one of you who are pro-life please restate Ellie's question, so that we are sure we all know what she is asking?"

Active listening can also be an effective way to defuse strong emotions or an argumentative tone.  Assurance that a concern or viewpoint has been heard may reduce the person’s need to intensify or repeat what he or she is saying.  (More on this in section 4, below.)

3. Provide Time to Think.  We ask facilitators to pause for a minute after introducing a dialogue question to allow participants time to consider their answer.  This helps to produce thoughtful responses that are within the limited time frame that is given for answering.  It also lets people devote themselves to listening once the dialogue begins because they have already thought about what to say.  Last, this pause “levels the playing field” between people who are always to ready to talk, and those who need more time to put thoughts into words.

4. Alternate Speakers.  There are two factors operating here.  One is that the facilitator needs to appear even-handed.  Another is that it is usually uncomfortable for people to listen to at least some parts of what is said by those with whom they strongly disagree.  For these reasons have speakers in the initial round of responding to a dialogue questions so that no one side “has the floor” for too long at a time.  If the group undertakes the second small group dialogue activity of asking one another questions not taking turns in this way results in people on one side being on the answering end for what feels like an uncomfortably long time before the others get a chance to ask their questions.  Beyond the initial round of responses, this can be let go unless you notice the participants on one side dominating the conversation.

5. Draw out the Common Ground.  The facilitator’s ear should be attuned to picking up themes, experiences, emotions and concerns that run through the conversation and cross the lines of conflict.  The group can be asked if they have heard any commonalities.  The facilitator may suggest what he or she is hearing and test whether this conforms to participants’ perceptions.  This should not be forced or artificial.  But it is important.  Because people usually come to dialogue on this and like issues with an assumption that a vast sea of difference divides them from their opposites, the early discovery of anything shared – e.g. the same anxiety about dialogue, the identical or a similar hero (these are opening questions in the initial small group dialogue) -- begins to break down that perception.  As the dialogue progresses, the emergence of overlapping values and concerns becomes energizing and exciting for participants.  Probably the most frequent answer to our evaluation question asking what participants liked best about a workshop is, they learned how much people on the two sides are alike.

6. Dealing with Strong Emotions and Statements.  Given the feelings that people have on the subject of abortion, emotions are going to be a natural part of any dialogue.  We have to expect that "buttons" may get pushed.   Sometimes it's best to just let these outbursts go, but if feelings seem to be taking over, others are responding strongly, or the ground rules are being disregarded, an intervention is recommended.   Even without strong emotion, there are certain kinds of statements that can lead people to start talking "at" or "past" one another. The following are several facilitation responses that are helpful in these situations.

a) Using active listening to give the speaker/s feedback about what they are saying to let them know they are being understood.  This can really help if a person is being repetitive, or acts like they feel they aren’t being heard.  (See Part 2 above.)

b) Reflecting the speaker's feelings. E.g. "you have strong feelings [are angry] about what happened to you".   Just this acknowledgment may bring the emotional level down.  

c) Turning accusatory and provocative statements or questions into genuine questions. E.g.  “You don’t care anything about children” OR “How can you ignore the plight of children?” can become: “Something I would really like to know is, what do you and others on your side do to help children?”   There is likely an important concern or inquiry to surface.  Try to coach the participant to make this reframing on his or her own.  A prompt might be, “The way you have asked that question makes it very hard for anyone to answer because you have a judgment in there.  Can you just ask directly what you want to know?”  Or you may want to be more directive: “It sounds like you want to know – ‘what do pro-life people do to help children after they are born.’  Is that right?  Can we put the question out there that way?”

d) If participants keep talking as "we", or for a group, asking them to speak in the first person ("I") about their own beliefs, feelings, and experiences, instead of as representatives for a group or movement.   Speaking for oneself is important for dialogue, in major part because people can develop an understanding of, and enter into conversation with, a person much more meaningfully than with a corporate entity.  

e) In response to absolute statements or generalities (e.g. "always", "never", all"), asking the speaker to talk specifically about what he or she has directly experienced, or felt.   E.g. “[My side] never pressures girls to make a decision” can become: “At the center/clinic where I work we give girls information and options but do not tell them what to do.”   Try to get to what underlies a generality.  A person can be heard much better if specific experience is cited.  Prompts can include: “Can you give us an example from your direct knowledge?” or “Can you say more about how you have come to know this?”

f) Encouraging people to use "I" messages instead of "you" messages (accusations.)  The idea is that instead of a person saying, “You don’t care about children!” they compose their statement in terms of describing the other’s behavior, the feelings that behavior invokes in them, and why.  So, using the example, we get something like, "I feel upset when you only talk about women, because I assume the child means nothing to you.”  

An “I statement” can be reasonably responded to, when an accusation often cannot.  While a dialogue is not generally a good place for putting extensive attention on one person’s communication style, it can be useful to discuss this I-statement idea for everyone if the group is engaging in mutual accusation.  If a single person seems stuck on accusation, the facilitator can lead him or her to a reframed statement by interjecting a series of questions like: “What is it that X does [says] that makes you think this? Why do you draw this conclusion? How does this make you feel?”

g) Asking speakers to stick to describing others' actions without evaluating/judging them. This often has to do with choice of words.  "She's a loudmouth" loses the judgment and provides more information if it changes to, "She spoke loudly and more than anyone else there.").  The facilitator can interject a question after such a statement like, "Would you tell us what she did?" explaining that information about behavior instead of just a judgment is going to make this statement much more understandable to others.

h) Talking directly to participants about how they are communicating and suggesting another approach.  This includes noting any hesitancy to speak that you observe.  In some situations if things really get off track, it can help to ask the group to take a time out and sit quietly for a minute to let things calm down before resuming the conversation.  

Appendix 4.2

COMMON GROUND DIALOGUE WORKSHOP


Facilitator Work plan and Schedule
9:00-9:15:
Check-in, coffee, and snack.

9:15-9:30:
Welcome, Introduction, and Opening Remarks.



     •
Who are we and why are we here?




Each participant is asked to, in one sentence, give name, organizational or other affiliation if desired, role in the workshop, e.g., facilitator, pro-choice participant, pro-life participant, part of organizing group, and why they have come. This is done in a go-around.

· Briefly review workshop schedule and logistics.
9:30-10:00:
Full Group Session.



     •
What is the "common ground approach?"




The "common ground concepts" are explained, and ground rules are reviewed.



     •
What do we believe?




The Common Ground Opinion Survey is introduced; participants complete this in the last 10 minutes of the session, before going into small groups.

· Small group assignments are announced.
The facilitator for each group is identified and the place where the group will meet is indicated.

10:00-11:30:
Small Group Dialogues:  Pro-choice and pro-life participants with facilitator.



     •
What are the personal experiences that brought you to your current views regarding abortion?

Discussion in small groups follows format outlined in "Facilitator Guidesheet for Initial Small Group Session." [Appendix 4.3]  

11:30-11:45:
BREAK.

11:45-12:15:
Full Group Session:  Discussion, sharing by small groups.



     •
What were the important and/or surprising insights in your small groups?



     •
How did the dialogue go?

12:15-1:00:
LUNCH.  This is not a "working lunch."  It is a time to take a break and relax.

1:00-1:30:
Full Group Session:  Presentation of Opinion Survey Results



     •
What information did we get? Is it useful?




Discussion of tabulated results that are on large newsprint, with group looking at areas of agreement, difference and misperceptions. Refer to detailed instructions on conducting this session.  [Appendix 3.7]

1:30-3:00:
Small Group Dialogues:  These are the same groups that met in the morning.



     •
What questions do we really want to ask one another?



     •
What is the best that could come out of common ground? (The group will prepare to share something from the discussion of this last question with the larger group.)




Discussion in small group follows format outlined in "Facilitator Guidesheet for Second Small Group Session." [Appendix 4.3]  

3:00-3:15:
BREAK.
3:15-4:00:
Full Group Session: Small Group reports and discussion/ Closing Reflections.

· What is in the "common ground, the area of overlap?

· What is the best that could come out of common ground?  

· Next steps (?)



     •
Are there risks of "reentry?”



     •
Workshop evaluation.



     •
How have we experienced this day?  Share metaphors/impressions.

Facilitator asks each person to think of an image, a metaphor or a word-picture to describe how the day felt.  In a final "go-round" each person is given the opportunity to very briefly describe that image (without comments from others.)  Example:  "For me, the day felt like clearing the high bar in the pole vault." The pass rule applies in this exercise.  


Appendix 4.3  

COMMON GROUND DIALOGUE WORKSHOP

Facilitator Guidesheets for Small Group Dialogue
I.  INITIAL SMALL GROUP DIALOGUE SESSION
90 minutes
1) Facilitator introduces self, shares one sentence about her/his family, and invites participants to do the same.

2) Ask for assent to the Ground Rules: these will have been reviewed in the opening session so it should not be necessary to read through them again.  They are here for your reference.

1. Act, speak and listen respectfully.
2. Listen to seek understanding, not necessarily agreement.

3. Speak for yourself.
4. Offer and accept views without attempting to convert or convince.

5. Observe confidentiality.

6. Anyone has the option to “pass” without comment/ explanation/ negative connotation.

[5 min for 1 and 2]

3) Ask participants to express any expectations and hopes, as well as any risks or vulnerabilities that they have or feel about being in this dialogue.  


Let people have a minute to think about their answer.


As a facilitator - model active listening by reflecting each one's statement.


Reinforce a climate of caring--this is not meant to be a place to experience further pain.

[10 min.]

4) Explain the process for the rest of the small group dialogue.

a) The task of listening (hard work)


-What is the speaker describing?



-How is the speaker feeling?



-Where does the speaker place emphasis and energy?



-What "grabs" the speaker?



A -What kind of words, images, metaphors does the speaker use?



-What does the speaker's body language say?


b) The task of understanding


-Communicate care for the speaker.



-Communicate understanding of (not agreement with) the speaker's point of view or feelings by reflecting back what you hear through active listening.(explain this)



-Avoid interpretations, judgments and criticism.



-Ask questions only to clarify and expand one's own understanding, or to further draw out a speaker who gave a very brief response.  Examples of open-ended questions:



-What occurred?  What happened next?



-Could you explain that further?



-How did you feel when that happened?



-How did you react?  How important was it?



-Avoid asking rhetorical questions (questions we already know the answer to, that we throw out to test the other person), or leading questions ("Isn't it true that...?").

[5 min]

5) Introduce the following question by explaining to participants that it is helpful to move into the dialogue process somewhat gradually, and that the next question is intended to let people talk briefly about something important to them, that is not on the subject of abortion.   Also explain that it is an opportunity to practice active listening.

Ask each person to share with the others a hero or heroine who has been an important influence in his/her life.  Mention that if there is discomfort with the idea of a hero, they can think about someone who had a major impact on them. 

Follow each sharing by having someone on the other side of the conflict exercise active listening. E.g., Ask, "Sue or Bob, could one of you tell us in your own words the key thoughts you just heard Jean [the speaker] express?"

[15 min]

6) Ask group members: “What are the personal experiences that have brought them to the views you now hold on the issue of abortion.  What points in you life journeys have influenced movement in one direction or another?  How have you come to the views you hold?”

Listeners should be guided in (a) active listening, reflecting back an understanding of what's been said, and as above, preferably by someone who does not share their view on abortion; and in (b) asking clarifying questions that further draw out the speaker.  

[45 min.]

7) After all have shared, probe whether participants see any commonalities in the stories

told.  Facilitator may suggest some he/she sees, and test these with the group.

8) If there is time, ask each participant to share a key insight that came from this time together.

9) Thank participants for their sharing, and express your good feelings about the privilege of facilitating their conversation.

II.  SECOND SMALL GROUP DIALOGUE SESSION

60-90 minutes

This will be the same group that met together in the morning.  

1) At the outset, remind the group of the importance of maintaining a listening, respectful tone.  Remember during this session to encourage active listening (though you can use a lighter hand now), and to draw out areas of commonality at the conclusion of each round of sharing.  Generally this starts to happen spontaneously.  The dialogue should be more free-flowing in this session.  Again, let people have a minute to think before answering.

2) Check in to see if everyone is doing well at this point (e.g., ask whether anyone has a concern they feel a need to express before going on).

3)  As a Warm Up question, ask participants “What was one key moment or insight for you so far today?”  This should be a quick go-around.  

Receive all comments as valid, simply actively listen to them, and do not get into argumentation or discussion here.  This is not the heart of the dialogue.  It is simply the discussion starter.

Alternative Warm-up question:
To pick up any loose ends from the large group discussion about the questionnaire results, ask: "Is there something in the questionnaire results that is important to you that you want to highlight?"  Tell people this is a quick go-around -- don't let the conversation get bogged down in extended discussion of the questionnaire.  People eager to move to a discussion about how to act on apparent commonalities can be advised that everything cannot happen at once but that before the close of the workshop there will be a chance to highlight apparent areas of common ground and to address “what next?”

[Time for Warm-up 5 min]

4) Ask the following dialogue question: 

"Do you have a question (out of genuine curiosity) you would really like to ask of someone who holds the opposite view on abortion?  This question might have been brought up by the Opinion Survey discussion.  It might be a very specific question or a request for clarification of what someone has said earlier.  It might be a point which you just really do not understand and would like the opportunity to ask about.  Or it might be something you want to put out that you have assumed about people on the other side but would like to actually hear someone speak about?"

Note: It is important to use an active-listening format throughout this exercise to make sure there are no misunderstandings, particularly about what is being asked.


Each person is given the opportunity to ask one question.  Have the questioners alternate between PL and PC.


After a question is posed the facilitator asks if there is someone on the other side of the issue who would like to answer the question.  No one is required to do so.  The person willing to offer an answer is first asked to restate the question to the asker's satisfaction.  After getting confirmation that they have the question right, they offer their answer.  


After an answer, the person posing the question is asked to reflect the answer and then identify any pieces of the answer that they can identify or agree with.

Another person of the same viewpoint may want to offer a different or additional answer. Allow them to do so, but make sure they understand the question asked.

If time allows, and participants find this engaging, you can do a second round of questions.

A variation on the above, which is useful if participants resist having their questions addressed only to the other side, is to have people pose a question to everyone else in the group, both pro-choice and pro-life: "Do you have a question that you would like to pose to everyone in the group?"

5) If the above exercise isn’t working in your group, or you go through it quickly, you can move to this question: “What is at the heart of the abortion conflict for you?” 
Another alternative, if stereotyping has come up as a strong interest or experience of the group, is the following inquiry:  

“Share from your own experience an instance when you were hurt by a stereotype or assumption about pro-choice or pro-life people, or when stereotypes presented a barrier between you and someone else (or a group)?  This could be a situation where you were--

· subjected to being misrepresented, OR 

· excluded/ not heard, OR 

· when a stereotype you held created the barrier.

6) Ask the group to share any new learnings or insights from this dialogue session, and surface any commonalities that have emerged.
7) The final question for the group is, “What is the best that could come from common ground?”  In the final full group session there will be a chance to hear from participants in the other groups about what developed in this discussion. 

7) In conclusion thank all for their participation, express your own sentiments about the privilege of facilitating their conversation, and allow each a brief moment to express anything to the group.  (This will be the last time that they will be in their small group.)

Note about time: The facilitator wlll have to judge the time available for these activities based on when this session begins. For that reason only the warm-up has a time suggested.  Sometimes a workshop starts to run late (though this is to be avoided if at all possible).  Our dictum is to never run over the announced adjournment hour.  

Appendix 4.4

WORKSHOP FACILITATOR TRAINING PLANPRIVATE 

[Leader Outline – 3 hour session]

I.
Introductions.


Who are you, where from, why here, relevant experience/background?

Invite people to draw upon their own experience/expertise to offer suggestions and illustrations throughout the training.  Emphasize that while people may work with different kinds of process in the rest of their lives, we ask them to stay within the parameters of the process designed for this workshop.  

II.
Explanation of the Common Ground Concepts: reference Handouts on Common Ground Concepts and Common Ground Process. [Appendix 1 can be used, as well as Chapter 1 of the Manual]

III. 
Overview of the Workshop: Review Workshop Facilitator Plan.


Ask facilitators to be available for a short debriefing meeting at close of workshop.

IV. The Role of the Facilitator

· Distribute General Guidelines for Facilitation  [Appendix 4.1]
· Review Part 1 of the Guidelines
V. 
 Presentation about Active Listening:

· Have facilitators read Part 2 of the Guidelines and review main points.


· Practice format:



Leader asks participants, one at a time, to express any risks or vulnerabilities they feel about taking part in the dialogue workshop, and in particular, in the role of facilitator, asking for a response of no more than 3 minutes.

Leader calls for an active listening reflection to each speaker.  Trainees are asked to each take a turn in being one to reflect.  If a reflection is incomplete or unresponsive (does not fairly represent the speaker's statements) the Leader may ask for additional responses, or comments on the response.  Both here and in the later role-play, trainees can serve as excellent coaches for one another.

VI.  
 Orientation to Task of Small Group Facilitation.

· Distribute Facilitator Guidesheets for Small Group Dialogue.  [Appendix 4.3]

· Ask participants to read through Part I, Initial Small Group Dialogue Session.

· The main points are reviewed and questions invited.

· Ask participants to read through Part 2, Second Small Group Dialogue Session.

· The main points are reviewed and questions invited.

· Note that while active listening is critical in the morning, and facilitators should stick with it where called for in the design, in the afternoon they can be more flexible and use it as needed, where it would be helpful.

VII.
Questions and Answers up to this point.

BREAK

VIII.  
Practicing Skills for Dealing with Strong Emotions and Statements.  (45 minutes – begin at start of hour 3)

· Have participants read Part 6 of the General Guidelines for Facilitation.
· Pass out the Partner A and Partner B Sheets.  Explain that these are intended to be illustrative of highly emotional or otherwise challenging statements that could be made by dialogue participants.  Be reassuring that these are “worst case scenarios” not frequent in our experience.  

If Alternative One is used (see below) it doesn’t matter which sheet people get.  If Alternative Two is used, assign people to dyads and give an A sheet to one of the pair and a B sheet to the other.

· Practice format explanation (read to trainees): 

“In this practice exercise you will be rehearsing the recommended responses described in part 3 of the General Guidelines for Facilitation that you have just read.  You will take turns in the facilitator role.  Someone role-playing a dialogue participant will read a prepared statement or question from the Partner A or Partner B sheets.  The role-playing facilitator will make an intervention.  

It is important to go through each section on the Partner A/B sheets in order, and to keep in mind from which section the statement is being read.  Each of these sections of statements corresponds to a lettered paragraph in Part 5 of the Guidelines.  The participant role-playing the facilitator is to practice using the specific intervention described in that corresponding paragraph.  We know this is an artificial construct because in real life, you might use more than one response; or, any one of several possible responses might work.  But for purposes of practicing, follow the Guidesheet so you get the experience of using each type of intervention.”
Alternative one:  (With a small group) The Training Leader reads the statements from the Part A or Part B sheets.   Participants take turns playing the facilitator making an intervention.

Alternative two:  Trainees divide into pairs.  One has a Partner A sheet and the other has a Partner B sheet.  Taking turns, one person reads a statement and the other one makes a facilitating intervention, going through all the statements on the two sheets.

·  Debrief: Invite discussion and sharing of particularly hard statements to deal with, and especially effective responses that were made.  

IX.

Review of Workshop Logistics

· Review names of workshop participants so that facilitators can identify any potential problems/people they should avoid having in their groups. 

· Review location, time when you want facilitators to report, and end time.

X.    
Final questions.

Appendix 4.5 

FACILITATOR TRAINING ROLEPLAY HANDOUTS:

Practicing Fostering Communication and Dealing with Emotion

These handouts are intended to be used with the role-playing exercise described in the preceding Workshop Facilitation Training Plan (paragraph VIII of Appendix 4.4.)

Paragraph numbers refer to the numbered paragraphs in Appendix 4.1, General Guidelines for Facilitation Part 5, “Fostering Communication and Dealing with Emotion.” The idea is for facilitators to practice using the specific technique described in the lettered paragraph with the kind of statements and feelings that might come up in a dialogue on abortion.  


PARTNER  A
Reflecting the Speaker’s Feelings [emotion, not content]  
[Para. b]

(Read with feeling)

1) The girls coming to the clinic are afraid, embarrassed, some are crying.  They are so vulnerable.  I could just belt them when angry pro-lifers shout and scream at these poor kids.  All they want is a little peace.  

2) I'm supposed to ignore the appalling violence going on inside the clinics.  That's legalized murder; and I'm powerless to stop it.    

3)  When I hear male clergy or male politicians making grand pronouncements about what's               happening in my body, it makes my blood boil.  

4)  I feel like an alien in my own country.  There are no morals.  Nobody cares what kind of              values our children are being taught.  It's a desperate situation.  This country's going to pot           and we've got to do something! 

Turning Accusatory and Provocative Questions into Genuine Questions      [Para. c]
1) You want the government to take over women’s lives, don’t you?

2) Don’t you care about babies being murdered? 

3) How can you not care that poor women will go to the back alleys again?

4) Why do you ignore the suffering of women who have abortions?

Speak for Oneself, Not as a Representative

[Para. d]

1) We [Planned Parenthood] believe in women making informed choices.  

2) We [Citizens for Life] believe that the law should outlaw abortion.

3) We [The Religious Coalition] believe the Bible supports the right to choose. 

4) We [Birthright] do not believe in forcing women to continue a pregnancy. 

Absolute Statements

[Para. e]
1) All pro-choice leaders are angry women. 

2) Pro-life people are always willing to help a pregnant woman make it through a difficult time.

3) Abortion providers always provide a full-range of options to teens.

4) Every pregnant teen needs her parents.

"I" Statements
[Para. f]

1) You think all religious people are fanatics.

2) You don't get what I’m saying about women’s equality.

3) You haven’t listened to me at all.

4) You are trying to set me up.

Describing Actions Without Judgment
[Para. g]

1) She stands out there and harasses the patients.

2) He censors any points of view he doesn’t like.

3) She’s uncaring.

4) You’re a dangerous person.

PARTNER B
Reflecting the Speaker’s Feelings [emotion, not content]

[Para. b]
(Read with feeling)

1) It doesn't make sense to me that we allow this killing to continue.  It's morally wrong, and I can't allow myself to just sit back and watch it happen. 

2)  I've been made into such a she-devil by the media and pro-life groups.  I'm a human being,          too, and they don't seem to realize that.  

3)  It's hard to read the newspaper with all of its horrible depictions of the pro-life movement.  I        feel like I'm being defined as part of a radical fringe, and it's not fair.

4)  It's my body and my life--how dare someone try to take away my right to decide for myself         and my body.  

Turning Accusatory and Provocative Questions into Genuine Questions

[Para. c]
1)  How can you think that abstinence works for everyone?

2)  How can you possibly sleep at night knowing that you've allowed hundreds of babies to be          killed?

3) Why don't you care that poor women will suffer most if abortion is illegal? 

4) What made you so cynical about people?

Speak for Oneself, Not as a Representative

[Para. d]

1) We [Feminists for Life] think we’re more feminist than the pro-choicers.

2) We [Planned Parenthood] we present all the options to the woman without encouraging her one way or the other.

3) My religion opposes violence against abortionists. 

4) My church supports the idea that equality for women means the right to choose.

Absolute Statements

[Para. e]

1) There are pro-life people outside our clinic all the time and not one of them cares about the women who come there.

2)  No crisis pregnancy center has ever coerced a pregnant woman to carry her child to term.

3) No one on the pro-life side is really taking a stand against the violence. 

4) Pro-choice people ignore the unborn baby.

"I" Statements
[Para. f]

1) You’re sabotaging this conversation.

2)  You keep trying to silence me.

3) Your attitude to me is insulting.

4) You act like you're the only moral one -- that I'm immoral.

Describing Actions Without Judgment
[Para. g]

1) He is disrespectful of his opponents.

2) She is close-minded.

3) They double-crossed us.

4) She is a liar and can’t be trusted.









CHAPTER FIVE:








“WHAT NEXT?”


Frequently the end of an initial dialogue finds some or all participants wanting to meet another time.  They may have in mind to start meeting on an on-going basis for either a specific number of meetings or as an open-ended process.  They may not be at all clear about their goals, but very sure they want a chance to talk more.   


When this is the case, there needs to be an opportunity created for people to address the "What next?" question with more thought and time.   At this early point, it is important to proceed slowly enough to bring everyone along.  If things move too fast, the result is likely to be silent acquiescence during meetings and low commitment to follow-through.  The question to be worked through is, “What do we want to do together/”


A commitment to extending the dialogue and continued learning is one form of “doing.”  Another is to proceed on finding an issue of mutual concern upon which to take action.  It is just very important to remember that there are many kinds of doing and action: some are issue-oriented; some are community building; and some are educational. 


Two case studies are included with this chapter to illustrate how all three kinds of “doing” have been reflected in the experience of two existing common ground efforts: The Buffalo Coalition for Common Ground and Quad Cities Common Ground (Davenport, Iowa.).  See Appendices 5.1 and 5.2.

Ongoing Dialogue 


A group of people may decide to meet and talk on an ongoing basis remaining open as to what the outcome will be beyond the dialogue itself.  In Wisconsin, seven advocates, both pro-choice and pro-life, began meeting with the initial goal of getting past media images and discovering one another as human beings.  By the end of thirteen months, the group had explored the issue of sexuality education and arrived at a set of joint principles, which were provided to a State legislator. 


In the Washington, D. C. area, from an all-day workshop in 1994, a group has met together for nearly five years.  Their main purpose is to engage in, and promote pro-choice/pro-life dialogue.  Periodically they sponsor workshops for new participants; an invitation is extended to join the ongoing group.  Occasionally the group engages in some activity involving public outreach and education (e.g. a radio appearance, a press release, sending out speakers.)   However, their commitment to dialogue is reflected in an internal rule to always schedule meeting time for dialogue whatever “business” needs to be attended to. 


Common Ground of Philadelphia, another ongoing common ground group, often uses an article chosen in advance to serve as the basis for discussion.


It is fair to say that a group needs to sustain a purpose for coming together that extends beyond fostering their own relationships though in some instances, where participants are activists/leaders in their movements, the relationship-building by itself can have significant external impact and is an important outcome by itself.


Some further suggestions for a group of people meeting on an ongoing bases are these:

· The group needs to remain committed to ground rules and good process, like active listening.

· There ought to be facilitation.  There have been instances where, with high trust created, a member of the group takes on this role, or a PL-PC team.

· Discussions/meetings need to be focused by an agenda planned ahead (e.g. at the end of the previous meeting.)

· Dialogue should continue, even when group business and action projects also become part of the agenda. 

· Trust building is an ongoing task.  External events, changes in role by a participant – these can spark the need for renewed trust building.

· Recognize that there will come a time when one person’s participation, or the whole group’s, will reach an end point.  It is worthwhile to arrive at a way to bring closure and to name the outcomes and impacts of a person’s participation or a group’s activity.  

The Common Ground


The following are areas of "common ground” that have emerged in common ground dialogues:

· Reducing the rate of unplanned and teenage pregnancy.

· Increasing and/or improving support and services for women, particularly those facing unplanned pregnancies.

· Fostering the availability of adoption.

· Increasing skills for dialogue and peaceful deliberation in the community.

· Making American society more "child-friendly."

· Encouraging sexual responsibility in men, particularly youth.

· Promoting self-esteem in young women.

· Reducing hostility and the potential for confrontation and violence in the community where there is a “hot” or pressing local issue, e.g., a proposed clinic opening, a planned rally or protest event).  Both case studies have elements of this.

· Reducing the tension between family and work.

· Addressing needs for adequate day care.

· Ending job discrimination against pregnant women.

· Educating people about managing conflict constructively. 

When such shared concerns surface, it is not uncommon that the wish to address one or more of them together surfaces as a group goal.  Pursuing this goal may have been the prime motivation for some people to enter a common ground dialogue to begin with.  After a period of dialogue and trust-building, such participants are apt to be eager, even impatient, to start talking about concrete things "to do together." 

Appendix 5.3 contains specific ideas for joint efforts that have come out of local common ground discussions and/or experience.  This list is partial, varied and unsorted.  However, we include this array of ideas to suggest that there actually is a wide variety of useful work that pro-life and pro-choice people can, and do, initiate together. They should be used only as a catalyst to a particular group's discussion of its own interests.  An action that captures the energy of another group may not be appropriate for yours.


By way of caution, we stress that it is very important that an area of potential action be discussed carefully.  There may be areas of significant disagreement lurking behind issues like adoption, reducing teen or unwanted pregnancy, day care, and support for families. The same effort to locate the area of genuine overlap that was made concerning the abortion issue, has to take place again. 


There is also the question of feasibility—what is the group’s capability?  The idea of an action project can be daunting if the group feels itself limited in time and/or expertise, or has divergent interests among members.  In some instances, groups have subdivided for purposes of action projects while preserving their identity as a whole.   The next section explains how the Network and the Buffalo Coalition for Common Ground arrived at a project that met both its interest in, and its capability for, acting on an important local issue, by expanding the pool of interested participants.  In the process we created a model for community dialogue. 

Common Ground on Teen Pregnancy




In 1996 the Network and the Buffalo Coalition for Common Ground (BCCG) sponsored a community-wide dialogue on teen pregnancy prevention for a broad spectrum of the Buffalo community where there was firm disagreement over prevention approaches (e.g.. “abstinence only” versus birth control.)  The purpose was to more fully define the problem, surface overlapping concerns and locate common strategies that could be acted upon.  The desired outcome was new and fruitful relationships between segments of the community that had been unwilling to work together in any way.  


The motivation for the project came from deep concern about a sustained high rate of teen pregnancy and its consequences for the community.  This subject had repeatedly emerged as an area of common ground between pro-choice and pro-life advocates.  However, a lack of expertise and insufficient direct involvement with the issue among BCCG members had thwarted the group’s efforts to formulate an effective action plan. Key community stakeholders and activists on teen pregnancy prevention were not in the group.


The Network suggested and BCCG agreed to assume the role of neutral convener for a larger community forum.  What BCCG offered was its expertise and credibility in the process of getting people of differing and conflicting perspectives to work together and its mixed pro-choice/pro-life constituency.  This mixed constituency provided access to the various elements of the community whose participation was needed, and also built trust that this project was not an effort to coopt anyone, or force a compromise, since the overlap between positions on abortion and teen pregnancy prevention strategies was large. The needed special knowledge and direct involvement with teen pregnancy prevention came from the invited participants who were identified through extensive interviews with knowledgeable people in the community.


The meeting process designed by the Network combined the key elements of common ground dialogue with established methods for generating ideas and options and arriving at concrete action steps in a large and diverse group.   Participants were given a grounding in the concepts and ground rules we use for abortion-related dialogue, but with the issue being teen pregnancy prevention.  The same level of care was taken in recruiting a balance of participants and in forming discussion groups and the teen and parent panels.  We insured that there was a diversity of backgrounds and perspectives on teen pregnancy prevention and that the poles in the debate were represented.  We were also intentional about placing in the same group individuals who would particularly benefit from having lines of communication opened between them.
As hoped, new networks and alliances were forged at this event.  Since 1996, two more similar projects have taken place in partnership with the National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy, a national non-profit organization.  Appendix 5.3 is the design of what we now call the Structured Community Dialogue (SCD) process as we used it in a project in Arizona in early 1999.  (A description of an earlier SCD in San Bernardino, California appears in the Campaign’s publication, “While the Adults are Arguing the Kids are Getting Pregnant”.)   Contact information for the Campaign is in Chapter 9.  


The day and one-half long design is ambitious for what it aims to achieve in that space of time, but we decided upon this meeting length when we concluded that this was the maximum feasible if we wanted to get optimum community representation.  The full agenda put a premium on recruiting skilled small group facilitators (we were able to recruit a fine volunteer team) and giving them a thorough orientation.  A team of two handled the lead facilitation. The number of SCD participants has ranged from 50 to 100.

Addressing a Pressing Local Issue 


The presence of a pressing local issue, particularly one on which the pro-life/pro-choice conflict is blocking public action, can be an opportunity, as well a stimulus, for efforts to organize pro-choice and pro-life constituencies for common ground action.  Real-life examples include: new proposals related to welfare reform; a financial crisis in a community service agency; violent acts against clinics and physicians providing abortions; a high level of teen-age pregnancy; a need for assistance to a particularly needy group of women or children; the announcement of the opening of a clinic providing abortions; and a major pro-life demonstration and campaign.


It is in situations such as these that the combined efforts of pro-life and pro-choice people working together may bring a positive impact that neither side can achieve alone. The Case Studies in Appendices 5.1 and 5.2 both illustrate actions taken in response to crisis that had impact because of the pro-choice/pro-life combination.  A further illustration is provided by the St. Louis Common Ground Association that was active in the early 1990’s.  Its members, all prominent activists, joined together to endorse pending legislation to help crack-addicted women, and urge that non-germane abortion-related amendments be dropped to insure its passage.


If you face a pressing local issue, your group may find it necessary to meet more often than it normally would and to bring together a larger group of people from both sides of the issue.  Effective and rapid ways to do this may include:

· Writing a jointly authored op-ed piece or a letter to the editor.  State your concern and why you think it should be of interest to both pro-choice and pro-life constituencies.  Ask people to contact you if they are interested in talking with people on the other side about this issue to develop understanding of how they feel about the issue or to explore whether enough common ground exists to build a cooperative action strategy.

· Contacting pro-life and pro-choice leaders on both sides.  Share your interest in bringing people together.  Try to enlist important individuals to invite participation or endorse the project.  Assure the confidentiality of decisions until there is consensus to make them public.  Enlist an impartial facilitator to assist you.  There may be a local entity such as a mediation center that can provide valuable support.

· Holding a media event to offer a joint position.  Press conferences and other events can be used to inject into the community an alternative to increasing tension and polarization. A press release is a less demanding alternative.  You may find local reporters or editors who are very happy to find a fresh and positive new angle on the abortion conflict and will do stories on your common ground effort.   

The Nuts and Bolts of an Ongoing Effort

Logistics


There are basic tasks to be carried out to make an ongoing group work.  At a minimum, meeting place has to be arranged; meeting time and place communicated; notes of meetings taken and distributed; and a contact/mailing list developed and maintained.  Some groups organize food and/or beverages for meetings.  Depending upon any action plans made, tasks can expand to include arranging events, drafting and issuing press releases, and producing written materials for the group, such as stationery, a statement of purpose, a banner and/or a brochure.


These tasks are going to be assumed by group members.  However, experience teaches that it is very helpful for the group to have some support from an existing organization that can provide space, do mailings, have meeting reminder calls made, etc.  People have to be creative about this.  What follows are examples of how others have met this challenge.


In several instances a community mediation center has been able to provide some logistical support (e.g. a meeting place, a mailing address) along with a facilitator, without charge or with a minimal charge.  The Network’s recent association with the National Association for Community Mediation should encourage this.  Elsewhere, meeting space has been given by an ecumenical organization, an advocacy group, a women’s resource center (not clinic), and a consulting firm.  In one location a friendly professor at a local university arranges for on-campus meeting space initially and now the campus mediation center is providing that service.  Help is provided by another member of one group who has her own business and makes the services of her receptionist available to make reminder calls about meetings.  The use of e-mail is extensive in some groups.  


It is important that logistical arrangements be comfortable to all participants.  Any serious misgivings about an appearance of bias or identification with one “side” should be taken seriously.


The burden of these tasks is real and groups need to take care to avoid having a few people carry too much work for too long of a time.  Rotating jobs is typically a method used.  This is especially true for organizing events like dialogues and workshops. Each effort should be documented in a way that makes it easy for a different person/s to do the job the next time.  

Group Decision Making

Dialogue is not a decision-making process.  Groups need to have an understanding about how they will arrive at decisions, when they want and need to do that.  There are various approaches for this ranging from using Robert’s Rules of Order and majority vote, to requiring full consensus.  We recommend some form of consensus or modified consensus approach given the need for a common ground group to speak with one voice.  The facilitation manual published by the Mennonite Conciliation Service has good designs for a number of different decision-making approaches of this type.   Chapter Nine has contact information for obtaining this resource.  NAFCM is also a place to get guidance.


It is important
that whatever the decision-making method, participants remain committed to their core ground rules about respect, language, and seeking understanding. Experience has shown that it is easy to become careless about these when the group goes into a decision-making or planning mode.

Adding Members


Having people interested in joining an existing group is a good problem.  To change the dynamics of the abortion conflict, the number of people who experience dialogue and search for common ground has to increase.


However, there is a challenge in incorporating new members.  How do they gain skills for dialogue and a commitment to the process?  How does trust get built, particularly with longer-time members?  There is more than one way to answer these questions.  The key is to create some intentional way for these things to happen.  Approaches we have seen include:

· In a start-up group, reaching a decision after the first few meetings to close off any new members so that the group can come together and build trust and a common purpose.

· Periodically sponsoring a day-long dialogue workshop for new people, with “graduates” invited at the end of the workshop to become participants.

· Holding small evening “living room dialogues” that mix a few “old-timers” with new people— as a shorter and simpler entry step into the group.

· Letting people join over a series of meetings but then calling a day-long workshop for the group to deepen their dialogue and relationships.


Anytime there is a new face in a group, attention needs to be paid to articulating the group’s ground rules and its purpose (if one has been developed).  Any written materials of the group (or from this Manual) are helpful to “orient” a new participant and gain his or her commitment to the process.  Appendix 1.1 is a good handout.  We have found that a good opener in this situation is to ask new people to tell why they are interested in participating in common ground dialogue (“Why are you here?  What are some of your hopes and expectations?”) and then to ask existing members to tell why they have participated, for how long, and what they have gained from their participation.

Meeting Facilitation

In every group meeting, someone needs to have the responsibility for:

· guiding the group through its agenda and dialogue,

· monitoring whether ground rules are being honored,

· helping the group identify decision-making needs and approaches, and

· identifying the purpose for any next meeting.



The facilitation role and ideas for how this role can be filled are discussed extensively in Chapter Four.  

Linking to others



Being in contact with other people around the country who are involved in bringing pro-life and pro-choice advocates into constructive dialogue and/or joint action is inspiring, informative and may create possibilities for acting together in a broader forum.  Chapter Nine provides information about how to do this.

Appendix 5.1

A Case Study: The Buffalo Coalition for Common Ground

Responding to a community in crisis.

The Buffalo Coalition for Common Ground (BCCG) had its beginning during the winter of 1992.  Concern arose within the Buffalo Area Council of Churches' Board of Directors about Operation Rescue's "Spring of Life" demonstrations planned for April of that year.  Advance publicity indicated these demonstrations would be "bigger than Wichita," and that action groups were coming from all over the country to participate.


Out of this concern, a small group of Council of Churches Board members and staff convened a conference for the community titled, "Community or Chaos - Learning to Build Community in the Midst of Conflict."  The conference opened with a video produced by Search for Common Ground (SCG) called "What's the Common Ground on Abortion?” and resulted in a decision to enlist Search's expertise to assist in developing collaborative solutions which would benefit the community without demanding the abandonment of principles or activism

During the first year of this combined effort, a total of 70 community members attended three BCCG-sponsored dialogue workshops.  These workshops resulted in a strong desire among participants to develop strategies for disseminating common ground approaches throughout the community, and to explore opportunities to work together on teen pregnancy prevention and male sexuality responsibility.  Additionally, SCG and WBKT-TV, a local television station, co-produced a television program called "What's the Common Ground in Buffalo?"  This program featured a dialogue between the executive director of Planned Parenthood and the spokeswoman for Western New York Operation Rescue, both of whom joined the BCCG Board that year.  The Buffalo News subsequently highlighted the friendship that developed between these two women in an article titled "Rivals Over Abortion Issue Find Friendship on Common Ground."  A videotape of the TV program  has been widely distributed since then, and is among the resources available from the Network for Life and Choice (the Network).

Taking root in the community.

In early 1994, BCCG organized as a non-profit corporation and worked to expand its impact in the community.  They continued to devise ways to support common ground dialogues.  They organized a reception for political, judicial and service leaders to explain the common ground approach and hear about the possible ways it could contribute to addressing important conflicts and issues.  They supported an ongoing group meeting to discuss the role of male sexual behavior/responsibility as it impacts out-of-wedlock pregnancies.  They assisted in the organization and facilitation of a workshop for the Western New York Presbytery on the issue of homosexual ordination.  Finally, they responded to a request for assistance from concerned leaders in the nearby town of Amherst to find common ground on siting residences for people with developmental disabilities.

In late 1995, BCCG and Network staff began partnering on a pilot project to convene a common ground community forum on teen pregnancy prevention.  This issue had repeatedly surfaced as a shared concern of pro-life and pro-choice people because of the consistently high rate of teen pregnancy in the community.  Over the next year, Network staff and a teen pregnancy task force from BCCG carried out extensive fact-finding and planning activities that culminated in a Teen Pregnancy Forum in October, 1996.  Fifty invited community activists from a broad religious and organizational spectrum took part in this day-and-a-half gathering.  The forum served as the catalyst for not only learning and networking across conflict lines, but also for identifying "common ground strategies" towards teen pregnancy prevention. The novelty of taking a common ground approach to the issue of teen pregnancy made this Buffalo effort the subject of an ABC World News Tonight story.

BCCG continued other creative steps to take common ground into the community.

Building on the momentum created during the Teen Pregnancy Forum, they worked with a local organization to develop the outlines of an educational program for secondary schools emphasizing male sexual responsibility. They received funding from a local foundation to develop a model for demonstrating the common ground approach in church settings that they presented at local conferences for diverse religious congregations.  They continued their efforts to educate the community about the common ground approach by developing a format for a public dialogue demonstration.  The first such event, held during a major snowstorm, was covered by all three local television stations as well as radio and newspapers.  Presentations were also made at a local university and a conference on Ethics in the Public Health Sector for the New York State Health Commissioners.

After a murder, a New Way.

In October, 1998, BCCG, and common ground nationally, were presented with a strong challenge by the murder of Dr. Bernard Slepian and Operation Rescue’s almost immediate announcement of a "Save America Campaign" to be held in Buffalo in April, 1999.   The need was obvious for a response that would help depolarize and bring healing to the community, and avert an escalation of conflict in the spring.

Immediate response.  At the national level, the Network issued a press release decrying the act of violence and encouraged local common ground groups to speak out as they felt

appropriate.  One result was a prominent letter to the editor published in the Philadelphia Inquirer.  But, more importantly, BCCG, with the Network’s support, took steps which successfully injected into the volatile local mix a common ground alternative that took hold in the media debate and in the public imagination.

In the immediate aftermath of the murder, Buffalo television sought out BCCG leaders on both sides of the debate.  Their broadcast interviews made a strong appeal for dialogue and a shared rejection of violence against providers.  BCCG then co-sponsored a 24 hour vigil in which both pro-life and pro-choice community members participated.

A longer term strategy.  At this point, the challenge was to develop an effective longer-term response to address the tension and concern prompted by the announced Operation Rescue campaign.  Working together, BCCG and the Network:

· Sought the views of a range of community leaders and common ground activists to

· identify potential actions that would make a difference;

· Held two community dialogues and a separate dialogue for movement activists;

· Convened a meeting between Jewish community leaders and pro-life Christian leaders to discuss concerns about anti-Semitism raised by the targeting of Dr. Slepian;

· Convened a meeting to move forward common ground efforts on teen pregnancy prevention;

· Trained more local facilitators in the common ground dialogue process;

· Sponsored two public forums covered by local media; 

· Made appearances on local media.   

A "New Way." At the conclusion of a dialogue workshop in January, 1999, participants

of both pro-choice and pro-life perspectives formed an ad hoc committee to address the upcoming spring Operation Rescue event.  The fruit of their efforts was a public call for a "New Way" which received intense local media coverage.  After being announced at a press conference in late March, the effort was covered all day on local television, as well as in the press.  It was reported this way in the Buffalo News:

In an effort to "replace the climate of violence and disrespect with mutual understanding and respect for the dignity and sincerity of those with whom they disagree," the Buffalo Coalition for Common Ground, The Network of Religious Communities and several religious leaders banded together -- along with a "key recruit", abortion opponent Rev. Paul Schenck, one of the organizers for 1992's "Spring of Life" antiabortion protest -- to sign a "Statement on a New Way" to express their commitment to finding common ground in the divisive abortion debate.

The New Way puts forward seven common concerns with an invitation to Buffalo citizens to join the effort.  They are:

· Promoting both male and female sexual responsibility

· Fostering respect and equality for women

· Strengthening parent-child communication

· Reducing the number of teen pregnancies

· Improving prenatal and maternal care

· Supporting and funding the choice of adoption

· Working together to remove the conditions that lead to abortion.

The New Way statement has been widely circulated and has attracted new recruits to the common ground effort.

Working together on teen pregnancy prevention.  The idea of promoting a

common ground approach to teen pregnancy prevention during this recent time of renewed tension was to demonstrate concretely the positive potential of galvanizing pro-life, pro-choice and other differing constituencies to come together around a shared community concern.  Building on the work of the 1996 Teen Pregnancy Forum, community activists from a range of agencies and programs gathered in a meeting in April.  They arrived at a commitment to work collaboratively on: (1) involving the schools in providing information to teens and parents, in offering opportunities for community service by youth, and in providing parenting education; (2) holding "It's your day" meetings for various sectors of the Buffalo community (churches, businesses, etc.) to engage them on the issue of teen pregnancy and youth development; (3) improving access to information about programs and activities for youth; (4) connecting youth initiatives to the existing structure of volunteer Block Clubs.

The New Way message got through.  The presence of this alternative citizen movement was featured in national news stories on the Buffalo abortion conflict in the Jim Lehrer News Hour, NPR's All Things Considered, and the New York Times.  In the local media, common ground became part of the ongoing story, offering the Buffalo community an alternative future to unremitting tension and polarization.

As it turned out, Operation Rescue's Save America events garnered a very small turnout with negligible local participation.  One federal law enforcement official, after hearing about BCCG’s activities, expressed his belief that providing activists with more peaceful and positive alternatives to express their beliefs and concerns diverted energy from the confrontational tactics so many people feared.

A lasting commitment.  For seven years BCCG has stood for common ground in the abortion conflict in a city where that issue has been a flash point.  BCCG has also offered the community its wisdom and experience with constructive approaches to conflict on a wider range of issues.  They have responded to crises; but they have also been an impetus for finding concrete solutions to pressing local problems.   That there can be common ground between those opposed over abortion is an idea become reality in Buffalo.

(Summer 1999)

Appendix 5.2
A Case Study: Quad Cities Common Ground
The beginnings.   Quad Cities Common Ground began with an ad hoc group of key pro-choice and pro-life activists who came together in the spring of 1995 to confront the reality that two organizations had announced plans to open clinics – the first in many years in this metropolitan area located on the Iowa-Illinois border.   These community activists feared not only violent confrontation, but also destruction of the ties of friendship and collegiality that had enabled them to join in addressing many community problems over the years.  After they met several times, they contacted the Common Ground Network for Life and Choice to help them clarify their goals, reach a deeper level of trust and common purpose, and lead training and a community dialogue.  During two staff trips to Iowa, we trained forty facilitators and led forty-five community members through an all day dialogue workshop.  There was also a lunch for news editors, and press conference for the local print and electronic media.  We collaborated with the local group to sponsor these events and, in the process, expanded the numbers and skills of common ground activists and created a strong, public identity for common ground.  

An ongoing presence.  Since this first event, the group has utilized its own skilled local facilitator from a local community mediation center, who attended the dialogue training we provided.  The mediation center has “housed” the common ground effort while the Network has provided support and advice as needed.   Members of QCCG include the social action director for the Catholic Diocese and other pro-life activists, along with the directors of the two reproductive health organizations that are planning to operate abortion clinics in the Davenport area.  A broad spectrum of religious traditions and professional affiliations are represented.

The group has weathered litigation, protests and counter-protests – activities in which many of them have participated in their advocate roles.  The groundbreaking for the Planned Parenthood facility in late summer 1998 has kept the controversy in the forefront.  Some in the group peacefully picket the construction site and others will be involved in management of the new clinic.  But, throughout this time, they have continuously injected their commitment to mutual respect and civility through their conduct on the sidewalk, at public hearings, during joint appearances on radio and TV, in local speaking engagements, and while taking part in frequent print media interviews.   

 The group now has an Adoption Task force that began with a community dialogue on adoption last year.  Meetings over the period of a year have led to action plans focusing on education and information.   Another initiative is a joint pro-life/pro-choice examination of the nature of the counseling given to women in clinics and in pro-life pregnancy support centers. 

A broader impact.  QCCG has garnered significant national exposure.  During the summer of 1977 Davenport Diocesan staff member, Dan Ebener invited clinic director Marilyn Cohen and another group member to join him in a presentation on common ground at a national Catholic pro-life directors’ meeting in Texas in the summer of 1997.   The Wall Street Journal and Harper’s have both published articles about the group and QCCG was featured in a Peter Jennings’ report on ABC World News Tonight.

Being part of a national network.  QCCG provided three members to the Network’s national Steering Committee (one is pro-choice, one is pro-life, and one is the facilitator).  At Steering Committee meetings, they have interacted with representative of other local groups, shared experience and advice, and helped plan and participate in activities like the Network’s two national conferences.  The Steering Committee provided the framework for Marilyn Cohen, the Iowa City abortion clinic director, to connect with Karen Swallow Prior, a veteran of Operation Rescue from Buffalo.  In a discussion about new action projects, they developed the idea of a joint paper on clinic activism.  Their work, published by Syracuse University in 1998, spotlights the common ground they share about not only non-violence, but also about the central place of women’s dignity and real-life needs in the debate over abortion.  The have had a series of campus speaking engagements including one at Harvard.  


The national staff not only provides support for QCCG but we also draw upon their resources.  We encourage them to speak to people who express interest in common ground but want the endorsement of an activist with whom they can identify.  They are asked to give advice in starting groups.  They travel to speak to other groups and to share the approaches they have used, such as in developing an action initiative on adoption.  We refer reporters to them, so that the media can get in touch with community-level common grounders.  They also consult with our staff about the advisability or evenhandedness of a planned program or statement. 


Having an impact.  Quad Cities Common Ground provides its region with a strong force for civility and respect.  It is a forum for local people to talk about the abortion issue, and the local conflict about the clinics, in a safe environment.  They spread dialogue skills.  They take action on issues of mutual concern that should improve choices for women.  Their members contribute to the growth of similar groups across the country, providing advice and moral support.  Indeed, they model the partnerships between adversaries that we are trying to build.  In the process, they can be an inspiration to their neighbors – and to us. 

(Summer 1999)

Appendix 5.3
Common Ground Action Ideas

Most of these ideas are based on real examples of action projects. 

 All came out of pro-choice/pro-life discussions. 

· Identify and publicize (e.g., in a pamphlet) all the community services available to women who need help in responding to an unplanned pregnancy.

· Speak out jointly against violence if this is a timely topic.

· Sponsor a community dialogue on teen pregnancy to create unity about addressing the problem.

· Film a dialogue and produce a video to encourage/educate others.

· Work with local institutions to provide a housing facility for needy pregnant women.

· Get on local radio and TV talk shows and share the experience of common ground to counter the prevailing wisdom is that it is impossible and to inspire others.

· Expand the availability of adoption in the community by, e.g., holding a dialogue forum on adoption or sponsoring educational sessions about adoption and adoption services.

· Write joint letters to the editor or op-ed pieces about a timely topic, identifying the pro-life/pro-choice authorship.

· Survey and evaluate a local school district's sexuality education program; develop joint principles or recommendations.

· Form a speaker's bureau to go to local community organizations to talk about searching for common ground so people can learn about better ways of dealing with deeply divisive issues.

· Work together to build a home for a homeless family (e.g. with Habitat for Humanity.)

· Have a common ground presence at a march or rally (e.g., Common Ground of the Nation’s Capital has a table and material at the national March for Life.)

· Release the group's statement of purpose to draw attention to its existence and attract new participants.

· Publish the highlights of the group’s dialogue in a jointly authored piece, or by inviting a reporter to be present and write about it.

· Jointly support pieces of legislation that you agree are good for the community (or oppose those you think are not).  Real life instances have involved welfare reform and aid for crack-addicted women.

· Foster the teaching of creative conflict resolution to elementary and secondary students.

· Offer to help bring together and facilitate new common ground groups.

· Develop, or identify and support, a self-esteem program for young girls as an initiative to reduce teen pregnancy.

· Develop, or identify and support, a program to educate teen boys about sexual responsibility as an initiative to reduce teen pregnancy.

· Plan discussion groups to study welfare and its impact on families and children.

· Initiate or support a "companioning" program for single, pregnant women that assists them in maximizing access to needed services and in handling the stresses of pregnancy.

· If group members are active in this venue, arrive at agreed-on standards of civil behavior at the local clinic that provides abortions.  You might then write about them in the local paper. 

Appendix 5.4

A Structured Community Dialogue on Teen Pregnancy Prevention: Facilitation Design

Glendale, Arizona, Feb. 4-5, 1999

Meeting Design and Facilitation by Peter Altschul and Mary Jacksteit, Search for Common Ground

Thursday, February 4 

5:45 PM: 
Check-in at registration table (pick up nametag, agenda and sign in)

6:00: 

Light repast served

6:30-7:15:
Opening Plenary: Welcoming remarks, introductions and thank-yous. (Lead Facilitators)

1. Welcoming remarks from Mayor Scruggs.

2. Video and overview of the problem – Tamara Kreinen, National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy.

3. Review of project's history and purpose.

4.    Review Common Ground concept, ground rules, and agenda.

7:15-8:00: 
Listening to Teens.

A panel of teens facilitated by two community members responds to these questions:

1. Why do you think teenagers get pregnant?

2. Why do you care about this issue?

3. What are some programs that you have been involved with that you thought really worked? What are some that haven't worked?

4. What do you need from adults in the community?

8:00-9:00: 
Small Group Session  (Small Group Facilitators)

1. Introductions

2. Reactions to Teen Panel.

Ask members to discuss what they heard from the teen panel that "connected" with them.  One way of doing this is to ask: "What did you hear that surprised/delighted/frustrated/etc. you?"

3.   Listing causes of teen pregnancy.

Explain to the group that there is much data, research and anecdotal information about the underlying causes of teen pregnancy, and that we are not attempting to debate all of that information here.  What we are interested in is having members describe to one another their own personal "operating assumptions" about the causes of teen pregnancy.  Then, ask: "Based on your prior experience and what you heard this evening, what do you identify as the most significant causes of teen pregnancy?"

As the discussion ensues, members may want to ask questions. Encourage questions of genuine curiosity or for clarification; discourage questions designed to put the speaker on the defensive. 

The group Recorder lists key points from all group members on newsprint.

Friday, February 5

8:30 AM:
Check-in (at registration table) and continental breakfast

9:00-9:15: 
Large Group Session: Welcome and housekeeping business. (Lead Facilitators)

9:15-9:45: 
Listening to Community Parents.


A panel of parents facilitated by two community members responds to the following questions:

1. Why do you think Glendale has such a high rate of teen pregnancy?

2. Why do you care about this issue?

3. What are some programs that you have been involved with that you thought really worked? What are some that haven't worked?

4. What do you need from the community to support you as a parent?

9:45-11:00: 
Continuation of Small Group Session (same small groups as night before)

1. Reactions to parent panel.

Ask members to discuss what they heard from the parent panel that "connected" with them.  One way of doing this is to ask: "What did you hear that surprised/delighted/frustrated/etc. you?"

2. Listing causes of teen pregnancy (continued.)

As in the previous evening’s discussion encourage questions of genuine curiosity or for clarification; discourage questions designed to put the speaker on the defensive. When the conversation seems to be concluding, ask members to look at the list begun the night before to insure that all significant causes have been included.  Is there anything to add?  If so, the Recorder adds any additional points to the newsprint list.

3. Developing a "common ground" list of teen pregnancy causes.

Ask participants to review the "teen pregnancy causes" list and ask themselves if there is anything there with which they disagree.  If disagreements come forth, assist members to seek some understanding concerning these areas of disagreement through such techniques as active (reflective) listening.  It may be useful to create a list of disagreements.  Tell the group that attempting to resolve these areas of disagreement will not be a focus for the balance of the meeting, but rather the group will focus on the common ground.  Using the overlapping circles image can help to clarify this.

Recorders produce a list of "common ground causes" on a new sheet of newsprint.

4. Reframing causes to desired solutions/outcomes.

The goal here is for the group to take the causes on its list and recast these from “problems” to “solutions.”  For example, "no communication between parents and kids" can be restated positively as “foster open communication between parents and kids.”  “Family breakdown” can become “supporting families".  Encourage the group to define their solutions/outcomes as concretely as possible.  Using one of the above examples, inquire as to what “open communication” between parents and youth looks like.   

Recorders list the "desired solutions" on another sheet of newsprint, side-by-side with the original causes.   Before concluding this section, a volunteer is recruited to make a brief "progress report" at the next large group session. 

5. Discovering effective programs/approaches.

Alert members that they are now going to "shift gears" from the causes and solution of teen pregnancy to sharing information about effective programs and approaches already in place that are contributing to the prevention of teen pregnancy.  Ask participants to include information about what makes the program/approach effective; to whom it is targeted; and how it addresses a cause of teen pregnancy.

Recorders should create a list on newsprint of the name of the program and the person who mentioned it.  Meanwhile, make sure that another more detailed list is created on writing paper that includes the name of program, a one-line description, contact person, phone number, address (if known), and the name of the person who identified it.  This list can be developed by the facilitator, a volunteer participant, or by passing a tablet around and having participants write down their own notes.

6. Concluding comments

Tell the group that this will be the last time that they will meet together, and ask members what they would like to communicate to one another about their work together.

7. At the conclusion of this session, each group should have prepared two lists:

A. A list of common causes for teen pregnancy, along with the desired solutions/outcomes;




B.  A list of effective programs/approaches.

11:00-11:15:
Break 

During this time, the causes/desired solutions newsprints are posted in one section of the large room, while those listing effective programs/approaches are posted in another section. 

11:15-12:30 PM: Large group session (Lead Facilitators)

1. Sharing effective programs/approaches (20 minutes)

Participants are asked to describe a program or approach that they heard about in their small groups that they found to be particularly interesting, innovative or otherwise deserving of mention.  Reassure participants that a list of all the programs mentioned in the small groups will be recorded and sent out with the meeting report.

2. Small groups "report outs" (20 minutes)

Receive reports (2 minutes or less) from each small group on areas of common causes/desired solutions.  All of the newsprint reports are posted on the wall by the end of this session.

3. Prioritizing desired solutions/outcomes (30 minutes)

Distribute 3 dots to each participant and ask them to place their dots on the desired solutions/outcomes that they would most like to see happen as a result of the dialogue.  Participants can distribute their dots in any fashion they choose.  Alert participants that placing dot(s) next to an item does not obligate them to work on that item.


Once this activity is completed, encourage participants and facilitators to determine which desired solutions/outcomes have generated the largest interest through looking at the patterns created by the dots.  Together the group creates a list of its “top” solution categories, which is recorded on fresh newsprint. 

4. Forming working groups (10 minutes)

Explain that "working groups" will now be formed – with one "working group” assigned to each category.  Ask participants to take a minute to decide which category they would like to work on.  In the meantime "placards" are prepared, each emblazoned with the name of one of the categories.


Small group facilitators are now each handed a placard and dispersed to different sections of the room.  Participants are asked to choose a category by coalescing around the facilitator with the appropriate placard.  Make sure each group knows where to meet before breaking.

12:30-1:00: 
Break and pick up lunch.

During this time facilitators/staff strategize concerning the facilitation support needed for each group, and review how things are proceeding.  
1:00-1:45: 
Working Groups

1. Introductions.

2. Brainstorming actions: how might the desired solutions/outcomes be carried out?   (20 minutes)  

If the size of the group dictates, divide the working group into sub-groups for this activity.

Briefly define "brainstorming": free-flowing responses; anything goes; be creative; build on what you've heard; aim for quantity; questions to clarify are OK, but don't evaluate, judge, or make comments about the ideas that are generated.   As the brainstorming proceeds, the Recorder lists all ideas on newsprint.

3. Prioritizing actions/Choosing action steps. 

To start the “prioritization” discussion, tell members that the goal of this session is to choose from the brainstormed list the action or actions that the group would like to work towards accomplishing. If brainstorming sub-groups were formed, bring them back together and create a "master list" of ideas.  The facilitator now opens discussion of the brainstormed ideas and helps the group arrive at a consensus on one or more actions.   

Some questions to consider during this session include:
* Which actions are NOT "in the overlapping circles"?   Set these aside.  The purpose here is to identify actions that the entire group can support – the common ground.

* Which of the "common ground actions" listed could do the most towards preventing teen pregnancy?

* What are people/organizations (yours and others) already doing related to these actions?  Can any of the effective programs/approaches discussed during the morning assist you in carrying out these actions?

* What resources (money, time, expertise, knowledge, etc.) might be needed to carry out these actions?

As consensus is reached, the Recorder lists the action idea/s that the group wishes to work towards accomplishing on a new piece of newsprint. Before breaking, ask for a volunteer to make a brief "progress report" to the larger group.

4.  At the conclusion of this session, each group should have prepared two lists:

A.  A list of action ideas derived through brainstorming;


B.  A list of action idea/s that the group wishes to work towards accomplishing.

1:45-2:30:
Large Group Session (Lead Facilitators)

1.  Small group "report outs."

Each group briefly summarizes its work up to that time. Only clarifying questions are appropriate at this point.

2.  Brief general discussion:

Suggest the possible existence of overlap among the solutions being worked on by each group, and solicit general reactions and concrete suggestions/offers of assistance.  Ask those offering assistance to alert the appropriate group that they might be a resource.

2:30-2:45:
Break (during which informal alliances among working groups might be forged)

2:45-3:30: 
Working Groups (continuation of small group work)

Completing an action plan.

Before starting, tell the group that it will be asked to report on its "action plan" during the last large group session.  If there are more than one action idea it might be helpful to form working sub-groups in which case each sub-group will present its action plan to the larger group.  

As appropriate, continue discussion of questions raised during the 1:45 discussion. Additional questions to consider include:

* What do we need to do - next Monday – a week from now - two weeks from now - one month from now - etc. to accomplish this action idea?  Remind participants that one possible action is to contact anyone outside their group who offered assistance.

* What role can each member play in implementing these action ideas.  Most importantly, who will lead?

Tamara Kreinen, from the Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy, will be circulating through each group to offer advice and assistance as needed. Recorders should record all action steps, along with who will do what, in a chronological fashion on newsprint.

3:30-4:30:
Large Group Session - Wrap-up (Lead Facilitators)

1. All working groups “report out.”  We see the final work of the day and where we go from here.
2. Reflections from Tamara Krienen, including general reactions and information on available resources.
3. Participants share reactions about the dialogue.
4. Closing remarks.
5. Completion of evaluation forms

CHAPTER SIX:

DIALOGUE IN SPECIAL SETTINGS 


This chapter shares the Network’s experience in applying its common ground approach and dialogue model to two settings presenting unique challenges: a two and one-half day national conference on common ground in the abortion conflict, and a six week pro-choice/pro-life dialogue over the Internet.


For each setting we felt it was critical to retain the essential elements of the common ground approach since both presented the same needs for a safe environment and a structure promoting dialogue over debate.  The conference posed the challenge of a large group, a more public space, and a variety of sessions to meet an assorted set of goals.  The Internet venue lacked face-to-face contact, stretched out the conversation over weeks, and put a premium on careful use of language since everything went down in print.


What follows is a description of how we designed these projects and a report of our experience with two national conferences and two email dialogues.

I.  ON-LINE DIALOGUE
The purpose of online dialogue is to provide the opportunity for open and honest conversation through the Internet that as much as possible provides the same safe environment as an in-person dialogue.  We acknowledge Harry Webne-Behrman of Collaborative Initiative in Madison, Wisconsin who, as the online facilitator, played a key role in developing this design with us, and Karl Schumann, our computer-savvy intern, whose initiative made it possible for us to take common ground dialogue into cyberspace.

Structuring an email dialogue

Organizing the Dialogue
Someone must assume the role of organizer to carry out most of the tasks that follow (creating a listserve, recruiting, screening, confirming participation, enlisting a facilitator, etc.). Someone with facilitation skills might do both roles. A "wanna be" participant might also, but our advice would be as it is with other dialogues, to have a pair of participant-organizers, one pro-choice and one pro-life. 

Creating a Listserve
Listserves can be created in a number of ways.  Search for Common Ground has its own server which allowed us to create a listserve "in house."  You may have that capacity.  There also exist private, on-line services that can create a listserve for you for free (e.g. topica.com. onelist.com.)  An alternative is to use the organizer's email address and send a mass email to the group, thereby creating a list with all participants’ addresses on it.  The facilitator then directs all members to "respond to all" on the list when posting messages.  The listserve option keeps individual email addresses private, while the alternative does not.  In our model we set up a private listserve maintained by the Search for Common Ground network service provider.

Designing the Group
The dialogue may feature either a moderated group, where a moderator reads every message before sending it out to the rest of the group, or an unmoderated group, where messages are dispersed directly to all other group members.  We used an unmoderated list to provide spontaneity that is limited by a moderated format.  Our experience bore out that the screening and invitation process and the participation of an online facilitator make the moderating step unnecessary.  In this design, therefore, participants sent mail to a computer listserve address that forwarded it directly to all other members on the list.  The group's facilitator was simply one member on the list.

Establishing Groundrules
The online dialogue is governed by the usual dialogue groundrules.  Those who sign up receive an e-mail response informing them of the groundrules and indicating that by answering, participants agree to abide by them, and commit themselves to expending the time and energy necessary to conduct a successful dialogue for the specified period of time.  The online facilitator assumes responsibility for enforcing conformity with the ground rules, reminding people of them as needed. 

Recruiting and Inviting Participants
1. Determining Group Size
Group size can vary greatly in online dialogues, but in this case smaller is better.  The Network's two dialogues averaged six participants.  Interestingly, in post-dialogue evaluations some participants suggested even smaller dialogues.  Participant size is decided by the organizer, but the number needs to be large enough to provide crucial momentum, yet small enough to be manageable.

2.  Recruiting and Advertising
An on-line dialogue opportunity can be advertised through a number of sources, including personal networks, organizations with whom you are in contact, churches and temples, listserves, newsletters and web pages.  The goal is to not only obtain the numbers needed but, just as important, to find a balanced group of participants, i.e., roughly equal numbers of participants that identify as pro-life and pro-choice.  To achieve this balance you have to recruit in ways and places that will draw both types of participants.

3.  Pre-Screening and Setting the Stage
People who sign up for the dialogue receive an e-mail response. Appendix 6.1 is this initial email message to participants.

Prospective participants are informed of the nature of common ground dialogue, the groundrules, the expectations of participants, and technical aspects of online dialogue.  Acceptance of the groundrules provides a large measure of the self- screening in this process, so it is important to stress the significance of this action in the communication. 

We also asked people for a telephone number and made a personal contact in this way to confirm their understanding of the purpose and nature of the dialogue.  During this conversation we sought other information to create a good mix of participants.  Aside from pro-choice/pro-life balance, we advise a degree of parity in the degree of activism, i.e., you do not want all full-time staff or leaders of advocacy organizations on one side, and all "civilians" (people for whom abortion is an extra-curricular concern) on the other.  So, we asked about the degree of their involvement and their experience as advocates. 

Involving a Facilitator
An experienced facilitator should be chosen to play the crucial function of enforcing the ground rules, directing and moving the dialogue along and encouraging participation.  The general role of a dialogue facilitator is explained in Chapter Four.  In the online setting, the facilitator should practice the same behaviors, but simply alter the format from verbal to written.  Some specific facilitator interventions are included below in "Basic Design."

Setting opening and closing dates

Definite dates on which the dialogue will commence and end should be set, to insure a good level of intensity and involvement.  We found that from four to six weeks works well,  allowing that additional unfacilitated dialogue may continue independently after this time.

Basic Design
Initiating the Dialogue Group

The facilitator opens the group by calling for a round of introductions, beginning by introducing him/herself.  The facilitator also reviews the purpose of the group, clarifies his/her role and sets the start date of the group dialogue. Appendix 6.2  is a sample opening letter.
Dialogue

After thanking participants for their introductory letters, the facilitator’s second message calls for group members to elaborate the cursory outlines of their views on abortion by “telling their stories."  This can be achieved through asking a question such as, "What experiences in your life have been pivotal in the formulation of your beliefs about abortion?" or  “How have you come to the views you now hold – what was that journey?” 

 The facilitator follows this question with an inquiry about any topics or questions participants want to put on the dialogue "agenda."  The inquiry might be, "What topics most interest you?", or "What question would you like to pose to the people taking the opposite position?"  Going this latter route, it is best that the facilitator remind the participants of what makes a genuine question (see Chapter Five), and of the need to reflect on a question before answering it.  Group members get about one week to respond.

From here on, the facilitator is going to essentially support the participants in following their own inclinations.  It may help to keep the group focused by asking more questions about specific areas of common ground that surface, or making suggestions for topics of discussion that seem to be emerging.  Any of the dialogue questions in Chapter Three can be productive.  To help participants identify the emerging common ground, the facilitator uses messages with a prompt:  "As you face the reality of the differences [which will definitely have surfaced], what are the common concerns of yourself and others?"; and "Please comment on 'common concerns' you hear being raised in each others' statements and their meaning to you."

Closing Session

When the scheduled end date comes close, the facilitator advises participants that their mutual commitment has been fulfilled and brings things to closure by asking what people have learned or gained through the dialogue.  Having experienced six weeks of dialogues, it may be that some participants will be so engaged they want to continue the dialogue.  If so, the facilitator can suggest ways to do this, including exchanging email addresses for informal direct dialogue sessions, continuing the listserve address, or acting on one area of common ground that emerged in the dialogue.  Several of these options depend on the continued availability of the listserve and, possibly, the facilitator if his/her participation is desired.

Finally, the facilitator proceeds with a closure letter thanking the participants for their time and effort.  We advise that the organizer then ask participants to evaluate the dialogue by responding to a brief email questionnaire.  The answers can be compiled and shared with the facilitator, who will appreciate the feedback.  What you learn will be very useful if you conduct a dialogue again.  The evaluation questions found in Chapter Five can be adapted for this purpose.
II.  A COMMON GROUND CONFERENCE
The Network for Life and Choice (the Network) held two national conferences: in 1996 at the University of Wisconsin-Madison and in 1998, at Syracuse University. These conferences were a natural "next step" for a project like the Network that linked and supported common ground efforts across the country. We believed that gathering common ground activists together in one place would be a powerful way to support those "doing the work", spark new efforts and action projects, and expose the media and public to the idea of common ground in the abortion conflict.  

Planning

The Importance of the Planning Group 

To achieve our goals, these conferences had to be inviting and interesting to the broad spectrum of people we hoped to draw: both pro-choice and pro-life activists, facilitators and mediators, academics, community leaders, and journalists.  It would not be a common ground conference if only pro-life people were attracted, or only facilitators and mediators.  Network staff worked closely with our national Steering Committee, composed of pro-choice and pro-life advocates, community activists and mediators, in the planning and design. The range of perspectives and backgrounds represented led to conference programs that responded to multiple interests, and that resonated with both pro-choice and pro-life people, as well as people interested in facilitating dialogue.  The planning group’s ideas for topics and presenters were good predictors of the interests of the larger world from which we were recruiting participants. Having an already existing group with this diversity was a major advantage, but had there not been such a group, it would have been necessary to create one.  

Defining Goals. 

After brainstorming and discussion, we found we had multiple goals:

· Imparting skills and tools for dialogue, organizing and collaborative action;

· Providing opportunities for structured pro-life/pro-choice dialogue;

· Surfacing and addressing topics of mutual concern and interest;

· Promoting networking and cross-fertilization;

· Providing inspiration and mutual support;

· Drawing out ideas for the direction of common ground.

The statement of goals directed the planning of specific sessions and plenaries and other aspects of the conference.

Choosing a site. 

We set out to connect with academic institutions that would be invested enough in our goals to provide in-kind support and assistance. We believed that their involvement would lend credibility to the conference, especially for potential funders. For each conference, we were successful in making arrangements with a major university that had the needed physical
facilities and publishing/publicity capabilities. Our second conference was co-sponsored by Syracuse University's Program for the Analysis and Resolution of Conflicts (PARC), a highly regarded academic conflict resolution program. PARC'S involvement gave us access to a pool of volunteer facilitators and to several faculty members who participated and presented at the conference. In return, we held a faculty seminar and workshop for graduate students during the academic year.

Handling Costs. 
Foundation support was obtained to finance conference planning and to partially subsidize conference attendance. We realized that the majority of conference participants would be attending at their own expense, since common ground is an extra-curricular activity for most people. We offered both a regular registration fee and a reduced fee for those asserting reduced ability to pay.  For the same reason, we insured that lower-cost lodging options were available at each site.


Conference Design. 

People are apprehensive about involving themselves in a potentially ugly argument on abortion for any length of time but an invitation to spend two and one-half days with people on the “other side” had to take this concern especially seriously.  We also had to take into account the anxiety, especially of full-time advocates, that involvement with common ground might be seen as a sign of weakness or concession, in a setting much more public than the usual workshop.  The same care about creating a safe environment conducive to dialogue had to govern the conference planning and led to the following elements going into the design.

Small conference size.  

The decision was to aim for a gathering of no larger than 125 participants.  This turned out to be a size large enough to create the larger common ground universe we were after, but small enough to make plenaries comfortable and interaction between many participants possible.


Ground rules. 

The conference brochure set out the ground rules for participation, to which attendees agreed by affixing their signature to their registration form. These were the basic ones found elsewhere in this Manual:

· Respectful speech and behavior toward all;

· A sincere desire to understand and be understood;

· A pledge to refrain from attempting to convince or convert others; 

· Maintaining the confidentiality of dialogue sessions.

Balanced registration. 

For the conference overall.  We committed to having balance between pro-choice and pro-life viewpoints among conference attendees, knowing this would be crucial to whether some people came, and whether we would have a bona fide search for common ground.  The conference brochure advised that balance would be assured and asked registrants to identify their position on abortion (with a third option being “facilitator”).   Publicity about the conference was sent to organizations and publications on "both sides".   Though we monitored registrations and were prepared to hold people on a waiting list and actively recruit an underrepresented side, as it turned out, the desired balance happened on its own for both conferences. 

For individual sessions, people were required to pre-register.  Again, we monitored the balance of registrants and used a pool of pro-life and pro-choice steering committee members to "even out" imbalances where they occurred.

Self-identification 

We decided to give participants the choice of identifying themselves as pro-choice or pro-life by putting a colored sticker on their nametag. For many people, it was very important to "see" the balance in the room (and know they were not outnumbered), and/or to communicate clearly where they stood.  Others eschewed the labels or wore stickers of both colors.

Orientation  

In order to get everyone "on the same page", all participants were required to take part in a mandatory 30-minute orientation session during which conference goals, ground rules, and common ground concepts were reviewed. This took place during the registration times.


Facilitation  


In order to insure adherence to the ground rules, keep groups "on task", and generally promote a fair and open process, facilitators were assigned for all small group discussions.  In recruiting volunteer facilitators, we looked for group process skills and an ability to remain impartial. To the extent possible, we drew from the registrant pool and from there went to local sources.  The facilitator cadre met before the conference opened for an orientation session.

Restrictions on media  

Since one conference goal was to increase public knowledge of our unique work, we wanted to encourage media coverage. At the same time, we had to protect against the potentially dampening effect of having reporters present.   The balance we struck involved excluding reporters from small group dialogues, limiting the number of reporters we credentialed to cover the conference, giving them an orientation and "heads up" about the potential impact of their presence, and asking for their agreement not to quote participants (as opposed to presenters) by name without explicit permission.  A press briefing was conducted before the conference opened and a press conference was held mid-conference.  These provided reporters the chance to get background information and to meet participants volunteering to “meet the press.”  We provided a room for interviews and assigned a liaison person to handle press inquiries and act as a "go-between" when reporters expressed an interest in talking with particular people or types of people.  This strategy worked smoothly and without resistance from the media.

Restrictions on materials/literature 

While we provided opportunities for sharing information about common ground efforts and activities, we did not allow materials that advocated a particular position. This policy was announced in the conference program.


Conference Sessions. 

The multiple goals of the conference mandated different types of sessions. The design in each instance, however, encouraged active participation by everyone in attendance. There was a written session plan for the facilitators/moderators of each session that included introductions/warm-ups, questions for dialogue/discussion, and a way to close the session.  

Sessions were categorized as follows:

· Facilitated dialogues gave participants the chance to talk together from the place of personal beliefs, values and experiences relating to the issue of abortion. Consistent with our general process, we framed the conversation by a dialogue question, of which these are examples: How did you come to your position on abortion? What issues about women's value/role are raised by the abortion issue for you? What religious/spiritual beliefs do you bring to the issue of abortion and to common ground? What "burning questions" do you have for people on the other side?

· At moderated roundtables, people with direct experience or expertise gave their perspectives on such topics as adoption, teen pregnancy, how to mobilize the religious community, and how to organize a local common ground effort. These roundtables were followed by discussions open for all attending.

· Skill-building sessions were aimed at those wanting to learn how to lead common ground dialogues and meetings. Topics covered included dialogue/discussion models, facilitation techniques, how to train others to lead dialogues, and how to handle strong emotion. "How-to" materials were provided and questions and discussion encouraged.

· Seminars/presentations featured academicians/writers/reporters who spoke about a topic related to the abortion conflict or common ground. At these sessions, time was split evenly between the presentation, questions directed to the presenter, and discussion among the audience.  If the audience was large, small discussion groups were formed, each having a pre-designated facilitator.

Other Conference Elements
Tapping into our collective wisdom. 

It was important to make available the experience and wisdom of the pro-life and pro-choice activists "doing" common ground and the lessons learned by the facilitators and mediators supporting them. To that end, we extensively involved local common ground group members and Network steering committee/board members as presenters, roundtable leaders, and facilitators. 

Particularly for the roundtables, leaders and participants were recruited to get a mix of people from different places who could compare and share experiences and approaches. The second conference featured a lunchtime "marketplace" where participants could get a bag lunch and spend time learning about active local common ground groups, Network projects, and partner organizations.

Celebration 

Engaging one's adversaries in a positive way, while exciting and personally transformative, requires risk-taking, self-reflection, and hard work. In order to celebrate this effort, reinforce our mutual vision, and recognize landmark achievements, we included a celebratory conference banquet where we made a common ground award to a noteworthy common ground group.

Providing a bigger picture.

Having always viewed our work in the abortion conflict as part of the global effort to change the way the world deals with conflict, we wanted to put conference participants in this larger context. We therefore used our opening plenary speakers to inspire us by talking about efforts to foster collaborative solutions to violence and societal problems on other topics besides abortion.


Opinion Survey. 

This tool for examining differences, similarities and misperceptions is explained in Chapter 3.   At the conference, we had attendees complete the survey during their orientation session, and, on a subsequent day, posted the results with an explanation and  someone present to answer questions.

Planning follow-up action. 

At the Syracuse conference, the concluding plenary was devoted to the question of "what next?" Participants were grouped geographically at tables where they talked specifically about how they would take the lessons learned from the conference to their communities.


Closure. 

The final plenary ended with a simple exercise aimed at helping people pull together what they had learned and experienced and, if they chose, sharing that with the entire group. At the first conference, people "filled in" the overlapping circles we use to graphically illustrate the idea of common ground. At the second conference, they wrote down what they were taking from the conference and what they were leaving behind. The "leftovers" - like anxiety and
misperceptions - were tossed into a wastebasket.

Outcomes

Clearly stated goals provided a yardstick for measuring outcomes.  Both conferences were fully enrolled, with participants from at least 20 states taking part, balanced between the constituencies we desired.  Attendees from both conferences went on to start common ground efforts in their respective communities; in fact, half of the active groups existing today were formed as a direct result of attendance at one of these conferences. The idea for a national project on adoption education was spawned at the first conference, and a concept for working in the political arena came out of the second. Additionally, the second conference played a pivotal role in identifying a new site for our efforts at community mobilization towards teen pregnancy prevention.

Local and national media outlets covered both conferences.  The Madison conference, the first anyone knew of where pro-choice and pro-life people were gathering for respectful dialogue, drew the New York Times, Chicago Tribune, St. Louis Post-Gazette, Boston Herald, National Catholic Reporter, and National Public Radio.  This publicity brought new people and projects to the Network.  Coverage of the Syracuse conference highlighted the attendance by both pro-choice and pro-life activists from around Western New York. After Dr. Slepian's murder in Buffalo six months later, relationships begun at the conference provided the foundation for people to come together to speak out against the violence and search for common ground.

Appendix 6.1

On-Line Dialogue

Dear Prospective Participant,

You have expressed interest in participating in our e-mail dialogue group.  The goal for this group is to engage in dialogue about the conflict surrounding abortion using the common ground approach.  In this e-mail message, we hope to give you a better understanding of who we are and what the process will look like, as well as provide some practical information about how our -e-mail dialogue group will work.  At the end of this letter you will find some basic ground rules which are designed to ensure a safe space for dialogue.  The letter is rather long, but your patience and care in reading it will ensure that you reach a full understanding of the nature and expectations of the group.  If you are still interested in participating after reading the letter, send a return message acknowledging the terms, and be sure to save this letter in your files for future reference

Who are we?

The Network for Life and Choice promotes and assists dialogue and joint action between pro-choice and pro-life adversaries in the abortion debate.   The Network is a project of the independent, non-profit organization Search for Common Ground, based in Washington, DC and founded in 1982 to find workable solutions to divisive national and international problems.  The Network began in 1993 after Search was challenged by the Buffalo Council of Churches to apply the approaches it was using in the Middle East, Russia and Eastern Europe to bring opponents on the abortion issue into constructive conversation in the wake of a polarizing Operation Rescue Campaign.  Since the first pilot effort in Buffalo in 1993, the Network's goal has been to change the dynamic of the conflict by opening new channels of communication and encouraging the resulting relationships into constructive directions. If you would like to learn more about the activities of Search for Common Ground, you can do so by accessing our web page at http://www.searchforcommonground.org.

What is the "Common Ground Approach"?
The common ground approach enables people who disagree to put a human face on their opponents and to search for the common ground they have with one another.  They do not compromise their views, nor do they try to convince those with differing views to change them.  Rather, those who search for common ground try to understand one another's viewpoints and the reasons that lead each person to hold the convictions they do, and to identify points of connection and shared concerns.

The common ground approach is a process of breaking down the communication barriers that have been built up through the course of the conflict.  This allows persons on opposing sides to explore areas where the beliefs, values, and concerns of both sides overlap.  Therefore, the common ground approach can be a process by which people on both sides can work in partnership on problems and issues that are important to them both.

Our approach can be captured in several key points:

· Dialogue vs. Debate:  Instead of carrying on a debate, which creates winners and losers and leads to pain and division, we focus on  dialogue leading to greater understanding and trust.

· Continuum:  A common ground approach assumes that even in a polarized conflict, people’s views fall on a continuum.  When people identify themselves as “pro-choice” or “pro-life,” they are placing themselves somewhere on the continuum other than the exact center.  The idea of a continuum encourages awareness of how little we can assume about another person’s set of beliefs, if all we know about them is that they choose one label over the other. 

Pro-life -------------------------------o------------------------------- Pro-choice

· Connective thinking:  Common ground dialogue encourages connective thinking that focuses attention on the strengths, the pieces of wisdom and truth, in what is said.  This is the opposite of critical thinking and debate, in which listeners hone in on the speaker’s weaknesses and prepare for a response. 

· Genuine questions:  Genuine questions are those for which we truly seek answers.  Rhetorical questions are those for which we already know the answer.  We throw rhetorical or leading questions out to test or trap an opponent.  When the opponent gives the wrong answer, we score a victory.  Only genuine questions belong in a common ground process.

· Active listening:  One problem encountered in a conflict over strongly held beliefs is that people tend to talk past one another.  They also frequently answer a question not asked instead of the one actually posed.  Typically, people feel that no one on the “other side” has ever really listened to, or acknowledged, them.  One way to address these dynamics is to encourage participants to reflect back to one another what they hear being said, or asked.  This is a paraphrase or summary, or an acknowledgment of an emotion that is being conveyed.  In an e-mail conversation, while everything is in writing, there is still the potential for ignoring or misinterpreting another’s remarks.
Why dialogue via e-mail?
For several years now, the Network has organized workshops for dialogue on abortion and has assisted interested persons in organizing and sustaining ongoing local groups.  While these avenues have been very successful, time and again we hear that people who would like to participate in a dialogue group can't, because such a group doesn't exist in their area, or because their schedule doesn't allow them to attend meetings.  For people who fall into one of these categories, dialogue via e-mail is a solution. 

How will the group work?

By now, you have probably realized that this group is not going to be your typical LISTSERV discussion group.  There are some similarities, mechanically speaking.  Your e-mail address will be stored on a list by our computer.  You will send messages to the list address, which redirects your message to everyone on the list.  That's where the commonality ends, however.  Here is a brief breakdown of the aspects of our e-mail group that will ensure a healthy and productive dialogue.

Facilitation.  A facilitator will be present on the distribution list.  The role of the facilitator will be to set the pace of the dialogue by posing questions and to ensure that the ground rules are respected.  The facilitator will not monitor your questions before they go out to the group, but will give direct feedback and guidance when needed.  What this means in practical terms is that the facilitator may let people know that he or she feels the line has been crossed into attempts to convert, or into disrespect.  The facilitator may need to remind a participant to speak as “I” instead of “we”.  Or the facilitator may ask someone to rephrase a question that is overly rhetorical or provocative into a genuine question of curiosity.  The facilitator might also suggest some active listening or ask for specific examples or experiences if it seems people are having trouble understanding a response.  The facilitator is also available to be contacted directly by any participant who becomes concerned about how the dialogue is going.

Pace of the dialogue.  The pace of the dialogue will be slow but consistent.  The facilitator will pose a dialogue question and then every participant will give one response.  Next the facilitator will ask a follow up question or request a clarification, to which every participant will also give one response.  At the facilitator's discretion, dialogue will move to a new question using the same sequence.  This "convey and response" style may seem very slow, but will prevent the "free for all" that often undermines the quality and discipline of dialogue in other on-line discussion groups.  

Participants will not merely be present on our distribution list, but will be asked to have a presence in the group.  The facilitator will initiate a question or other prompt every two days.  This means making the commitment to checking your e-mail once every other day and staying engaged in the discussion.

Time frame.  In order to give the group enough time for an in-depth dialogue but prevent energy in the group from running out, the group will end approximately six weeks after its initiation.  Those members who want to continue to dialogue may join another group.

Maintaining Group Conversation.  The "feel" of participating in a conversation will depend to a large degree on effective "active listening", described above.  Remember, active listening means reflecting back what someone else has written in your own words thinking about what is the highlight or heart of what you’ve heard.  When the facilitator requests that someone reflect back, resist the temptation to simply "respond" to the message using cut and paste functions. It is also especially important in this written medium to use language responsibly.  

Sending private messages to other members of the group can damage the openness and frankness of conversation.  Although the urge to do so may arise, we request that all messages be posted to the list address.  

Ground Rules

1) Demonstrate an attitude of listening and respect for all participants. 

2) Seek to understand others and be understood.

3) Refrain from attempts to convince or convert others.

4) Speak for oneself, not as a “representative” of a particular group or organization (speak as “I” not “we”).

5) Commit to participate fully in the group dialogue for its entire duration.  If e-mail is not accessible for a period of more than two days, inform the group of your absence.

6) Participants have the right to pass whenever they do not wish to answer a question.  No negative connotation accompanies a decision not to respond to a question.  If the pass option is chosen, the participant must let other participants know that he or she is passing.

7) This is a closed group and the list of participants must not be distributed or shared with anyone outside of it.

8) Participants will send all messages to the list address, and will refrain from sending any private messages.  The exception here is that private messages may be sent to the facilitator.

These ground rules are binding for everyone in the group.  The facilitator reserves the right to remove anyone not observing the rules from the list after two warnings are given. 

Signing Up.

If you want to participate in the dialogue, are willing to abide by the ground rules and can make the necessary time commitment, send an e-mail to cgnetwork@sfcg.org.  Include in the body of the e-mail the statement "I accept the common ground rules" and an indication of where on the pro-life/pro-choice continuum you stand.  

Pro-life -------------------------------o------------------------------- Pro-choice

We also ask for the opportunity to speak with you prior to the dialogue, in order to establish a personal contact with you, explain again the nature of the dialogue and give you a chance to ask any questions you may have.  Please give us your daytime telephone number in your e-mail response.  Or, you may call the Network office at 202-265-4300 and ask for Megan Park.

Your signed commitment to the ground rules, which will take the form of your return e-mail, is required as a condition of participation.  If, after sending in your registration, for some reason you are not able to participate, please contact the Network office as soon as possible. It is very important to keep the numbers of pro-choice and pro-life participants even; therefore we are always concerned to know who will be participating.

Appendix 6.2

Facilitator’s Introduction Letter to the Group
Dear Group Member:

Thank you for joining our e-mail dialogue group. My name is Harry Webne-Behrman, and I'll serve as facilitator of the group over the next month. I'm looking forward to this group for several reasons, and am pleased to have the opportunity to participate with you and the others in the group. I've previously facilitated dialogue about abortion in several ways: first as facilitator of the Wisconsin Dialogue Group (1991-92) that was one of the early efforts to bring together pro-life/pro-choice activists in this way; later as a member of the Steering Committee for the Network for Life & Choice, assisting both internally and through our conference last year. Professionally, I work as a mediator, so it is a strong commitment I make to working with people to try to resolve differences constructively, in a

variety of contexts.

This e-mail dialogue is a unique opportunity for those who are actively involved in considering the abortion issue to talk freely together about their feelings, and understand more of how they view the world surrounding this complex issue. Over the years of my involvement, I have found advocates in this dispute to be highly articulate, well-considered and deeply reflective people, deserving of high levels of respect from all of us. In the passion to advocate, however, activists have frequently found it challenging to listen with respect to the other side...this gets at an important purpose of this group: to hear, and try to understand, the other side of the debate. 

From this understanding, it may be possible to discover areas of common ground that emerge. There may be insights that discussants have that allow them to transcend our traditional notion of "sides" and develop new approaches to shared concerns. 

But it may be of greatest value simply to have a space where one can safely "be," to hold your beliefs with strong passion and to have them understood by others with respect. For pro-choice and pro-life advocates to be able to have

such a space is, in itself, most powerful.

As facilitator, it is my role to help create such a place of welcome in this "cyberspace." I will pose questions that spark dialogue and exchange, and will help promote understanding where it is elusive. I will remind group

members of the ground rules previously communicated, and will seek clarification when it is unclear whether they are being followed. Mostly, I will try to keep the pace of communication flowing in a way that meets the needs of our particular group.

If you have any questions, comments or concerns regarding the dialogue, I encourage you to contact me directly at this e-mail address: xxxxxxxx.  I will make every effort to respond directly to those concerns, or support their expression by you to other members of the group. In addition, you may contact the Network for assistance.

Thanks, again, for choosing to participate in this unique forum for dialogue. I look forward to our work together over the weeks ahead.

Harry Webne-Behrman

CHAPTER SEVEN:

ADAPTING THE DIALOGUE MODEL TO

OTHER ISSUES 


The dialogue model explained in Chapters Three and Four is addressed to the topic of abortion.  However, this model can be used with other conflicts where key issues involve non-negotiable values, beliefs and identity.  The common ground dialogue approach is applicable whenever there is a need or desire for: developing a deeper understanding of the conflict on the part of the adversaries;  reducing tension and hostility that has the potential for violence and/or other destructive outcomes; getting beyond stereotyping and misrepresentation to real people and problems; and uncovering areas of overlapping concerns and goals.   It provides a method for achieving meaningful communication where the intensity of feeling and depth of conviction create fear about even attempting conversation.


The Appendices in this chapter share an application of the model that the authors used in a dialogue relating to homosexuality, a topic at the center of a bitter conflict within a religious institution.  There was a desire to inject dialogue into the heated environment in order to better illuminate what was in dispute and to give people a chance to consider the stakes involved in the conflict, namely, the unity of the church. 


A few general points should be made about adapting the dialogue process.  

First, designing an effective process requires knowledge of more than dialogue methodology.  It takes a level of understanding of the issue in conflict, and the conflicting perspectives.  Therefore it is key to involve a planning or consulting group composed of people who represent the opposing positions and constituencies.  They bring an understanding of the issue, the history and the language that is essential.  The design that is shared here directly reflects the input of such a group.  The planning process is a genuine collaboration between the “process experts,” and the “issue experts” and stakeholders.

Second, a point to insist upon is the need for beginning the dialogue by eliciting the personal experience and stories of the participants.  The reasons for this approach have been discussed in Chapter Three.  Beyond that, we asked our co-planners what they felt people needed to discuss, and what they needed to learn.  Based on careful listening we designed dialogue questions reflecting this input and made suggestions drawing from our experience.  The dialogue questions were not finalized until they had been fully discussed and agreed on in the planning group.  

Third, with regard to language, it is important to work towards terminology that the planning group feels is fair.  In our experience this led to much mutual education within the planning group, and for us.  Group members had to work with disagreements about terms even among gays and lesbians.  In the end we made what we felt were responsible choices, explained the challenge to workshop participants, and asked them to accept our good faith in choosing the language we did.

Fourth, creating the conditions for open, honest and respectful dialogue are particularly challenging when the dialogue topic is one that implicates the identity – not just the beliefs or positions– of some participants.   In such a situation there is no possibility of “separating the people from the problem” – a common formulation in dispute resolution.  We learned to carefully prepare facilitators and, at the urging of our planning partners, to stress compliance with ground rules.  We imposed a “three strikes and you’re out” rule about violations of the ground rules.   We urged all participants to take responsibility for speaking up if they felt the groundrules were being violated.  We did not want people hiding their hurt and having it undermine the genuineness of the dialogue.  It is not that we needed such strenuous rules to manage the dialogue, which was not at all unruly.  But we needed to go this distance to reassure prospective participants that this would be a “safe space” for dialogue for everyone.

Fifth, when a dialogue takes place within a religious setting, the most obvious “common ground” is the shared faith of the participants.  In a situation where there was hurt and anger over recent events on the part of everyone, it was plainly important to include in the workshop design a shared spiritual experience to open and close the day.  The diverse planning group designed and shared in leading these.  In evaluating the day, it was apparent that these experiences had significance for everyone present.  It may be that even in some non-religious groups, there are strong shared traditions or meanings that can be called forth to good effect.

The Appendices that follow are:

7.1
Workshop Plan and Facilitator Guidelines


7.2
Participant Schedule

Appendix 7.1

A Day of Dialogue on Gays and Lesbians in the Church 

WORKSHOP PLAN
8:30-9:00   
Check-in and Welcome (coffee/doughnuts)

9:00-9:30  
Morning Prayer
9:30-10:00
Full Group Session:  Introductions and Opening Remarks:  
· Who are we and why are we here?

· Welcome 

· Introductions: Each one present gives name, organizational affiliation (only if desired), role in workshop or other identifying characteristic (including whether closer to [Pro-change in church position] or [Anti-change in church position] except facilitators), and answer to question: "What led you to choose to take part in this dialogue?”

· What is the "common ground approach"?

      The "common ground approach” is explained and the ground rules are reviewed.


      The day's schedule is reviewed.

10:00 - 12:00 Small Group Dialogues:  Participants with facilitator will discuss:

· How have you been personally impacted by the changes within the Diocese concerning persons of gay and lesbian sexual orientation?

· What is at the heart of this issue for you?

Discussion in small groups follows the format outlined in "Facilitator Guidesheet- Morning Small Group Session."
12:00 - 12:45  Full Group Session:  Sharing and discussion of:

· Important and/or surprising insights from the dialogue.

· How the dialogue went in the small groups.

12:45 - 1:45
LUNCH. This is not a working lunch. Take a break 
and relax.

1:30 - 1:45
Facilitator meeting to check-in and see how things are going.

1:45 - 3:45  Small Group Session:  Participants meet in the same small groups as in the 

                   morning.

· What is the "glue" that holds members of the Episcopal Church together (i.e. scripture, tradition, reason, the book of common prayer, apostolic succession, diocesan/National hierarchy, Episcopal authority, etc.) and how "elastic" is this
 glue?

· Who speaks for the Church?

· What do you see as the best that can come from dialogue within the church?

Discussion in small groups follows the format outlined in "Facilitator Guidesheet- Afternoon Small Group Session."
3:45 - 4:30
Reflections and Evaluations  (Large Group)

· What points of connection have you heard or seen during the course of the day? 

· How have we experienced this day? Has this day of dialogue been worthwhile?         Why?

· Workshop evaluation will be distributed and completed by participants.

· Final sharing: What metaphor [or image] describes your experience of this day?

4:30-5:00
Closing Eucharist

FACILITATOR GUIDELINES

Morning Small Group Session
1) Facilitator introduces self, shares a little about her/his family, and invites participants to do the same (including their designation).

[10 minutes]

2) Review Ground rules:


a. Demonstrate respect for all present in speech and behavior.


b. Resolve to listen and seek mutual understanding.


c. Offer and accept explanations of views without attempts to convince or convert.


d. Honor confidentiality by not revealing the names of participants, ascribing names to statements made, or revealing personal disclosures unless one has explicit permission.

   
e. Participants have the right to pass whenever they are not willing to answer a question.  No explanation need be given.  No negative connotation accompanies a decision to pass.

[5 minutes]


Review (briefly) the plan for dialogue in this session:  Explain that it is important that there be time for trust-building before tackling the primary dialogue question.  This means that participants will be led through two opening questions that are not directly related.   The purpose of these questions is to let participants learn something about one another, to increase feelings of safety, and to practice listening and responding in a way that is conducive to dialogue.  The first of  these question follows.

4) Ask participants to express any expectations and hopes, as well as any risks or vulnerabilities that they have or feel.


Before asking for answers to this question and the others that follow in the morning, and later afternoon session, let people have a minute to think about their answer.

As a facilitator - model active listening by responding to each one's statement.


Reinforce a climate of caring--the workshop is not meant to be a place to experience further pain.

[15 minutes]
5) Explain the process for the rest of the small group dialogue.


a) The task of listening (hard work)



-What is the speaker describing?



-How is the speaker feeling?



-Where does the speaker place emphasis and energy?



-What "grabs" the speaker?



-What kinds of words, images, metaphors does the speaker use?



-What does the speaker's body language say?


b) The task of Responding


-Communicate care for the speaker.



-Communicate understanding of (not agreement with) the speaker's point of view or feelings by reflecting back what you hear (active listening).



-Avoid interpretations, judgments and criticism.



-Ask questions only to clarify and expand one's own understanding.  Examples of open-ended questions:




-What occurred?




-What happened next?




-Could you explain that further?




-How did you feel when that happened?




-How did you react?  How important was it?



-Avoid asking rhetorical questions (questions we already know the answer to, that we throw out to test the other person), or leading questions ("Isn't it true that...?").

[5 minutes]
6) Question #1: Pose to the group the following question.  "Last winter the annual convention of the Diocese approved a resolution called the "[Pro-ordination] statement".  Describe how you, personally, have been impacted by this and other changes you perceive in the views taken in this Diocese concerning persons of gay and lesbian sexual orientation." 

· Follow each sharing by having someone make an active listening response reflecting back an understanding of what's been said, preferably by someone who does not share their view. E.g., Ask, "Sue or Bob, could one of you tell us in your own words the key thoughts you just heard Jean [the speaker] express?".  Allow clarifying questions that further draw out the speaker.  

· After all have shared, ask whether participants have heard any commonalities in what has been shared.  Facilitator may suggest some he/she sees, and test these with the group.

[35 minutes] 

7) Question #2: What is at the heart of the sexual orientation issue for you when you think about it in a religious context?  Another way to ask this is: What in your view is at stake in addressing this subject within the church?


Follow facilitator directions A and B from above.
[35 minutes]
8) Closing Question: "What did you learn in this dialogue?"

[10 minutes]

Afternoon Small Group Session
[This session is 2 hours long. Take a 15 minute break when it is appropriate (after the first question, perhaps) and allow 5 minutes at the end for closing.  This leaves @ 35 minutes per question.]

This will be the same group that met together in the morning.  Be sure to keep track of time so that all participants get the chance to answer each question. 

1) At the outset, remind the group of the importance of maintaining a listening, respectful tone, and the Pass Rule.  Remember during this session to encourage active listening, and to draw out areas of commonality at the conclusion of each round of sharing. Generally this starts to happen spontaneously.  Again, let people have a minute to think before answering.

2) Check in to see if everyone is doing well at this point (e.g., ask whether anyone has a concern they feel a need to express before going on).

3) Read these questions to the group.  

What is the "glue" that holds members of the Episcopal church together, (i.e. scripture, tradition, reason, the book of common prayer, apostolic succession, diocesan/National hierarchy, Episcopal authority, etc.)?  How "elastic" is this "glue"?   Does it hold in the presence of different views concerning persons of gay and lesbian sexual orientation?  Can the church live with different points of view?

4) After allowing 1 minute for thinking, ask each person to respond to "What is the glue for you?" and "How elastic is it?".

a) Follow each sharing by having someone make an active listening response reflecting back an understanding of what's been said, preferably by someone who does not share their view. E.g., Ask, "Sue or Bob, could one of you tell us in your own words the key thoughts you just heard Jean [the speaker] express?".  Allow clarifying questions that further draw out the speaker.  

b) After all have shared, ask whether participants have heard any commonalities in what has been shared.  Facilitator may suggest some he/she sees, and test these with the group.

[35 minutes]
5) The second question to be posed is the following:

"It seems that one aspect of the conflict over how the church addresses sexual orientation is different views about who speaks for the Episcopal Church.  In your view, who speaks for the church?  Stated another way, at what level in the church are issues like homosexuality most properly addressed in your view?"     
Follow a) and b) from above.
[35 minutes]
6.) The third question to be asked is:

"What do you see as the best that can come from dialogue within the church about persons of gay and lesbian orientation?  In considering this question ask yourselves - has this been a positive and worthwhile experience for me?  Would it be valuable to have more dialogue about this in the church?

[35 minutes]
7) In your own words, close this session:  say good-bye, thank participants for their ability to share, acknowledge that it was hard work, etc. 

[5 minutes]
Appendix 7.1

A Day of Dialogue on Gays and Lesbians in the Church

PARTICIPANT SCHEDULE
8:30-9:00
Check-in and Welcome (coffee/doughnuts)

9:00-9:30
Morning Prayer
9:30-10:00
Full Group Session:  Introductions and Opening Remarks




* Who are we and why are we here?



* What is the "common ground approach?"



* Review of Ground Rules

10:00-12:00
Small Group Dialogue: Participants with facilitator.



* How have you been personally impacted by the changes within the Diocese 


concerning persons of gay and lesbian sexual orientation? 



* What is at the heart of this issue for you?

12:00-12:45
Full Group Session: Discussion, sharing from small groups



* What were important and/or surprising insights in your small groups?



* How did the dialogue go?

12:45-1:45
LUNCH:  Provided by the church. This is not a "working lunch."  




It is a time to take a break and relax.

1:45-3:45
Small Group Dialogue: Participants meet in the same small groups as in the 


morning.



* What is the "glue" that holds members of the Episcopal Church together (i.e. 


scripture, tradition, reason, the book of common prayer, apostolic succession, 


diocesan/National hierarchy, Episcopal authority, etc.)  and how "elastic" is this 


glue?



* Who speaks for the church?

3:45-4:30
Reflections and Evaluations


* What points of connection have you seen or heard during the day?



* How have we experienced this day? 



* Workshop evaluation


4:30-5:00
Closing Eucharist
CHAPTER EIGHT:

INTERACTING WITH THE MEDIA 


Common ground and civil dialogue between opponents in the abortion conflict is news.  As a consequence, media attention may come uninvited.  Or,  media coverage may be sought by your group as a purposeful strategy for educating the public, defusing a tense local situation or advertising an upcoming event or project.  The media is a powerful tool for altering attitudes and catalyzing social change.  


Stories about common ground in the abortion conflict, many of them focusing on a particular local effort, have appeared in the New York Times, Wall Street Journal, Washington Post, Chicago Tribune, Los Angeles Times, St. Louis Post Gazette, Cleveland Plain Dealer, and many other newspapers.  Radio and television coverage has included news and talk shows, and magazine programs, notably ABC World New Tonight, All Things Considered and the Jim Lehrer News Hour.  Many initiatives have started with someone hearing about common ground through the media.   Many reporters are so tired of the old story on the abortion issue that they respond quite enthusiastically to this new angle.

Balancing the Interests


In dealing with the media two interests are in opposition.  On the one hand, you want to provide the media with a story that is compelling, interesting and thoughtful.  On the other hand you want to respect the sensitivities felt by many activists about their common ground involvement, and in some instances, their desire for anonymity.   A basic groundrule is to keep what goes on in common ground confidential unless there is consent by everyone involved to do otherwise.  Another problem is that the presence of a reporter has the potential to inhibit conversation.  Also, with the general tendency of the media to concentrate on conflict and controversy, a reporter may aim to inject or elicit an element of debate or contention.


The following strategies, based on experience and common sense, are effective in achieving the desired balance:

· Take the time to explain thoroughly to reporters what your common ground effort is about – its goals and its groundrules.   If your group has developed a written statement of purpose, this can be a good press “handout” with the groundrules and contact information added.  For our national conferences we had a careful press strategy that included a special briefing, press packet and written guidelines.  The media responded positively and cooperatively because they understood the sensitivity of the gathering.  In one city where a new group formed in response to heightened tensions over the issue of abortion, the common ground activists held a press luncheon for local print and television news editors to present their goals and planned activities.

· Never speak to a reporter on behalf of anyone other than yourself without consent.  This includes not purporting to speak for your group unless you are sure you have agreement about your doing so. This extends even to not making public the existence of a common ground effort, regardless of whether you mention names, without the consensus of the group.   So, if you want or expect media calls, discuss how to handle them.   It may be that some will agree to announcing a group’s existence or to doing a press release about an event like a workshop, on condition that their name not be mentioned.  Volunteers who are willing to be interviewed can be solicited.   If you are inviting newcomers to an event where there will be reporters, make this known, in advance if possible, and make it clear that personal interaction with reporters is by choice.

· Do not mention another person’s name or give their contact information to a reporter unless you have their consent.   It is perfectly permissible to tell a reporter that you may have someone to whom they can speak, but that you need to verify this first.   If you are initiating media contact or if you have reason to think you might be contacted, agreements about how who does and does not want to talk to the press can be made ahead of time.

· Try to always have the media interact with both pro-life and pro-choice people from your group.  

· If you are the facilitator whom the media has contacted, get the reporter talking to the pro-choice and pro-life activists if they are willing.  It is these “unlikely allies” who are the most captivating.   Always arrange for someone from each side.

· Radio and television (e.g. local cable) talk shows can be an available outlet for reaching a large audience.  If the group is willing and you have articulate participants (Pro-choice and Pro-Life), use these media outlets.

· Make it very plain if an event/activity is closed to media.  If you want to, you can create an alternative opportunity for the media by having a separate press conference or agreeing to speak to reporters in another physical location.  But be careful about reporters being outside a meeting place if people attending do not want their participation publicly known.  If they are locally prominent they may be recognized.  One way to deal with this is by having a physical space or a break in time between the dialogue and the media engagement.

· In our experience, dialogue sessions should be closed except under unusual circumstances.  Several groups have invited reporter/s, or in one instance a local newspaper editor, to attend and observe a dialogue with the prior agreement of everyone involved.  These were groups with a high level of trust among participants whose dialogue skills and relationships had developed over time.  The result in those instances was positive and thoughtful coverage.


The Appendices included in this chapter may be helpful:

8.1 Media guidelines for Conference media.

8.2 Sample press release.

Appendix 8.1

COMMON GROUND CONFERENCE

MEDIA GUIDELINES

The nature of this conference creates a feeling of vulnerability in many participants because of the nature of the abortion issue and the usual dynamics of the conflict.  The quality of the conference depends in great part on whether or not we can create a climate of safety for all who are present.  For a variety of reasons, the presence of the press can make people feel inhibited about speaking freely.  Therefore we have prepared the following guidelines for press coverage that we believe balance journalists' needs to cover the conference and participants' needs for a sense of security. 

1) We ask media representatives to attend only the open sessions.  This includes all of the plenaries and roundtables.  The current plan is to close all dialogue sessions.  These closed sessions are marked in yellow in the program brochures especially for media.  There may be some session changes before the start of the conference.  Please pick up a special press brochure at the registration table that will provide final information on which sessions are closed and if any sessions are canceled. 

2) Session moderators reserve the right to ask the press to leave, should a session become sensitive, and in the moderator's judgment, require confidentiality.  Please respect any such request.

3) In the spirit of this conference, which honors the right of people to not speak, as well as to speak, we ask the press not to pressure people to express themselves to the press.

4) The ground rules for conference participation create an expectation of confidentiality.  Therefore please ask any participants you might want to quote for specific permission if you intend or wish to use their name.  This is not a consideration for presenters. 

5) Active listening--repeating back to the speaker what we thought we heard--is a key ingredient in successful common ground conversations.  We suggest that the press also do this, to make sure that what the person speaking intended to say was heard by you the way it was meant.  

6) Media representatives are asked to have their press badges prominently visible at all times, so that participants will be aware of press presence.

7) Room 204 at the conference site is available for extended interviews on Friday and Saturday.  The Conference media liaison is XXXX  who can be contacted via the registrars.

If you have any questions about the content or purpose of these guidelines prior to the conference please call the Network for Life and Choice office at (202) 265 4300.  During the conference contact XXX with a message at the registration desk or by calling the Sheraton Hotel.

Appendix 8.2  

Sample Press Releases


NEWS RELEASEPRIVATE 

January 10, 1994

ANNOUNCEMENT OF PRO-CHOICE/PRO-LIFE NATIONAL NETWORK

"I became pro-choice because of my work with abused children.  I see so many unloved kids.  Some people should never be parents.  I really believe forcing people to give birth to an unwanted child is a recipe for a disastrous childhood."



"I knew I was pro-life when I watched my little sister deal with her pregnancy.  She was so young; but she matured so much in her decision to keep her baby.  The way she accepted responsibility for her life and for her child was an example to my whole family."


These two comments, and stories like them, are typical of the kind of conversations heard in Life and Choice workshops.  Search for Common Ground announces the formation of the Common Ground Network for Life and Choice to further the development of such dialogue as well as joint activity on issues of shared concern.  "We have common goals on issues such as child care, adoption and pre-natal care," says Andrew Puzder, pro-life attorney and member of the Network Steering Committee.


The Steering Committee draws together people who have been active in grassroots common ground efforts.  They include committed pro-life and pro-choice supporters.  For both B.J. Isaacson-Jones, director of Reproductive Health Services, and Loretto Wagner, former President of Missouri Citizens for Life, the central concern is serving women and children. 

"There is a tremendous amount of common ground in the needs of our clients", notes Isaacson-Jones.  According to Wagner, "It is possible to stand firmly on your principles but at the same time recognize that there are areas of agreement".  "We have much more in common than we realize," agrees Frederica Mathewes-Green, another Steering Committee member and a vice-president of Feminists for Life. "Together we have a lot of untapped compassion we can pool, and hopefully reduce the demand for abortion."  


Maggi Cage, pro-choice activist from Wisconsin and former clinic owner, describes the result of pro-choice/ pro-life dialogue as "painting the face of humanity back on the abortion debate".  Peggy Green, a member of NOW, expresses it, "I stood face to face and heart to heart with a woman from Operation Rescue.  We found we were two women who have been hurt in the same ways and who find joy in the same places."


Mary Jacksteit, an experienced mediator and arbitrator, together with Adrienne Kaufmann, a Benedictine Sister and conflict intervention specialist, are Co-Directors of the Network's Washington, DC office.  Sites of current Network outreach include Buffalo, Cleveland, Denver and the Washington, DC area.
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Contact:  Mary Jacksteit or Adrienne Kaufmann, (202) 265-4300

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE                     FOR INTERVIEWS CALL

March 14, 1999
  

           202-265-4300 ext. 212

NEWS RELEASEPRIVATE 

[March _ 1999]
STATEMENT ON THE ASHEVILLE CLINIC BOMBING

Yesterday's bombing at the Femcare clinic in Asheville, North Carolina was a tragedy and an outrage.  We join with pro-life and pro-choice leaders in condemning it. 

Preventing further terrorist acts will require more than sorrow and condemnation.  The Common Ground Network for Life and Choice is the only national organization bringing together pro-choice and pro-life advocates for peaceful dialogue and cooperative action.

Peaceful dialogue means more than just talk.  Peaceful dialogue means getting beyond the stereotypes and labels that dehumanize our adversaries and encourage the kind of violence perpetrated in Asheville.  Peaceful dialogue means understanding and addressing the legitimate concerns of those with whom we disagree, without yielding one bit of our own cherished values and beliefs. 

At the Network for Life and Choice, pro-life and pro-choice advocates learn to respect each other as individuals and recognize our shared values.  As we unite in seeking to reduce the rate of teen pregnancy, so do we share common ground in opposing violence against abortion providers.  Such violence only breeds fear and anger, sapping our ability to work together to address difficult national issues. 

We call upon pro-choice and pro-life leaders to set an example and join the dialogue.  Let us show that we can break the cycle of violence.  And let us show another way, the way of connection and understanding. 

Recently the Network for Life and Choice published Common Ground on Clinic Activism. a joint paper by a pro-life veteran of Operation Rescue and the director of a clinic that performs abortions.  Common Ground on Clinic Activism points the way towards reconciliation of competing legitimate values in this difficult area.  

For further information on this or any of the Network's activities call Mary Jacksteit at 202-265-4300 extension 212. 
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CHAPTER NINE:








RESOURCES


There are comprehensive lists of organizations active in conflict resolution and community-building, and bibliographies of reference materials available from other organizations.  Our purpose here is to provide information about organizations that have we know have particularly relevant experience or models, or that are directly involved in promoting dialogue on abortion and/or similar issues.  Some of these we have referred to in the previous chapters.  

Search for Common Ground (SCG)

SCG created the Network for Life and Choice and remains a cosponsor of the project.  SCG’s programs are international in scope.  Its toolbox of approaches for conflict prevention and resolution is highly innovative and includes extensive use of media.  The SCG website gives information about all programs, including references about the Network for Life and Choice and a link to NAFCM (see below.)

1601 Connecticut Ave., NW, suite 200

Washington, DC 20009

(202) 265-4300

www.sfcg.org
National Association for Community Mediation (NAFCM)
NAFCM is a national association dedicated to the advancement of community mediation programs.  As of September 1999 NAFCM is providing the supportive structure for the ongoing work of building common ground in the abortion issue in its Public Issues Dialogue project, offering its network of community mediation centers to the important work of dialogue in deep seated conflict.  Its website offers resource materials about dialogue and describes its programming in this area.

1527 New Hampshire Ave., NW 

Washington, DC 20036-1206

(202) 667-9700

www.nafcm.org
Email:  nafcm@nafcm.org

Public Conversations Project  

The Public Conversations Project promotes constructive conversations on divisive public policy issues.  PCP did groundbreaking work in developing a model for dialogue on abortion.  PCP Executive Director, Laura Chasin, played a directly supportive role in the development of the Network as both a Steering Committee and Advisory Board member.   PCP has excellent facilitation training programs and resources.  The website includes links to other organizations and a bibliography.

46 Kondazian St. 

Watertown, MA  02138-2832  

(617) 923-1216 

www.publicconversations.org.  

Future Search 

The mission of Future Search is to “enable communities and organizations to transform and sustain their capability for cooperative action.  Their facilitation approach for engaging large groups in visioning and action planning we have found useful.  Several books are available.

www.futuresearch.org.

Mennonite Conciliation Service
The MCS publication,  "Mediation and Facilitation Training Manual" contains many useful and clear instructions for such things as consensus decision-making and other group process.

21 South 12th St., PO Box 500, Akron, PA  17501-0500.

Tel:  717-859-3889.

Study Circles Resource Center (SCRC)
SCRC ‘s focus is advancing deliberative democracy by helping organize community-wide study circles – small groups of diverse citizens – to address critical issues.  The idea is to “give people the chance to make a difference.”  Their materials include facilitation and discussion guides.  They offer training.

PO Box 203, 697 Pomfret St.

Pomfret, CT  06258.  

Tel:  203-928-2616; Fax:  203-928-3713.  

www.studycircles.org












