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ABSTRACT

Dialogue groups that bring together civilians witany perspectives on a conflict and
hold face-to-face discussions differ. Facilitatofslialogue groups often claim that their
type of dialogue is especially conducive to longrigpeace and stability and results in a
wider-ranging set of beneficial effects. To evadusitich claims, this paper delineates
dialogue groups and their goals by type (and offierase study to illustrate its structure):
1) dialogue that transforms human relationshipsrder to build interpersonal trust and
reduce prejudice (E.g. Jewish-Palestinian LivingRdialogue focused on the Arab-
Israeli conflict); 2) dialogue that transforms urgtanding of political interest through
consideration of the political interest of othersorder to build a common political vision
for the future (E.g. Community Dialogue based andbnflict in Northern Ireland); and
3) dialogue that transforms political decision-nmakfrom interest-oriented to public-
spirited-oriented dialogue in order to find mutyalreeable solutions (E.g. Deliberative
Polling Weekends based on problems within mainietigped, peaceful Western
countries like America). There is no evidence tira type is superior in
transformational potential; the paper concludesumygesting that the effectiveness of
different types of dialogue is contingent upon pheblem being addressed.

Thesis Supervisor: Professor David D. Laitin
Title: James T. Watkins IV and Elise V. Watkins fessor in the School of Humanities
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Introduction

In countries torn by civil strife and hatred, digl@ groups seem like an obvious
tool for promoting toleranck.In dialogue groups, people from many perspectrea
conflict discuss their opinions face-to-face toamage understanding in order to
transform the nature of the conflfctDialogue groups have intuitive appeal. What doul
be better for dealing with a conflict than sittidgwn and addressing the issues by talking
through the problem? If dialogue groups can timityease tolerance and reduce
violence, they deserve study to find out how tougetlialogue groups to foster peace.
And if they are ineffectual or counterproductivgpe@moting a more peaceful
environment, it would be best to divert resourqeens on dialogue groups for more
effective use.

Yet there is little in the way of evidence to sagpvhether or not dialogue
groups successfully lead to increased toleranagengitanding, and ultimately, non-
violent solutions. Few answers exist for questsunsh as: do dialogue groups increase
tolerance more than they increase intolerancedtber activities such as mass protests
increase tolerance more than dialogue groups?th&rgarious dialogue groups
differentially successful? When is a dialogue growost effective?

This paper will not answer the question of whethremot dialogue groups are

effective at promoting tolerance in the long-terinstead, the paper will focus on a more

! By tolerance, | mean willingness to resolve or accept differénqerspectives through non-violence.

2 It is difficult to find clear definitions of a dialogugoup. Most authors cite ground rules and give in-
depth examples instead (E.g. LeBaron & Carstarphen (18Riog (2000), Maoz & Bar-On (2002). It
seems intuitive that the definition should be narrower tharone suggested here, of face-to-face
discussion in a group with diverse opinions to promaotdeustanding. Yet in some ways even that
definition is too broad; some dialogue groups are onlglgoted between members of the same side, and
some are conducted online.



narrow question that will enable future researchettack the question of efficacy: can
we identify distinct types of dialogue groups? flisado different groups have distinct
beliefs about goals that should be achieved, antie@lohave different strategies for
achieving those goals? Or, alternatively, do d&ifeé groups simply do good work for the
sake of doing good work?

This distinction is similar to the one between s&iiphens for the homeless and
job training programs for the homeless. Soup kitchoperators feed the homeless out of
charity, and for the sake of charity. Those whojab-training programs have a goal
(getting people jobs) and have a strategy for aamgethat goal (providing job training).
Implicitly, they also have a theory of change tivdts the strategy and goal with their
long-term objective. Job training (the strategpgds to landing a job (the goal), and
landing a job leads to earning the money necedsayentually pay for a home (the
theory of change) and thus enables individualsdoé the street (long-term objective).
With respect to dialogue groups: the long-term ciitje of dialogue groups is to resolve
a given problem in a way that all parties invol¥ied tolerable. In other words, it is to
have peace. The goals of dialogue groups difigrath involve transforming the
individual participants in some way. Dialogue grswse the strategies meant to achieve
their particular goal.

Focusing on democratic societies, this paper Wallify the different strategies
and goals of dialogue groups. It will end by pding some insights about different
theories of change and their implications for Idagn objectives. | propose a typology

of dialogue groups based on “modes of interactiorhese modes of interaction



constitute dialogue strategies: they provide wayshich people discuss, and conceptual
links showing how those ways lead to achievingipaldr goals.

Based on this typology, | argue that there areetkypes of dialogue groups, as
characterized by their strategy: 1) “human relatiops,” 2) “political interest,” and 3)
“public spiritedness.” The “human relationshipt’asegy transforms participants by
creating positive relationships among them. Tha gb“human relationships” dialogue
is to reduce prejudice and create trust. The tipaliinterest” strategy transforms
participants by showing them that political inteésesre not mutually exclusive. The goal
of this “political interest” dialogue is to creadebelief that a common vision for the
future is possible. The “public spiritedness” &gy transforms participants by teaching
them to think about the political good of othei$e goal of “public spiritedness”
dialogue is to create specific solutions that beeadifparties to the greatest extent
possible. After discussing the three types ofadjaé groups | will illustrate the
empirical relevance of this categorization usimgéhcase studies.

The case studies show that some of the regiorathptis dialogue groups
conform to the expectations outlined above. Eade dits neatly into one of the three
types of dialogue groups. The dialogue groupsudsed are the: 1) Jewish-Palestinian
Living Room Dialogues focused on the situationsrael/Palestirfe 2) Community
Dialogue’s (hereafter referred to as CD) Residé&nf@used on Northern Ireland, and 3)
Deliberative Polling Weekends focused mainly onlimited States and similar
countries. The Jewish-Palestinian Living Room 8gales advertise and recruit in order

to foster an intimate group that meets once a mimmtAn indefinite number of months.

3 Terminology when referring to Israel/Palestine is problemay “Israel” or “Israel/Palestine” | refer to
the state of Israel, the West Bank and Gaza.



It focuses on building positive relationships betwg@eople (Interview 10) and so
demonstrates “human relationships” dialogue. Comitypuialogue recruits through
word of mouth, bringing together groups for weekémedidentials” as well as smaller,
local weekly groups. It focuses on creating aneusinding of individual political needs
in consideration of the needs of others (Intervignand thus demonstrates “political
interest” dialogue. As discussed earlier, DelibeeaPolling Weekends bring together
large, representative samples of a populationgoudis problems through exchanging
fact-based arguments according to merit (see $e8}io This case demonstrates “public
spiritedness” dialogué.

What are the implications of a dialogue group taxap? Only when different
types of dialogue have been clearly establishedesaarchers discuss how each type of
dialogue group can promote peace. To successfudlyiate a dialogue group one must
know what exactly the dialogue group is tryinglth Few academics research this topic,
as they prefer to focus on those with direct infleee over policy decisions (Fisher 1997).
When academics research citizen dialogue groupsg,ténd to focus on immediate

attitude changes (Maoz 2000, 13&jhd not on long-term results. In the rare caseravh

* Deliberative Polling is usually considered a “deliberatigendcracy” group and not a “dialogue group”
because discussion focuses on solutions and accepts debafacilithtors of the other two cases assume
that debate does not lead to greater understanding andozmhgdlirect participants away from debate
(Interview 1; Interview 10). However, like dialogue, Deléare Polling brings diverse citizens together
in face-to-face discussion of problems to overcome apathyramsform individuals in a particular way. It
is true that unlike most dialogue groups, Deliberativeiipfiocuses on one discrete problem at a time.
Yet, the other cases cannot focus on one problem at a time bduaysperate in divided societies, where
all discussions relate back to the deep divisions inherdgheirociety (Bland, Personal Interview).

® | am indebted to the work of Katz & Kahanov (1990), Ren& Amir (1988), LeBaron & Carstarphen
(1997), and Maoz & Bar-On (2002). My classification défénom the first three sets of authors mainly in
that | consider a wider range of goals than increasedymosiiationships. It differs from Maoz & Bar-On
(2002) in that no given power relationships are considene@mic to any particular type of dialogue, and
dialogue focused on politics is not assumed to be confiongand antithetical to interpersonal trust-
building.



different types of dialogue groups are delineaitad,in order to suggest that one is more
effective at promoting one particular goal thandkiger (E.g. Maoz 2000).

| propose that no dialogue group is necessariliebdtan any other; rather,
particular types of groups might be better suitgdnore “relevant” to addressing
different problems. At the end of this paper Il\ilesent a springboard for discussion by
proposing that the three distinct goals of dialogt@ips (explained above) are each
conducive to a different theory of change, and emesdifferentially effective at
promoting peace in a given “context.” By contéxgfer to the salient problem a society
faces. For example, the goal of “human relatigpshdialogue is to build trust and
reduce prejudice. For “human relationships” dialgroups, all theories of change will
involve spreading trust and reducing prejudicedftmut society. Thus, it seems logical
that “human relationships” dialogue is best suttegromote peace in contexts where the
main problem society faces is low trust and higiele of prejudice. | propose a schema
that differentiates contexts argue that each ofythes of dialogue | categorized earlier is
most salient to a different context.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows.ti@ed presents the rationale
behind delineating groups into the three strategiestioned above (“human

relationships,” “political interest,” and “publipsitedness.”) It does so by showing that
the “modes of interaction” that implement dialogieategies naturally cluster into these
three categories. Section 2 explains how the staskes rely upon these “modes of
interaction.” Each case corresponds to one oflthlegue strategies and also to the goal

associated with that strategy. Section 3 descthmsase studies in depth to show that

the structures of the three groups differ so ggamote different strategies. Section 4



presents a starting point for discussing withinclHicontexts” different types of
dialogue groups would most effectively operat@rdpose a classification of contexts as

well as the dialogue group strategies best sutteditiress the different contexts.



Section 1: Modes of Interaction

Different types of dialogue groups will be distinghed by the “modes of
interaction” upon which they explicitly or implitjtrely. Modes of interactidh
implement dialogue strategies to achieve the gotlat strategy. An example illustrates
what modes of interaction are: Pretend your got @o well on a test. Your strategy for
accomplishing your goal is to study. But just sgyihat you will study is extremely
vague. How will you study such that you will acqaish your goal of doing well on a
test? There are a number of possibilities, andrtbiee of them you can use, the better.
These possibilities could be called “modes of sitglyyand include reading lecture notes,
summarizing readings, and reviewing important tepwith classmates. All of these
“modes” implement your strategy of studying, anelytBhould help you achieve your
goal of doing well on a test by increasing your poemension of the material. The term
“mode of interaction” is broader than “modes ofdstimg” because studying is only one
strategy for accomplishing the goal, while modemtdraction refers to all the ways
dialogue strategies can be implemented.

The following section will analyze various moddsreraction to show that all the
modes, if used, would implement one of three ggiate— “human relationships,”
“political interest,” or “public spiritedness.” Ehfollowing table shows the relationship
between modes of interaction (the bullet pointsategies, and goals. It previews all the

modes of interaction that will be discussed in Hastion. These modes were compiled

® Similar list of modes, upon which this list heavilyies| is found in Shapiro (2005), LeBaron &
Carstarphen (1997), and Bland (2006) but the folloiBigcontains a broader set of goals and is organized
to more clearly see causal links.



from psychology and political science literatufes.

Table 1: Modes of Interaction

Strategy Goal

Human Relationships — » | Increased trust, reduced prejudice
» Contact Theory
* Personal Stories
e Common Ground I
» Therapeutic Practices

Political Interest — » | Common political vision of the future
Common Ground Il
* Authenticity
* Linked Fates
» Underlying Interests

Public Spiritedness — 5 | Mutually agreeable solutions
» Rational Arguments

[. Transforming Human Relationships

The following four “modes of interaction” are usdmplement the “human
relationships” strategy of dialogue. Each modeksan an interpersonal level and leads
to seeing other person in a less threateningpiegadiced, and more positive light,
through a heavy reliance on emotion and storytglliRirst the modes of interaction will
be explained, and then the relationship betweeseth@des and the “human

relationships” strategy will be analyzed.

A. Contact Theory

Allport’s Contact Theory is a very broad mode denaction, stating that meeting
those one is in conflict with (which I call “thehatr” group) will alleviate conflict

through reducing prejudice and increasing positalationships. The theory states that

| compiled these modes by reviewing relevant literaturerstedviewing academics and practitioners.
Future research should focus on creating a logical scherdatnmining which modes to include.



the problem of inter-group conflict is individualgpudice and the remedy for that
prejudice is education through exposure to “thethThe four conditions proposed for
contact with “the other” are: 1) equal status amthrgggroups or at least individuals in
the group, 2) common goals or a need for coopearaBpfacilitators that encourage
cooperation, and 4) legitimization through instaatl support (Allport 1954). Empirical
research has shown that Contact Theory does nadtimall cases — contact can entrench
stereotyping and hatred as well as reduce it. Munchirical research has focused on
generating conditions under which contact leadsdoiced prejudice (Pettigrew 1998).
Exactly what “contact” is and what it accomplishesains unclear. All modes
of interaction involve contact in the most litesainse, because they all gather people into
the same room to hopefully promote some positiveane. Contact Theory will be
considered distinct from the other modes of intsadoecause of its experiential nature
and its focus on reducing prejudice. Contact Theoglso said to create positive changes
in relationships, often through increased empatihen discussing dialogue groups,
increased empathy is often associated with incteaserpersonal trust. All of these
outcomes (reduced prejudice, increased positiaioelships, empathy, and interpersonal
trust) will be considered intimately connected thghbout this papé&despite the lack of
clear definitions. Interpersonal trust will be idefd here as the belief that other
individuals are humans like oneself, and do natddi seek harm to oneself or one’s

group?

8 The reason | constantly return to the assumption thatiaty of positive changes in relationships lead to
increased interpersonal trust will be explained more fallgection 4. In short, interpersonal trust is highly
valued as a result of dialogue groups because it is coedidenecessary prerequisite for ameliorating
conflict.

° LeBaron and Carstarphen (2002) in “Negotiating Intractablelict” in the second sentence of their
abstract, write that “[p]articipants report increased empathyrdgarpersonal trust.” The words
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B. Personal Stories

“Personal stories” can create changes in relatipeghrough indirect emotional
appeals that enhance empathy by creating connsaimoss divisions. This narrative
mode of interaction provides a tool for utilizingjflel’s Social Identity Theory, and
Inter-Group Emotion Theory more specifically. Sbddentity Theory says that people
categorize each other, identify with certain categgy and compare categories with a bias
towards the categories with which one identifiesligvi& Smith & Mackie 2004, 222).
Inter-group Emotion Theory helps explain why tejlipersonal stories offers a successful
method for creating positive relationships giveat ttategories exist:

salient group memberships constitute an integndlqgfdahe self . . . If [a] friend is

a member of a different group, this means thabhiser group membership is by

the same token incorporated in the self. Becewesedlf is generally regarded

positively, this process should indirectly makewseof the friend’s group more

favorable. (Miller & Smith & Mackie 2004, 223)

Telling personal stories promotes empathy andpetsonal connection. Inter-
Group Emotion Theory explains that when one feefmected toward others, then the
other person is considered part of the self. @gands oneself positively, and so one
will regard the other, and the other’s group, pesiy. Not everyone agrees that viewing
one person more positively will generalize to viegvthe entire other group more

positively. Although an important assumption innpalialogue groups, evidence

supporting it is mixed (Kupermintz & Salomon Unknowear, 3).

“interpersonal trust” and “empathy” appear together througti@upaper, as hinted at by the fact that the
word “interpersonal trust” appears forty five times andwibed “empathy” forty two times.

10
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The results of telling personal stories and evéerigroup Emotion Theory more
generally are stated vaguely. Participants shioagddrd others “favorably,” “positively,”
with “empathy,” and should feel “connected.” Feliag in the tradition of assuming a
connection between increased empathy and intenparsoist, the result of telling
personal stories will be considered increasedpetsonal trust in this paper. Those who
are uncertain that friendship generalizes proptisenative definition of trust. Bland, for
example, defines trust as seeing one’s essengdlsrgatisfied in the other’s vision of the
future. In other words, even if you win the elentmy life will be tolerable (Bland

Guest Lecture 20067,

C. Hidden Common Ground I: Shared Humanity

Finding hidden common ground humanizes the otfie assumption of “Hidden
Common Ground I” is that differences between peapdeoften imagined. Given the
lack of deep and sincere differences, people mag hauch in common that they did not
realize. Through interaction that focuses on discag similarities, participants see that
far from being the envisioned hate-filled persahgeos hold similar values and struggle
with similar concerns (Bland 2004, 5; LeBaron & §tarphen 1997, 347).
Identifying/empathizing with the other through fing common ground can, through
Inter-group Emotion theory, lead to more positiveerpersonal relationships and so to

increased interpersonal trust.

1 Telling personal stories does not necessarily reinforcedhesjuo. As explained in the introduction,
Maoz & Bar-On say that telling personal stories is a methaidrtherently favors the status quo due to
structural political inequality. Yet Sanders argues thesipg, proposing that perhaps telling personal
stories, or “testimony” is the mode of interaction that edatés hierarchy issues: “Testimony might be a
model that allows for the expression of different perspestiather than seeking what's common (Sanders
1997, 14).” 1 would argue that ensuring equal status amergbers of a dialogue group is a tactical goal
that is not inherently related to the mode of interaction.

11
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D. Therapeutic Practices

Therapeutic approaches to discussion cover a \aialger of practices said to lead
to reconciliation, healing, and increased interpeas trust. Two examples illustrate such
practices. One is the psychodynamic model, wbiaims that one projects negative
attitudes unto others. To create positive relatigos and trust one must first move
beyond one’s personal problems (Moses 2002). Asngitactice suggests that for people
to reconcile, they must hear the other acknowlexnges pain, accept moral
responsibility for the past, and promise to avaaence in the future (Montville 1993).

The results of therapeutic practices, such as amgtreconciliation, are ill-
defined terms that intuitively seem connected. i&o& Verwoerd (2002) propose a
definition of reconciliation that rests on buildimgerpersonal trust and so the two are
interconnected because one is a prerequisite éoottier. Even if interpersonal trust is
not considered a prerequisite for reconciliatiboseems logical that interpersonal trust
could be built after reconciliation and healingot&lthat others define these terms very
differently, and in those cases trust, reconcdiatind healing could be unrelated. For
example, Bland suggests reconciliation as thetaldicreate productive working
relationships (Bland 2004, 5). Another exampl€asnbodia, which is known for using
reconciliation to mean not discussing the past (t¢ay001, 200).

E. Overview

These modes of interaction cluster together becdueseall increase trust or
reduce prejudice through transforming relationskapsecome more positive. Contact
Theory offers an experiential mode of interactioattcan either function independently

or be used with other modes of interaction to reduejudice and create positive

12
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relations. Telling personal stories is its ownraive mode of interaction that can create
positive relations and trust through empathy. degiending on how it is used,
storytelling can also be a tool for other modemtdraction such as therapeutic practices
or common ground I. Finding common ground alsedases empathy and thus trust
while therapeutic practices provide the groundwuekessary for people to trust each
other. Clearly these modes of interaction oftemglement each other, although they
can be used independently. Since these modeSeallWays to create more positive
relationships to increase trust and reduce pregudiey all constitute “human

relationships” dialogue.

[I. Transforming Political Interest

The second type of dialogue group does not stieamsgingrelationshipsbetween
the people in contact during a discussion. Instkaldgue facilitators assume that
participants will act according to what they pevesio be in their political self-interekt.
Practitioners hope to transform perceptions ofisedrest. Participants are still expected
to act according to self-interest, just use a diifié idea of what constitutes their self-

interest. Again, a number of modes of interactian be clustered under this category.

A. Common Ground IlI: Closer Political Perspectives

Previously, “Common Ground I” was explained as isgd¢hat people are more
similar than originally believed — that in fact| sbrts of people have much in common.
“Common Ground II” is about seeing that politicarppectives overlap more than

originally believed. People assume one’s polita@hions are further apart than they

™ The terms interest and self-interest will be used interaabiyg and refers to politics.

13
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actually are because they see other groups asundied than their own. People know
that their side respects ambiguity and understahddes of grey, but believe that
members of the other side are united in their exism. In this mode of interaction,
people share doubts and vulnerabilities when dsggolitical opinions. Seeing these
doubts, especially seeing people on the same sidiéng with each other over them,
shows each side that the other side contains sludidgesy. In these shades of grey, sides
can agree more than expected or at see that thieefpapen perspectives is narrower than
expected? It is also possible that through discussion ldie& of common ground will be
clarified. In this case, discussion is irrelevantl probably counterproductive since it

will lead to a better understanding of exactly vame hates the other (Ross 2006b).

B. Authenticity of the Other’s Narrative

Authenticity entails understanding that otheuytbelieve in different narratives
from oneself, but are nonetheless reasonable hieiags. Before contact, sometimes
participants cannot even imagine why others wouftpsrt another perspective, and so
think that the other perspective does not reallgtexit is merely rhetoric the other side’s
politicians use for political gain. Contact alloparticipants to see that others are not
merely brainwashed by their politicians, but hawaughtful reasons for believing in their
narrative and are also reasonable and committpdaoe. Understanding the authenticity

of the other’s narrative forces participants tdireathat reasonable human beings can

12 One problem with the goal of finding common grounthit it can stop at superficial understanding.
Ronaldo Mendoza wrote his dissertation on how merely trgirigee through the other’s eyes” or “walk in
the other person’s shoes” is unproductive. He argueititatd participants should imagine a past
situation where they felt similar feelings to those describyetthe other,” and also situations where
participants behaved in ways that differed from their salnes. The essential problem with superficially
acknowledging that another’s perspective is similar to onefsis that of “biased assimilation:”
participants will incorporate new information into theirstig mental framework, instead of changing the
framework itself (Ross 2006a).

14
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perceive the conflict differently, and will not aige sides even once one’s perspective is
explained (see naive realism in Bland 2004, 6)is Tdalization is necessary for the next

mode of interaction (Bland 2004, 9).

C. Linked Fates

Facilitators can encourage people to see thatféueiris linked with the fate of
the other — that is, neither side can accomplsbhbiectives without help from the other
side. In a situation of conflict, groups are preugy each other from achieving their
objectives. For example: you want the crate ohges and so do I. You are holding the
crate and so are in my way of grabbing the crBigt | can tear up the road so you cannot
take the oranges anywhere. We block each other.

To convince the other to allow one to accomplisé’®mbjectives, one must
compromise and allow the other to achieve somesaihjectives. It is then in each
group’s interests to ensure that the other groupsiacerely satisfied by any sort of
future agreement, because otherwise the agreeniébteak down (See “Entangled
Futures” Bland 2001, 10). This realization assufaeshenticity” of the other’s narrative
— one cannot convince the other that his narrasiveong. Since one cannot convince
the other that her narrative is wrong, and onazesithat one’s fates are linked, one

needs to take the other’s perspective into acdbone wants peace (Ross 2008%).

D. Underlying Interests

Fisher and Ury’$Setting to Ye$amously claims that underlying every

disagreement are interests that can be recontiteddgh reconceptualizing the problem.

13 An interesting corollary of “Linked Fates” is that one sldovant tostrengtherand notweakerthe other
side, so that the other side has the power to make an agreand abide by it.
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An example he gives is that of two people who bwatimt an orange. When asked about
their underlying interests, one person said hdyr@ainted to use the orange peel, while
the other really wanted to eat the fruit itsellhieTorange was easily divided between the
two: one got the peel, one got the fruit, and athe satisfied (Fisher & Ury 1983,
page?). Moving beyond rhetoric to underlying iatgs helps people see the possibility
of living with others. This paper will not use wtying interests to mean that all
problems can be solved, but that people have iddaliinterests that might not align
with their side’s rhetoric.

E. Overview

These modes of interaction explain ways in whitizens realize that they can
work with others to further self-interest. Eithbkey will realize that their interests and
the interests of the other are actually one anddnee (“common ground II”), or they
will realize it is in their self-interest to accormnate the other for the sake of long-term
stability (“authenticity”/“linked fates”), or thewill find ways to reconceptualize self-
interest so as to be less mutually antagonistiodéulying interests”). The realization
that political interests are not mutually exclusieads to the possibility of finding
mutually acceptable political visions of the futur® mutually acceptable future does not
mean a future upon which all sides agree, but arfilyture that both sides can (probably
grudgingly) tolerate. The common vision might egenply be a method for deciding on

the future, such as by elections. Because theslesmaf interaction lead to the belief that
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common political futures are possible through clagpgerceptions of self-interest, these

modes constitute “political interest” dialogtfe.

[ll. Beyond Interests: Public spiritedness

Public spiritedness dialogue is based on the daliive democracy literature and
is constituted by the literature’s basic tenetsanildeliberative democracy theorists
ground their ideas on those of Habermas. Despitendmny distinctions between authors
writing within deliberative democracy, Habermastoags the spirit and aspirations of

deliberative democracy theorists and so his idehbevpresented below.

A. Rational Arguments

Habermas argues that citizens should deliberatesith consensus about the
socially optimal policy options. They should dissyolicies by using rational
arguments. He defines rationality as mutually usidedable speech, where
understandable means that one can justify onelsagts to others (Habermas 1992).

Consensus should only be determined by the mast-werthy argument and not
by any other method. Habermas defines his “idee¢sh situation” as “a situation of
free and equal discussion, unlimited in its duratmonstrained only by the consensus

which would be arrived at by the ‘force of the betirgument’ (Fishkin 1991, 34).” The

4 Note that some modes of interaction can also be outcomebenigity serves as an example. In
Community Dialogue (an organization explained in depth latghenticity is a mode of interaction.
Authenticity is assumed as a ground rule, and facilitatoessauthenticity throughout the discussion
(Interview 2; Interview 6). The outcome is that many paréiots realize that they should acknowledge
authenticity despite disagreement. This outcome can bersessponses to a question about how a
dialogue session conducted on 12-1-05 changed attitudes ot of six respondents wrote comments
such as: “I thought my opinion was the only one andigie one. | now listen to others a lot more and
take their thoughts on board,” and “[e]veryone is entittethéir own opinion’s as long as they don't force
it down your throat.”

17



18

only constraint should be the “better argumentiherit of the argument, and nothing
else. Dryzak, when explicating Habermas, explaimaore depth that speech should be
“free from deception, self-deception, strategicdebr, and domination through exercise
of power (Dryzak 1990, 14).”

Dryzak extends Habermas’ arguments to situatiorteep disagreement by
introducing publicly defensible norms. Dryzak says

The key to conflict resolution is the reconstructad private or partial interests

into publicly defensible norms through sustaineldade . . . No bland uniformity

of the kind that frightens liberals need to be $dufpr discursively rational
consensus and action can rest upon the mutualmiioogof ultimately different

perspectives and concerns. (Dryzak 1990, 124)

Dryzak states that the “key to conflict resolutios’the ability to create and decide on
arguments based on publicly defensible norms. dghiconstructing mutually

justifiable (rational) arguments, participants ddanove from considerations of personal
interest to considerations that are publicly dafdas In the second half of the quote,
Dryzak backtracks and admits that sometimes ppaints cannot agree and are left only
with mutual recognition of differences.

Authors do not convincingly address situationseépul difference. Gutmann and
Thompson for example, acknowledge that sometimdsgier norm or moral principle
can be used to create consensus, and suggeséethapp democracies should not strive
for consensus. Instead, when a citizen holds sahat others disagree with, she should
“recognize that under current conditions her urtdexs of the value is not yet sufficiently

appreciated by her fellow citizens and thereformoa yet become the basis of public

policy . . .(Gutmann & Thompson 1996, 93).” Comsidg deeply divided societies
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where people are willing to kill rather than wait bthers to agree with them, this
explanation is not satisfactory.

Although Habermas’ ideas are recognized as ideatsainy respects, strong
alternatives are not suggested. In addition t@ desagreement, authors do not know
how to handle self-interest (Gutmann & Thompson6l98; Gundersen 2000, 83) or the
possibility that the consensus might not be moral.

B. Overview

The “rational arguments” mode of interaction seraes foundation for “public
spiritedness.” Participants should use rationgliarents that lead them to construct
claims based on publicly defensible norms. Recptedizing arguments in a more

public spirited manner leads participants to geslyilbecome public spirited.

IV. Conclusion of Section 1

In conclusion, the modes of interaction can betehesl together to form three
distinct dialogue strategies with attendant goa®ontact theory,” “personal stories,”
“therapeutic practices,” and “common ground I” medecus on transforming human
relationships to be more positive and lead to redywejudice and increased
interpersonal trust. These modes thus implemamnndn relationships” dialogue. The
goal of conducting “public spiritedness” dialogueférred to as “deliberation” in the
literature) is to find the best answer for the jpubbk a whole, which is often assumed to
be the moral answer to problems. Since “rationgliaments” leads to finding answers to
problems through discussion that considers thei@gbbd, it is the mode that

implements “public spiritedness” dialogue. Unlike “rational arguments” mode of
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interaction that strives for mutualagreeablesolutions, “linked fates” and “authenticity”
modes together show participants that they shakld the political needs of others into
account, and thus should strive &mrceptabldutures. “Common ground II” and
“underlying interests” provide two modes throughiethparticipants can become more
amenable to the interests of others as well: ettireugh finding political interests in
common, or through changing perceptions of onelsigal interests. These modes of
interaction all transform perceptions of politigaterests to be less mutually exclusive.
Doing so leads to the possibility of building a aoon political vision based on mutually
acceptable futures. These modes thus implemeititiabinterest” dialogue strategies.
The following tables summarize the previous disitusby showing how modes

implement strategies.

Table 2: How Modes Implement “Human Relationships’Dialogue

Mode of Interaction Implements “Human Accomplishes Goals
Relationship” Strategy
Contact Theory Meet other Reduce stereotypes
Personal Stories Share personal background|tincrease interpersonal
induce empathy trust
Common Ground | See similarities in other Incraaserpersonal
trust
Therapeutic Practices Various healing techniques to| Become ready to
move people beyond the past| increase interpersonal
trust

Table 3: How Modes Implement “Political Interest” Dialogue

Mode of Interaction Implements “Political Accomplishes Goals
Interest” Strategy
Common Ground Il See similarities between | Increased willingness to
perspectives take the other’s perspective
into account
Authenticity See other believes his or hekcknowledge the right of
perspective others to hold alternate
perspectives
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Linked Fates Realize one needs to satisfpmcreased willingness to
the other’s political needs totake the other’s perspectiv
satisfy one’s own into account

D

Underlying Interests Reconceptualize interests  eased willingness to
take the other’s perspectiv
into account

D

Table 4: How Modes Implement “Public Spiritedness™Dialogue

Mode of Interaction Implements “Public Accomplishes Goals
Spiritedness” Strategy
Rational Arguments Ability to justify one’s Reach consensus on

arguments according to arguments based on merit
publicly defensible norms —+
means being public spirited

The three major dialogue strategies will from nawbe referred to as “human
relationships,” “political interest,” and “publipsitedness.” These strategies and goals
can be represented as follows:

1) Contact> transform understanding of the oth2rincreased interpersonal trust,
reduced prejudice

2) Contact> transform understanding of political interestscommon political vision

3) Contact> transform understanding of the problerminclude other perspectives in
search of best solution
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Section 2: Case Study Utilization of Modes of Intexction

In the previous section dialogue types were deledaccording to “modes of
interaction.” This section extends that work bgyiding one example each of these
types of dialogue. To show that a case utilizparéicular type of dialogue, | will
analyze modes of interaction used by the casthel€ase predominantly focuses on the
cluster of modes that implements a particular diaéostrategy, then the case will be
considered to exemplify the appropriate type ofagjae.

This section shows the following: the Traubmalesiish-Palestinian Living
Room Dialogue utilizes modes of interaction thatlléo transforming human
relationships and so is a “human relationshipslodjae group. Community Dialogue
focuses on the modes of interaction that leadgatial of transforming interests given
the interests of others, but also use the modageraction that lead to the goal of
transformed human relationships. They are thusigai“political interest” dialogue
group that also does “human relationships” dialogoek. Fishkin’'s Deliberative
Polling groups focus on the mode of interaction tbad to finding public-spirited
solutions to problems and so are “public spiritesdti@lialogue groups. His groups also
use many “political interest” and “human relatioipsti modes but do not stress or

encourage thertr.

!5 Questions about modes of interaction that are usedpbitcused on, are beyond the scope of this
paper.
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I. Jewish-Palestinian Living Room Dialogue

The Traubmans explain that contadll lead to finding common grounand
eventually to harmonthrough spiritual mechanisms. Len Traubman expldinknow
everyone has a soul that remembers cooperatiogatigen, echad [oneness in Hebrew]
and | know this is going to work out if we meetdao-face (Interview 10).” Face-to-
face contact leads to the soul remembering codparafhrough meeting, participants
will discover that they are one with the otherghie room; there is “hidden common
ground.” On their website, the Traubmans explais tonvergence of self: “With new,
diverse ideas in the midst, and with a spirit obdwill, divergent views can converge . . .
for the good of all (Traubman 2006, FAQ).”

Personal stories are the mechanisms by which thebfnans believe that new
social intelligence and oneness will be createleyTexplain that “[a]n enemy is a person
whose story you have not heard (Interview 10).” their website they are more explicit:
“Through listening to personal stories, relatiopshare changed in a way that brings
people closer together (Interview 10).” Extensige of personal stories is meant to
create more positive relationships.

However, telling stories does not necessarily bigdpparticipants to create
conditions favorable to a common political visidaven though some of the events the
Traubmans have been involved with, such as spargardinner called “Building a
Common Future” (Traubman 2006, An Evening for JavRslestinian Relationship),

sound related to building common visions for theeife, these events tend to remain
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focused on relationship building. It has not yeeib shown that individual empathy and
understanding leads to a greater likelihood of dpaible to find common ground in a
political sense, (there might not be “common grolifjdor that increased positive
relationships lead to the ability to solve problammutually agreeable ways. (There
might not be “rational arguments.”)

The Traubmans also focus on reconciliation andagpeutic practices. | observed
a situation at a dialogue group meeting on April fitat serves as an example. One
participant claimed that another group was inhéyamblent. The Traubmans refused to
let the discussion speed up into a back-and-fatate, but instead refocused attention
on that participant’s personal story and also alihg, saying, “it seems that you are
very hurt and angry. Do you have something in ymast you'd like to share with us that
made you feel this way?” When the participant tw@d to voice an opinion considered
extreme, the Traubmans reiterated that this ppaitimay have never had anyone listen
to the participant, and encouraged story tellinghaans to forgiveness.

Overview

The modes of interaction that drive the Traubmaas“aontact theory,”
“personal stories,” “therapeutic practices,” andrfanon ground I.” Their Jewish-
Palestinian Living Room Dialogues are the archetyfibe group that tries to change
relationships and build interpersonal trust througiheased empathy and understanding.
They do not focus on building political understargdor finding political solutions,
instead leaving those aspects of dialogue forwdéun which people have transformed

their interpersonal relationships.
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[I. Community Dialogue

Community Dialogue’s stated goals assume auth@gnaaid linked fates:
We enable diverse individuals and groups to engag&logue about our future,
encouraging people to take ownership of the prockagreeing our future and to
develop greater understanding of our varied arehadpposed positions because
without such understanding an agreed future is ssipde. (Holloway 2004, 8)
People should try to understand other’s positisiisch assumes the positions are
authentic Even if one disagrees with the other’s opiniare should understand them —
to make an “agreed future” possible. In other wofdtes are linked. Community
Dialogue does not use “rational arguments” evenghdhe quote mentions an “agreed
future.” Mutually acceptable ideas for solutioms aot discussed in the dialogue itself.
In the above statements, the modes of interact®maplicit; to see more
explicitly how dialogue should work, we can turnGD®’s discussions on dialogue:
“[Dialogue] comes in because it is a tool, which@e® use to mould conflict into a
creative, positive and productive process . do#s this by shifting the focus from the
stated positions that we so often argue over tméaeels (often shared), which underlie
them (Holloway 2004, 14).” Underlying interestg axplicitly discussed in the quote
through “shifting the focus” to the needs which denlie” “stated positions."
Participants are expected to go beneath their @atmetoric and discuss exactly
what they need from the future through a structaygoloach created by Bland.
Participants should think about their answers ¢éoftilowing questions (Bland 2004, 2):
- What do you want?
- What do you really need and why do you need it?

- What could you live with, given that the needd hapes of others may differ
from yours?
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Participants, in discussing the answers to theee thuestions, will differentiate between
needs and desires. “Needs” are the “underlyirgrasts” that go beneath normal
statements of positions.

Facilitators explain that CD empowers participdatglentify their needs for
themselves. CD tries to create conditions undechvpeople can talk and articulate
what they think they want. It also asks particigamhat they can do to help themselves
(Interview 1; Interview 2; Interview 4). Althougtt first participants are scared of being
challenged and so are frightened to attend CD, ¢veyntually become comfortable
justifying their thoughts (Interview 4).

Facilitators use “personal stories” both as its amode and also as a tool for
finding “common ground I” (Interview 2; Interview).6 However, they are torn about
using personal stories as a tool for “therapeutaciices.” According to one publication,
telling personal stories is considered a way ofihgaand creating common ground |
(italics added):

To share about who you are, how you feel and wbathave experienced can be

ahealingand satisfying experience. This ‘telling of steti® each other is a

critical part of the dialogue process, not justi@veloping understanding of

oneself and others but also often in generatingveepiul new sense of shared
humanity, common identification and understandingFor this to happen it is
necessary to move away from the ‘party line’ anpl@eve the individual behind it.

(Holloway 2004, 19)

However, a facilitator disagreed with the use efréipeutic practices in CD, saying that
CD is “not about psychological/emotional needs[for those, one can go] see a shrink
(Interview 2).”

Community Dialogue utilizes “contact theory” iis ftocus on reducing prejudice.

CD holds large weekend “residentials,” and alsollemédialogue group sessions that
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meet regularly (see Section 3). The residentedsice stereotypes according to
facilitators (Interview 2; Interview 6) and parpeints (Interview 8). Yet it is the small
groups that more heavily work to reduce prejudieer example, one facilitator of small
groups makes expectation lists with ProtestantsGatHolics separately before they meet
each other. Often, the lists end up being idehtiR@testants say Catholics will bleach
their hair blond and hate them for their religioavice versa (Interview 5).

Overview

Community Dialogue organizers use “human relatigrs’ modes but focus on
“political interest” modes. They try to reduce jpidice through “contact theory,” but
mainly in the small groups. They allow for tellifgersonal stories,” but are torn about
the value of “therapeutic practices.” CD mentibc@mmon ground” but in the same
controversial quote that mentions healing. “Linkatks,” “underlying interests,” and
“authenticity,” are all considered important andga are “political interest” modes of
interaction. Given the focus on “political intet'esiodes of interaction, the lack of
“common ground II” at first seems puzzling. Howeve@D does utilize “underlying
interests” which is substitutable. Thus, instebdasticipants learning that their political
interests are more similar than expected, theylaareconceptualize their interests so
that their political interests are more similarD Gelps participants reconceptualize
interests by encouraging them to think about ne@estead. The focus on needs enables
participants to believe that they have more palitigsion in common than they thought

they did before the dialogue.
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lll. Deliberative Polling Weekends

The style of discussion in Fishkin’s Deliberativalihg Weekends shows the
“rational arguments” mode of interaction:

“We take deliberation to be a weighing of competogsiderations through

discussion that is: Informed (and thus inform3ativéne factual claims in

arguments should be reasonably accurate. Balarepiments for given
propositions by their proponents should be answeyearguments by others with
other points of view. Conscientious. The pgyaats should be willing to talk
and listen, with civility and respect. Substaati Arguments should be
considered sincerely on their merits, not how thkymade or who is making
them. Comprehensive. All points of view held gn#ficant portions of the

population should receive attention. (Fishkin & kims2004, 2-3)

Fishkin stresses factual arguments conductedciaitd accepted on merit. To ensure
that “competing considerations” are weighed, dismrsshould also be balanced and
comprehensive. All of these factors promote “raicarguments.”

Fishkin also promotes “rational arguments” in hiess on the importance of
mutually justifiable speech. In the following gadtishkin explains what he terms
“sociotropism,” which is a concept similar to tiwdit‘publicly defensible norms.”

“It won’'t do in public discussion to offer argumsrihat a given policy alternative

will benefit oneself or one’s family. That, ineéd§ will arouse some mix of

laughter and disdain, no support. The only charfigeersuading anyone is to
argue that the alternative will benefit the pulaigca whole, or at least a large
majority. Even if this is initially mere tactichere is much evidence in
psychology to suggest that people induced to rekegiven arguments come to

believe them (Luskin & Fishkin Unknown Year, 4).”

He explains that presenting arguments that wilh#dé the public as a whole” eventually
creates “public spiritedness” because people “clanfelieve” in their own arguments.

“Publicly defensible norms” obviates the need far inode of interaction “linked

fates.” “Linked fates” claims that one should colesiothers out of a self-interested

desire for peace and stability. Yet if one usediplybdefensible norms in a genuine
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manner one considers others out of the sake of giti@gdnship. More practically,
Fishkin has only run Deliberative Polls in situasavhere linked fates were assumed.
Fishkin strays from Habermas’ ideals in that heeexp a lack of consensus,
which is partially due to his accommodation of setérest. Participants do not need to
achieve consensus because they vote individuatlyaannymously (Fishkin & Luskin
2004, 3-5)*° Consensus would likely be extremely difficultatchieve in large groups
that deal with complex issues in a limited tima.phrt this difficulty may be due to
conflicting moral values. Fishkin is less concermath this possibility and instead
considers citizens who choose to vote accordingtévests. His opinion on self-interest
vacillates, but eventually he settles for hopirgf ttitizens will make decisions based on
“public spiritedness” to a greater degree thanisédrest:
“Deliberation may make citizens more public spttiteThey may come, in the
process of discussing the issues with others artly@s a result, learning and
thinking more about others and their interestsake greater account of the
interests of others—of either the population ashale/or at least wider sections
of it. In the first sense, the best case is whammne understands his or her own
interests and what given policy or electoral cheieeply for them and votes or
opines accordingly; in this second sense, it ismdngeryone understands the
public interest and what given policy or electatabices imply for it and votes or
opines accordingly . . . And, in practice, manygeanust jointly maximize their
own and the public interest—with weights that anelear and probably vary but
may lean toward the former. At least arguablyfact, that is what they should be
doing—with weights leaning more toward the lat{euskin & Fishkin Unknown
Year, 1-2)
Deliberative Polling, through acknowledging intéseslso uses the
“authenticity” mode of interaction. Fishkin catlgs authenticity “Political Empathy”

which is “an appreciation of the interests of othgtuated very differently from oneself.”

He explains that “[s]eeing and hearing people frary different walks of life conveys a

18 n Mendelberg & Karpowitz's (2006) study, where groupsen@iodeled on jury trials presents an
example of participants required to achieve consensus.
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sense of needs and aspirations, as well as théraons they labor under—and of the
legitimacy of the former and reality of the lat{euskin & Fishkin Unknown Year, 3).”
Different needs are legitimate.

The modes of interaction relating to “politicalengst” and “public spiritedness”
dialogue have been discussed, but Fishkin alsesreln some “human relationships”
modes of interaction. These more emotive modestefaction are not mentioned in the
theoretical explanations of Fishkin’s work but gtkome through in Fishkin’s
anecdotes. For example, he often tells of the thrmeone man told an African-American
single mother that she and her child did not ctustia “real family.” By the end of the
deliberative weekend, after getting to know thigwem better, the man approached her
and apologized (Fishkin & Ackerman 2002, 17; Fishk995, 191). In this example,
“contact theory” through “personal stories” lead@duced prejudice. Although
deliberative democracy theory is less interestatierihuman relations” modes of
interaction, they are implicitly part of the proses

Common Ground | and Il are modes of interaction #na not often mentioned by
deliberative democracy theorists, which occurs bsea&Common Ground | and Il are
almost irrelevant to deliberative democracy theddgliberative democracy is a tool for
finding rational solutions, and sharing a belieE@mmon humanity or political interests

is not necessary for solving problems based om&bgirguments’

Overview

" As befits deliberative democracy theory, when a desire for @onground is expressed, it is for the
purpose of figuring out a moral high ground, a “comrgond” that participants can use to make decisions.
Barber states: “I will put myself in his place, | will tty understand, | will strain to hear what makes us
alike, 1 will listen for a common rhetoric evocative of a commpurpose or a common good (Sanders
1997, 9).” Note that is more likely that participants bling to think that a common purpose or good can
exists when discussing problems that are not deeplyivdvis
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Almost all of the modes of interaction are utilizadDeliberative Polling, but the
“rational arguments” mode that implements “pubprisedness” dialogue predominates.
Deliberative Polling does not particularly utilizberapeutic practices,” “linked fates,”
or “common ground | & 11.*® It touches upon the other modes of interactioontact
theory,” “personal stories,” “authenticity,” andriderlying interests.”

Deliberative Polling resembles Community Dialognéhe acknowledgment that
interests influence decisions and yet it is hoped decisions will predominantly be
based on “public spiritedness.” The lack of stmsshese modes of interaction (now
“linked fates” or “common ground II”) reflects tle®ncern of deliberative democrats to
avoid decision-making based on interest if possifileus, Fishkin’s Deliberative Polling
can be considered a case of “public spiritednesdbgue despite its differences from

Habermas’ ideals.

IV. Conclusion of Section 2

Each of the cases focuses on different clustensaafes, leading to different
overall types of dialogue groups. That these cilsstrate each type of dialogue
provides some support for the existence of thretndit types of dialogue. The Jewish-
Palestinian Living Room Dialogues are the archetyfpe “human relationships” group;
they use the modes of interaction that changeioakttips. Community Dialogue
includes many “human relationships” modes but fesum “political interest” modes.
Fishkin’s Deliberative Polling groups focus on faaial arguments” while including (but

discouraging) other modes of interaction. Theofelhg chart summarizes these results.

18 More research could be done to see why deliberative demoerats/to ignore these modes of
interaction in particular. Community Dialogue also doedamis on them, but does discuss and
acknowledge them nonetheless.
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Table 5: The Case Studies’ Uses of Modes of Intertan

Theory Living Room Dialogue | CD Deliberative Polls
Contact Theory Yes Yes Yes
Personal Stories Yes Yes Yes
Common Ground | Yes Yes No
Therapeutic Practices Yes Yes, No
discouragec
Common Ground Il No No- No — discussion of
underlying | interests
interests discouraged
instead
Authenticity No Yes Yes — Political
Empathy
Linked Fates No Yes Yes — Sociotropism
assumes linked fates
Underlying Interests No Yes Yes but discouraged
Rational Arguments No No Yes (not consens

us)
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Section 3: Structure to Maximize Dialogue Strategy

The previous section used modes of interactiomésvghat each case utilizes
different dialogue strategies. This section presidetails as to how each case is
structured to promote those strategies. The streictf the Jewish-Palestinian Living
Room dialogues helps to change relationships,tthetare of Community Dialogue
helps participants to reconceptualize interests,the structure of Deliberative Polling
Weekends helps participants to focus on the pugjolad®®

To show that the cases are structured differehtiyi] first present an overview
of the cases, and then analyze the following fadimisee how they impact dialogue
strategy: 1) How is the dialogue group structuretérms of how often it meets and how
many people attend? 2) How is the discussion stred in terms of its pace and what
participants focus of discussion? 3) What is twation of the dialogue group? 4) How
are participants recruited? 5) What type of faaiitits are used — are they paid? Are they

personally invested in the conflict?

I. History of the Cases

A. Jewish-Palestinian Living Room Dialogue

Len and Libby, a retired American-Jewish couple whe in San Mateo, have

always been involved with social justice causesagdnizations. Toward the end of the

¥ That each group is structured to mostly promote oneddilogue does not mean each group does so
in the best way possible. More research should be doremomparative effectiveness of different
formats within the same type of dialogue group.
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Cold War, they organized talks between Soviet angAcan citizens via HAM radio.
They strongly believed that high ignorance and &wyendered continued war.
Politicians had not resolved any issues, so maatise and different approaches — that
is, citizen dialogues — had to be tried alongsidérack | diplomacy (Interview 10;
Interview 11). After the Cold War, the Traubmastirted to be involved in the Arab-
Israeli conflict. In May 1991, the Traubmans dnel Stanford Center on Conflict and
Negotiation “helped bring a small team of Paleatinand Israeli citizen-leaders from the
Middle East to a week-long conference in the Calid redwoods. These women and
men forged and signed a historic document, FrameWwora Public Peace Process,
calling for concerned citizens of both communite$oin in Dialogue (Traubman 2006,
Our Story).” The Traubmans helped present the e Knesset (Interview 10).
Once back in the Bay Area, they formed the firss¥M@oast dialogue group in
July 1992. Libby invited her Jewish American fidksnbut wanted to include Palestinians
and did not know any. Her daughter worked at alloestaurant run by a Palestinian
family, so Libby went to the restaurant and invitedm to a meeting. They did not
come. She tried again multiple times. Finallye #bid them that they should tell her if
they do not intend to come or alternatively comemwthey say that they will. One
Palestinian said, “you really want to hear our apis, don’t you?” and at the next
meeting, they arrived. Libby cried with joy ancthvas the first Jewish-Palestinian
Living Room Dialogue. A higher rate of memberspired out at first due to sharp
disagreements and pressure from relatives, buteana core group stayed active and

eventually expanded to the six groups active tdtagrview 11).
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B. Community Dialogue

Community Dialogue was started in October 1997hyyt people “who did not
see eye to eye but for pragmatic reasons decidedsitnot worth fighting.” They wanted
to “transform the conflict so that it would be neielent regardless of the solution
(Interview 1).” The founding members of Commuriltiglogue advertised in the papers
to create a strong and diverse core group (Intertie

Community Dialogue originally started as a way ittédrm the public of the
political process” (particularly the Good Friday rkgments) and to “demystify” it so that
civilians could “vote knowledgeably” instead of apting a politician’s explanation. In
other words, Community Dialogue “helped peopleataphants” by digesting the
elephant “in small bits.” CD still publishes aroutidee leaflets a year if important issues
arise that CD feels should be clearly explainete(inew 4). But CD has changed and
now conducts face-to-face dialogues to promote rataieding politics vis-a-vis others

(Interview 1; Interview 4).

C. Deliberative Polling Weekends
Fishkin developed the idea of Deliberative Polliaggmpirically test the
academic ideas of deliberative democracy. Smfaet 25 sessions have been held all
over the world. All but the most recent deliberatiwveekend have been held in advanced
Western democracies on a wide variety of issudwy Bre usually heavily televised.
Fishkin describes some of his Deliberative Polls:
In Britain, the deliberative weekends have beed meManchester and televised
in Channel 4’s ‘Power and the People’ series. Dipecs have been crime policy
(April 1994), Britain’s role in the European Uni@une 1995), the future of
Britain’s monarchy (July 1996), the May 1997 Gehé&ilaction (April 1997), and

the future of the National Health Service (July 89Ihe American national
event was the National Issues Convention, whosbeatative weekend took place
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in Austin, Texas, in January 1996. The topics thezee the state of the American

economy, America’s role in the world and the Amanidamily. The Danish

Deliberative Poll, deliberating in Odense in AugRB800, concerned Denmark’s

national referendum on whether to adopt the eune.first Australian

Deliberative Poll, deliberating in Canberra, in @ir 1999, concerned the

national referendum two weeks later on AustralBEsoming a republic. (Luskin

& Fishkin & Jowell 2002, 7)

Fishkin’s most recent deliberative weekend was hettie Zeguo Township in
Wenling City, China. The city had a budget sur@od was not sure where to best
invest the surplus. They asked Fishkin to condugeliberative Poll where randomly
selected citizens would assemble to vote betweedif$erent options for where the city
should spend its money. The local government wasied that without transparency,
the citizens would riot (as they do in neighboraities) because of perceived
government corruption. It is the first time a govaent has agreed to implement the
results of a Deliberative Polling Weekend (McCorki2006). His next Deliberative Poll
will be in the city of Marousi, Greece, where orieh® two main political parties,

PASOK, has agreed to use this method to decidea@nrhayoral candidate (Unknown

Author 2006, Deliberative Polling in the Municipggliof Marousi, Greece.)

[I. Organizational Structure: Size, Time

A. Jewish-Palestinian Living Room Dialogue

1. Dialogue groups

Throughout the years, the exact number and locafidime dialogue groups in the
Bay Area have varied. Currently, there are sialgroups, one each in San Mateo, San
Francisco, the East Bay, Napa, and two in Silicaliey. The Traubmans facilitate one

of the Silicon Valley groups, along with the Saaraisco and San Mateo group
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(Interview 15). Many of the groups group meetseoaagnonth for around three hours
each time. Around fifteen participants will attezach session. A participant will
volunteer to host the group at his or her housepaodide refreshments. As people
arrive, they meet and mingle, then gather in agl@igcle in the living room for
discussion (Interview 10; Interview 11).

2. Other Activities

The staggering numbers of initiatives the Traubniens instigated or otherwise
been involved with are too many to name. One majoleavor is the Palestinian-Jewish
Family Peacemakers Summer Camp that since Septdra®adrhas gathered American-
Jewish, Israeli, and Palestinian families to dia¢pgether. Other activities include:
helping others to start their own dialogue growpganizing demonstrations of dialogue
on college campuses, flying kites for peace in Bamcisco, writing letters to the
Department of State, and publishing a cookboolskadli and Palestinian recipes
(Traubman 2006, Our Jewish Palestinian Living Raialogue in California).

The organization of these activities fosters “humaationships” dialogue. The dialogue
groups meet once a month for an indefinitely loegqa of time, which allows people
unlimited time and opportunity to deeply get to wne@ach other and so build
interpersonal trust through empathy.

B. Community Dialogue

1. Residentials

Residentials are the focus of Community DialogResidentials occur as

frequently as possible depending on funding anctépacity of Community Dialogue to
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organize them. Usually they are held once a manthcover the cost of room, meals,
and programming for all participants. Residentmiag together a diverse group of
roughly 35 participants for a one and a half dases¢. Upon arrival, participants and
facilitators gather in a large conference roomiritcnoductions and ground rules. Great
attention is paid to ensure that people respedt etner’'s opinion despite disagreement,
and to allow each other to speak without interaup{which fosters “authenticity”). This
emphasis on equality and on requiring everyonesterl to everyone else for the entire
process means that 100% attendance is expectedm@uaty Dialogue has turned away
famous politicians who arrived late (Interview 1).

Once the dialogue starts, participants discusgsssuboth small and large group
settings to allow for both in-depth, intimate dission and exposure to many different
opinions. Participants alternate between splitiiig small groups of 10-15 people each
to discuss an issue, and then returning back ttatge group to share the main points of
the small group discussion. The issue will themliseussed with the group as a whole
until time for the next small group discussion ¢iview 1). Community Dialogue
remains neutral as an organization when it comélsst@utcomes of discussions it holds.
Facilitators acknowledge that participants mighti€y differences through dialogue and
then decide that they cannot tolerate the othacilitators of course hope that the
opposite will happen, and participants will leasrcompromise and tolerate each other.
The neutrality of CD, in addition to time and resmuconstraints, hampers their ability
and desire to track changes in previous particgpaner the long term (Interview 2;
Interview 4).

2. Other Activities
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In addition to the residentials, Community Dialodaeilitators run numerous
smaller groups in local communities. The composiand content of these groups vary
dramatically based on the facilitator and theirspeal preferences for how such a group
should be organized, but all of them involve asteaostly the same participants meeting
once a week. These groups are most active inptiregsand fall. During the winter not
much political activity (including dialogue) occusstween Christmas and New Year’s.
During the summer there is too much hot-headedigalliactivity to maintain the
emotional calm need for dialogue (Interview 5).

There are four types of small group dialogues @liatapacity-build for the
residentials. After attending small groups foresigd of time, facilitators will
recommend participants to sign up for a residentiibmen’s Seminars in particular aim
to increase the participation of women by enabiivegn to articulate their thoughts
without being overshadowed by m&nhThese groups are held either for ten weeks or
indefinitely. One facilitator explained that greaughould be held for a limited duration
because otherwise discussions become comfortatlleaamal rather than thought
provoking, and would also mean reaching fewer neapje (Interview 5). Another
facilitator took a different approach, saying ttieg more new thoughts participants want
to discuss, the better, and that continuous dismusseach new people through the

turnover rate (Interview 6).

20 One Catholic male participant | spoke with told me that thebeff Protestant men “in business suits”
tended to speak at the expense of the Protestant womenvi@nt 3). One facilitator claimed that since the
Protestant identity had been externally enforced by Briteidecades and is now removed, Protestants are
less able to articulate their identity than Catholics. Thawmdwee also claimed that Catholic women were
more articulate and were accorded more rights because they werinmaved in community work while
oppressed. For example, one Catholic woman told me that leesfagitives in Northern Ireland, which is
run by laws created by Protestants, she cannot be legaliglematsthe head of the household. In the
Republic of Ireland as a woman she could be considered tbehtee household (Interview 5).
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Single-ldentity Groups are similar to Women’s Sesnénin that they are held for
people from within a particular political persp&etionce a week and focus on discussion.
The final two groups generate discussion throudiviac Theatre Group writes a play
together once a year and through choosing sceramtbgleciding on appropriate diction,
the participants learn how to see through eachr'’stbges. The Film Series Group aims
to attract a younger audience through fliers bytihgdree movie showings with
discussion at interfaces. CD feels that interfatesild be targeted because residents
have no alternative way to dialogue (Interview Bhe Film Series Group and Theatre
Group will be considered dialogue groups despiedtttivities involved, because those
activities directly instigate dialogue.

In terms of size and time, residentials are stmecttio promote “political interest”
dialogue while the small groups are structuredreorte “human relationships”
dialogue. The residentials are an entire weekleuickhe same people only meet once
and so the participants do not deeply get to knogvanother. In terms of size, the
residentials are also too large to get to knovihellparticipants, and although the
participants sometimes break into smaller groupsse groups change constantly. Thus,
the residentials do not focus on fostering intespeal trust through getting to know
others, although that is of course inevitable.tdad, the residentials focus on exposing
participants to as many other participants as ptessiThis broad exposure to various
political opinions furthers “political interest” @iogue because one must know other
opinions in order to take them into consideratidiet CD also conducts weekly

dialogues that are more similar to “human relatigps’ dialogue in terms of time and
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size in that the same people meet regularly inglhgusmaller groups so that there is

time for people to learn to deeply understand edlcar®

C. Deliberative Polling Weekends

The organizational structure of the DeliberativdiRg Weekends is similar to
that of Community Dialogue but on a much largetesc&undreds of citizens at a time
are paid to attend a weekend retreat in a hotleé sall groups do not change every
session like at Community Dialogue, and are rangt@ssigned for the weekend (Park &
Jowell & McPherson Unknown Year, 4-5). At the eridhe weekend, participants are
asked to vote on a particular policy to be impletadnin Fishkin’s words:

“A random sample is interviewed, invited to a conmsite for a weekend of

discussion, provided carefully balanced briefingemals laying out the major

arguments for and against given policy proposakdestoral choices, and
reinterviewed at the end of the weekend. The dson alternate between small
group sessions led by trained moderators and plesgssions in which
participants get to put questions composed by #mall group to panels of
policy experts, decision-makers, and sometimedigialns. The proceedings

have always, so far, been televised, either liviaped and edited into a

documentary. (Fishkin & Luskin 2002, 6)

The large size does not make the residentials @velto interpersonal trust or
empathy building, although that effect is somewhaigated by meeting in the same
small group throughout the weekend. Yet a weekesdll not enough time to deeply

get to know others. That citizens vote at the @rtie weekend, even in confidence —

especially in the cases where citizens know thataisults of the vote will influence

2L Another reason for serving many people with less repetis anonymity. The more often a group
meets, the more chance someone will leak who attends (Intedyielntil recently attending dialogue
came with high social stigma. Sinn Fein told memberdmattend Community Dialogue so as to present a
united face to Protestants (Bland Personal Interview, 20P@jtestants felt that CD was biased for various
reasons (Interview 6; Interview 7).
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decisions — makes the organization of these grsupstantially different from that of
Community Dialogue. Citizens are pressured to sa@ides, which fosters “rational
arguments” through helping citizens decide howrtua and choose between arguments.
For CD the goal is the opposite — CD tries to madbe lines between arguments and
discover “underlying interests” that show particifgathey do not have to choose sides on
an issue. CD participants are also supposed tinc@ruminating over their dialogue
experiences, and so a pressure to achieve sonetittame and cast one’s opinion

decisively might be counterproductive (Interview 2)

lll. Aspects of Discussion: Pace and Focus

A. Jewish-Palestinian Living Room Dialogue

The Traubmans create a slow patéiscussion through the focaa personal
stories. They encourage participants, especialycomers who have not been heard
before, to tell their story — to explain their fadyrinistory in depth, and to explain what
emotional moment brought them to the dialogue. rEiséof the time is spent dialoguing
on whatever other issues people bring up, usualiseat news (Interview 10). The focus
on “personal stories” and “therapeutic practices,well as the slow pace, fosters
interpersonal trust-building and prejudice-reduchitpuman relationships” dialogue —

through refusing generalizations and harsh speeghinstead learning about the others.

B. Community Dialogue

The pace of discussion at Community Dialogue iseqdifferent from the Jewish-
Palestinian Living Room Dialogue — the facilitat&eep a quick pace of back and forth

(Interview 1). Thdocus is also political — people discuss their tieas and thoughts on
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an issue such as policing. Facilitators decidedlod time on the overall theme for each
residential, as well as on the particular issuetidgouss. However, these themes remain
vague, and conversations are allowed to drift iateter direction the participants find
interesting and useful to discuss (Interview 4)n@ysations are informal, honest in
tone, and can get heated (Interview™)To explain their beliefs they may end up
discussing their personal history (Interview 2gmtew 5), but not necessarily. The
faster pace and focus on political issues allowtgyants to hear each other’s thoughts
and so fosters “political interest” dialogue.

The pace and focus of the small groups also prasripwitical interest”
dialogue. Like the residentials, the pace of dis@n is fast and the focus ranges over
many topics to provide exposure to many topicse filcus also remains political to a
large extent. Some small group facilitators dausomore on “human relationships”
modes than others, but mainly they all still askipgants Bland’s Three Questions to
transform perceptions of interest into recogniziegds (Interview 4).

More research needs to be done on different stralgbossibilities for a dialogue
group with a given goal -- it is possible that fast pace of CD does not most effectively
build common political vision. One facilitator exgssed his deep frustration with the
pace and focus on quick back-and-forth on issubghespecially occurs in the small
groups that only meet once or a few times, becafisa these sessions resemble debates
where people try to convince, instead of understaadh other (Interview 1).

Another issue with the intensity that comes with flist speed of CD is that it

does not provide enough emotional support. Oncpgaant told me that a friend was

22 However, plenty of time is allotted to take breaks frbmintense political discussions to get tea, eat
meals, and socialize at the hotel bar in the evenings (InteryieBré&aks allow participants some time to
get to know each other on an interpersonal level.
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extremely upset after attending the dialogue amdl@é such support. That participant
also recommended more story telling to understawgie’s backgrounds (Interview 7).
On the other hand, a slower pace requires more timeh might not be worth the
sacrifice of reducing the number of participartg, broader range of viewpoints, and the
risk of becoming a comfortable social group thatarmer challenges each other’s
perspectives. Leaving participants emotionallykenamight even be beneficial to CD’s
strategy of transforming how people perceive pditi
C. Deliberative Polling Weekends

The focus of discussion is based on given matepi@senting facts from different
perspective&® This limits the nature of the discussion inhelgehy clearly delineating
different set sides and what arguments those pidsent. Fishkin’s groups try to discuss
the relative merits and demerits of various sidedeicide which solution they believe is
the best one possible (discussed earlier, als&iRighLuskin 2004, 5). These clear
arguments with identifiable trade-offs are condadiv “rational arguments.” As
mentioned earlier with regards to voting, to dediteesides would be the exact opposite of
what CD as a “political interest” group tries ta @D seeks to obfuscate sides and create

grey ground*

V. Location

23| unfortunately do not have much information on the pHadiscussion.

24 Community Dialogue, through creating this space thagither black nor white, touches upon Bakhtin’s
ideas of dialogic imagination. Community Dialogue, as Bakhtuld say, is trying to break away from
the conception of people as “monads” with clear boundariess@via. Emerson 1990, 50). One
facilitator described that “dialogue is controversial so febpcome objects of suspicion in their
community, especially if they changed, so it produces pedptecan’t be boxed —neither fish nor fowl, so
it gives people problems.” Participants “should leave widimynquestions,” “spread doubt everywhere”
and act as “prophets of confusion” to “destabilize the statostgterview 1).” As Bakhtin puts similar
ideas: “The word, directed toward its object . . . weaves irbahdf complex inter-relationships, merges
with some, recoils from others, intersects with yet a thicdip (Morson & Emerson 1990, 52).”
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A. Jewish-Palestinian Living Room Dialogue

The Traubmans bring Israeli-Americans, Americans]eamd Palestinian-
Americans together in America, which creates antemal distance from the conflict.
Not being in the thick of things helps maintain tda#m pace and the ability to deeply
self-reflect. It also helps to insulate dialogueetings from outbreaks of violence and so
fragile, newly-built interpersonal can withstandg®n caused by the ongoing conflict.
Meetings are also held in each other’'s homes aaat,fwhich would intuitively seem
like an interpersonal trust-building measure. Thosation helps the slow pace of
dialogue and the focus on personal stories inggéadlitics, which furthers the goals of

“human relationships” dialogue (Bland. Personatiwiew. May 10, 2006).

B. Community Dialogue

The location of the residentials is still partiakplated, and the small groups not
at all. The residentials are usually held in rotemoved from Belfast, such as in a
county on the border between Northern Ireland &edRepublic of Ireland. The isolated
location helps to create the emotional distancessary for dialogue, but on the other
hand is still not very isolated (especially compltethe Traubmans who work
thousands of miles away from the area on which theys). The distance also works
against “human relationships” dialogue becaused#mee participants will not want to
endure such long drives on a regular basis in dadereet each other many times
(Interview 2). Small groups are held within neightoods caught up by violence, even

if to greater and lesser degrees, with fast-paosehse dialogue the natural result.

C. Deliberative Polling Weekends
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The geographic location is less relevant for Fislgince the problems at hand are
not usually ones where particular locations holdimdeeper meaning. For example,
debating who should be the next president is prigtmaimilarly meaningful throughout
most of the U.S. Deliberative Polling Weekendss ICommunity Dialogue residentials,
are held in hotels. For Fishkin, who brings togetheople to discuss problems that are
not often deeply contentious, hotels are not necgdse create emotional distance.
Rather, the Deliberative Polling Weekends needitgdarge numbers of people who
normally live very far apart together. Doing satifiers “public spiritedness” dialogue by
allowing people from the opposite sides of a coutdrsee why others have particular

stakes in certain outcomes.

V. Participants: Selection, Balance

A. Jewish-Palestinian Living Room Dialogue

In the dialogue group, most participants alreadykeach other and have been in
attendance for years. Like Community Dialogue, npasticipants are middle-aged
adults. American Jews are heavily representelbveld by Israeli and Palestinian
Americans (Jewish, Muslim and Christian). Approately two thirds of a group falls
into one of the above categories, while the remaimine third comes from a wide variety
of backgrounds (Interview 10). A description serén email update gives a feel for
both the emails and participants:

We had a moving 165th meeting last night, with Btaléan and Jewish

representation from Arava, and an 11th grade hegba exchange student from

Gaza, two Holocaust refugees with their daughtdri8iyear-old grandson, a

Stanford student and many others. At the homefofraer IDF soldier who

patrolled Ramallah, there was an original Palestimefugee from Jerusalem, and
the Salems who now divide their time between Calitband Ramallah. A
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young Japanese Buddist guest added a lot, as Wilare still learning a lot

from each other (Traubman 2006, f88eeting Email).

The participants usually live in America, althougbst American-Jews and Muslim-
Americans do not participate in dialogue. Somesihseaelis visiting relatives in the
U.S. come to a meeting (often without telling theilatives, who would disapprove)
(Interview 10). One long-standing Israeli-Amerigaarticipant expressed frustration at
the many Bay Area Israelis who refuse to attends&jes that they move to America but
only have Israeli friends and want to recreatelsheel they left behind (Interview 14).

When | asked what draws people to their dialogoeigs, the Traubmans
answered that it often has to do with personalihgalThey told me “some come
because they feel guilty for living here, sometfarapy, and others to get
psychologically ready to return (Interview 10).’elling stories does not only foster
understanding, but also healing. Palestinians aftene to “vent” because they are not
used to being heard, although it takes longer bdPaestinian women speak (Interview
10). That participants want to tell personal €®m@s a form of therapy are all indications
of “human relationships” dialogue.

Participants are highly self-selected. People hbaut dialogue groups through
the Traubmans or from friends who attend. Sometipeople find the group through the
website. Thus, the participants are highly sdiéced for wanting to heal themselves
and understand the other on a personal level. saible issue that arises because of self-
selection is balancethe Traubmans are Jewish and the balance of ttegd@group is
toward Jews. Especially given the lack of a Palesti co-facilitator, recruiting amongst

personal contacts means fewer Palestinians cominghe group.
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The imbalance in participants may also change ynamiic to be more slow-
paced and thus more conducive to trust-buildingpdize. The majority of those who
attend might not be the ones as interested ingaaréctivism but rather self-reflection,

because they were selecting to join a slow-paceerpersonally oriented group.

B. Community Dialogue

Community Dialogue recruits participants via wofdreuth and contacting
organizations such as political parties, religimsitutions, and social services, which
results in a high participate rate from local leadeMost of their participants are local
leaders; a few unconnected citizens or high-lewétipians attend as well (Interview 1,
Interview 2). Due to the difference in target aumtbe, the smaller time commitment, and
the different recruiting techniques, CD often bariggether participants with a wider
range of perspectives in comparison to the Traulfrdialogues.

Historically, it was difficult for Community Dialage to bring in participants from
the IRA, Sinn Fein, (who considered CD overly ‘dmeg’ without results) the Orange
Order, and DUP. More people from these partiestiending now> and facilitators
encourage these participants to think of what tessd as individuals versus what the

party line claims they want as much as possible(#ew 1)*

% Nobody knows for sure why more attend now, but proposasons are: Protestants have decided to stop
complaining about what is being done to them and anegtigi figure out how to help themselves instead;
Sinn Fein wants to be seen as open-minded; parties whettés understand their opponents; parties want
to convince participants of their perspective; people aremeglihat they are in this peace process for the
long haul and trying to figure out how to make it w@ikterview 2); and most optimistically, that
Community Dialogue’s reputation for integrity and prafesalism has spread more and more widely
(Interview 1; Interview 2). The current problem CD face®@uiting more minority and youth

participants (Interview 5).

% To hear the other side of the story: a local Sinn Felitigian told me that the party linis always what
people want, as Sinn Fein dialogues with its constituemdss willing to dialogue with everyone else as
well (Interview 9).
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The annual number of participants varies dependingigh-level political activity.
The attendance rate depends on whether the govetmm®tormont is devolved or not —
if it is in session, attendance can drop to 408udlly around 1,200 people attend
annually. One CD organizer explained this phenandyy saying that when the
government is devolved people take more respoitgibipon themselves for the political
process, and also are not afraid of obstructindnitpeer level process (Interview 5).

Including a wide range of perspectives and many pasticipants at each
residential increases the pace of dialogue. Adasg, coupled with the free flow from
topic to topic, ensures that a range of topicakered. These factors are more
conducive to intense political discussion and hépoétical interest” dialogue than

“human relationships” dialogue, although both occur

C. Deliberative Polling Weekends

Deliberative Polling groups are not self-selectad,rather participants are
randomly selected. The selection is designed pooiimate the relevant population so
that demographically representative citizens wilat discuss, and then vote on an issue.
For example, if a deliberative democracy groupoisedin Texas and if Texas is say, 40%
Caucasian Republicans, then the organizers of gliéd&yative Democracy session will
try to recruit 40% Caucasian Republicans. Withiat tcategory the citizens will be
randomly selected. Selected citizens will repdgitbd called and enticed to attend. If
after numerous tries citizens still do not choasattend those citizens have sometimes
been used as a quasi-control group to compare ehiangting patterns. Fishkin found

that those who choose to attend are wealthier;eekltated, and younger than those who
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choose not to attend, but that overall these diffees are not significant (Fishkin &
Luskin 2004, 8-12.)

Representative participants enable discussiorcHystres the most salient
arguments and interests at stake. Including a&septative sample of the population is
not necessarily conducive to “public spiritednedisiiogue, as “political interest”
dialogue could be done with a representative saagplegell.

Gundersen argues that representative selectionmbbdxest promote Habermas’
ideals of discussion. Participants should be ethtiscussll possible perspectives to
find good solutions to problems, and not meretg@esentativessample operspectives
(Gundersen 2000, 72-73Although not as practical, Gunderson’s idea allfovseven
the less common arguments to be considered baseoi which fosters “rational
arguments.” If Deliberative Polling Weekends werdé structured purely to promote

“rational” deliberations Gundersen’s ideas showdtrongly considered.

VI. Type of Facilitator: Paid, Personally Involved

A. Jewish-Palestinian Living Room Dialogue

The Traubmans are unpaid and need not fundraisédmgue groups, which
gives them freedom to create dialogue that acowmitthstheir beliefs. They deeply
believe in dialogue as a way of transforming hurtyaoito a higher plane of the human
spirit through the long, slow process of changilgttonships. Although the Traubmans
fundraise for the camps and other activities, tfamus is on mediating the dialogue
groups, which monetarily costs little (Interview)10'he lack of accountability and need

to “show something” for their pains means that tdeynot need to show off large
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numbers to entice funders. This freedom creagsdhditions necessary for a “human

relationships” dialogue.

B. Community Dialogue

The facilitators have a large role in creating faested discussions, which do not
enhance “human relationships” dialogue but do fogtelitical interest” dialogue.
Although style varies by person, facilitators teéaghlay the devil’'s advocate to the point
where participants have difficulty telling from wiHzackground the facilitators come.
They deftly lead conversations and ensure thatyewerspeaks, but do not control the
conversations (Interview 2). Facilitators thuserolodel people who can see all sides of
an issue, and also set expectations for fast-pdisedssion where many ideas are thrown
out for consideration.

The range of backgrounds from which the facilitatoome may also help CD
attract diverse participants (Interview 2), whields to faster-paced dialogue. One head
facilitator (usually Brian Lennon) leads the laggeup discussions, and each small group
uses a facilitator as well. Seven full time staffl an executive committee comprise the
backbone of Community Dialogue. These facilita@mes male, female, Jesuit, Catholic
and Protestant Caucasians.

CD has local, paid staff that is extremely commditie CD — some of the staff are
still founding members — and this enables “politioterest” dialogue. Having native
Irish and British facilitators makes for a depthdegcussion not possible with the
Traubmans or Fishkin, who do not know the detdiissues in-depth. CD'’s facilitators
are more able to lead “political interest” discossusing their intimate knowledge of

what particular sides believe and how those sidascbange their outlooks (Interview 5).
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C. Deliberative Polling Weekends

Facilitator involvement is paid and consists of deampartial to the issues at
hand. Consequently, facilitators are not as irecest the process, which means the
intensity (pace and focus) of discussion shoultbixer and also that the emotion and
meaning is probably less important to the faciitat Since the content of the discussion
is not necessarily intrinsically meaningful to fdators, they should be more objective

and so better focus on “rational” arguments.

VII. Conclusion of Section 3

As seen through the three case studies differenipgrare structured to better
facilitate different outcomes. The Traubmans ueesindefinitely long, personal,
isolated dialogue amongst people who are mainlghyréa transform relationships. CD
facilitators use local knowledge and a focus oritigsito create fast paced dialogues of
limited duration between people from a wide rangpevspectives. Deliberative Polling
Weekends use more objective facilitators to crehtet dialogues based on showing
representative citizens factual information. Tbkofving chart summarizes the

differences in structure between the dialogue gsoup
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Table 6: The Structure of Dialogue Groups in the Thee Cases

Aspects of Jewish-Palestinian | CD Deliberative
Structure Living Room Polling
Dialogue
Time on dialogue Long Short (residentialsphort
medium/long
(small groups)
Pace of discussion Slow Fast (residentials)Jnknown
fast/slow (small
groups)
Focus of discussion  Personal Political —self Rullt- public
Location of Isolated Partially isolated (aPartially isolated
dialogue different part of (different part of the
Ireland) country)
Participant selection Mainly self-selected  Wordwjuth Recruited
Type of facilitator Partisan, removed | Bi-partisan not Bi-partisan,

but emotionally
interested, volunteer

removed, paid

removed, paid
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Section 4: Context and the Need for Future Research

Even after attempting to establish a typology elaljue groups, the implications
of the typology remain unclear. To test long-tarificacy of different dialogue types,
one needs a theory of change. | will suggest aryhef change and a schema for
determining which dialogue strategy will be modeefive given a particular context.

All the types of dialogues should be tested in eamitext according to the theory of
change. Doing so will provide empirical confirnmati(or disconfirmation) of whether or
not the dialogue type | suggest seems to be thé effestive one in that contekt.

In this section | will present an overarching theof change to encompass all
dialogue groups. | will compare this overarchihgdry of change with the more specific
theories of change each case espouses. Aftetissiay these specific theories of
change and showing how the cases are or are notwstd to promote that change, | will
propose a schema for contexts. Using the casdsof@additional hypothetical case)
with their specific theories of change as examplesll explain why | chose certain

types of dialogue as best suited for different erts.

|.  Theory of Change
The overarching theory of change is that dialoguegs bridge the gap between
citizens and politicians to encourage tolerancealdgue groups attempt either to change
public opinion by pulling citizens toward acceptitng actions of politicians, or pushing

politicians to follow public opinion. Dialogue grps help citizens define and articulate

27 Conducting such a test is difficult for many reasons, @iolyithe difficulty in differentiating between
results from the dialogue group and results from othasroeaces in the lives of the participants. Also,
testing different types of dialogue in a context damstest the theory of change. It also does not test the
efficacy of different organizational formats within the sametgpdialogue. All of these issues present
ripe areas for future research.
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their opinions to politicians. Politicians will W@ an easier time with enforcement if they
enforce decisions with which citizens agree.

Even if citizens and politicians are divided on m&sues, it is hoped that
transforming citizens through dialogue groups etlable them to push politicians
toward compromise and peaceful accommodatiorhelfetis no gap in opinion because
citizens as well as politicians are serious abolerance, then there is likely little need
for dialogue groups. If there is no gap in opin@tause nobody wants tolerance, then
dialogue groups would not be useful unless theyicmed citizens to promote tolerance.
Note that this theory of change only holds foraitons where citizen input can be

influential. The case studies all profess to mytia bridge this gap.

A. Deliberative Polling
Deliberative Polling is the most explicit in trying bridge the gap between

citizens and government. The Deliberative Polimegthod as developed by Fishkin was
inspired by the deliberative democracy literaturech tries to resolve the tension
between needing citizen participation to preverdripy, (which would entail politicians
pulling citizens along regardless of citizen’s des) but also needing citizens who do not
rule by “the passions of the mob” (in which citisgoush politicians to follow their
unreasonable demands). The ideal situation waoallid Ihave citizens not only informed
enough to prevent tyranny but also informed endogtreate policies beneficial to their
state (Fishkin 1995, 49-53, 143-53, 161-176). rikisity example of a dialogue group
utilizing this theory of change, as discussed egnvas the most recent Deliberative Poll
where a Chinese city government agreed to implethentesults of a Deliberative Poll

that decided how to allocate their budget surplisGormick 2006).
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Fishkin structures his Deliberative Polls to legitze the final vote and so
convince politicians or citizens to implement tlesults. Fishkin’s claim is that
politicians should enact policies based on DelitiegaPolls because the polls show how
society would vote if it was informed. Alternatlygecitizens could see the results of a
Deliberative Polling Weekend and vote accordingiytlte assumption that if they had
attended they would have reached the same conetusidis extensive use of media
coverage fosters this second method (Fishkin 1991No evidence supports the idea

that citizens would use the results of a DelibgeaRoll when making decisions.
B. Community Dialogue

Community Dialogue is the least clear about whetherot it tries to bridge a gap
between citizens and politicians. Their websitepsuts such a claim, explaining that
one of their goals is to “[b]uild a ladder of comnmzation between wider society and the
negotiations (Holloway 2004, 6).” The goal of Coomity Dialogue is to help ensure
that a peace process in Northern Ireland has g@tsssupport and is therefore stable.
Inclusive dialogue throughout society should beoeinaged, “otherwise a lasting
settlement that we could all buy into [will] be neddifficult to achieve (Holloway 2004,
6).” High- level politicians have been known ttead their residentials and so enable
communication between citizens and politiciansefiview 1; Interview 2).

CD is not structured to encourage interactions eetwhigh-level politicians and
citizens. CD provides no support for past paréais who would want to do so.
Community Dialogue would have trouble attractinig Wide range of participants if it

fostered an expectation that participants shouét Engage in interpersonal trust-
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building activities. It does not follow up with fmer participants to maintain an image of
being a safe, neutral environment.

Yet, CD recruits from local leaders for a reaséidthough not high-level
politicians, on a smaller scale CD’s participantstae influential figures that could
promote tolerance if they so chose. Participargsabso chosen partially by community.
If diverse local leaders from the same communitgret residentials and learn to believe
in a common political vision, CD may have helpeztbenmunity lay the groundwork for
creating tolerance (Interview 1).

Community Dialogue, unlike Deliberative Pollinggegs to spread its results by
high attendance rates and not media attention.rdtiien rate, and the rate of previous
participants bringing in new ones, is high (Intewi2). CD aims for around two thirds
new participants, and one third previous participavho can help set expectations
during discussion and make new participants feifodable. If a previous participant
wants to attend a second or third residentialsheld that he must bring at least two new

participants first, which serves as a way to bimgew blood.
C. Jewish-Palestinian Living Room Dialogues

The Traubmans are also clear in their claims tlrogue will eventually change
society toward a new, innovative social intelligerstich that governments will change

and citizens will live in harmony. They explain:

The public peace process is based on the assuntpéibthere are things
governments can do that people cannot; and therthiengs people can do that
governments cannot. The public dialogue procedgesulting action
demonstrate that citizens have the freedom to ievetive and to create new,
deeper relationships. While governments are theialffoodies that make peace
agreements, newer ideas and sustainable implenmmtkgpend on public
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consent and involvement (Traubman 2006, Five Stafjgree Public Peace

Process).

By “new social intelligence” the Traubmans do refer to politics in the standard
sense, or to increased general intelligence. Tretgad believe that humans will be able
to understand each other in a new, deeper wayvhadead to world harmony. In their
living room, the Traubmans keep posters describmngels for a “new social
intelligence.” One model is of a set of concentircles, each representing the
boundaries of one’s consciousness. Through dialogansciousness is expanded
beyond the self, the family, friends and natiosamething larger that encompasses all of
humanity. The other model shows a triangle witle*ron one base, “you” on the other
base, and “new social intelligence” as the top plimking the bases. These two models
help show that the Traubmans believe that througloglie, consciousness will expand
and people will reach a “new social intelligenagélview 10; Interview 11).”

Exactly how “new social intelligence” will lead tworld peace is unclear, but the
Traubmans’ use the “tipping point” theory of sodralovation and apply it to the realm
of politics to provide a partial answer. The tippipoint theory explains that a few
innovators will come up with an idea, which wilethhbecome embedded in society.
More and more people will accept this idea, ubtlecomes unstoppable and changes
society. The Traubmans believe that dialogue islea which will take hold slowly but
eventually become unstoppable as it spreads, bgrigi new social intelligence” in its
wake. Since the Traubmans feel that dialogue bassached the point where it spreads
rapidly, but rather is still becoming embeddeddimiew 10) spending time on self-

selected individuals who already believe in thaidekes sense.
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Nonetheless, since it is assumed that if enoughidwhls conceive of social
relationships in a new way then peace will be e@athe Traubmans express frustration
with the many participants who attend but do noéag the idea of dialogue. Sometimes
the Traubmans have encouraged participants to sieaiflege campuses, which can
inspire participants to more actively spread awassrof the dialogue process. Colleges
are targeted because college students have marpuddlic voice than younger students
(Interview 10). Such outreach should only be catell when participants are ready, as
they must first deeply understand each other. Traabmans explain that “[w]e did not
do any kind of public outreach for until over a yaad a half, because we didn't feel we
had anything to say until then. We needed timeuttwlbnterpersonal trust and to learn,
enabling our outreach to be successful (Traubm8és,28AQ).”

Like Community Dialogue, the structure of the Jédwizalestinian dialogues is
not necessarily conducive to this theory of chanQee tradeoff with having a self-
selected group that enjoys personal reflectionutinaslow-paced dialogue is that these
individuals might be less interested in spreadiiadpdue. Another possible tradeoff
entailed in bringing together the same particip&éthat the dialogues do not reach a
large number of people directly.

The Traubmans hope to mitigate the problem of lpoinly a few people
involved through indirect exposure to dialogueglievels of media attention, a
comprehensive website, and an extensive ema(lljg00 people and institutions
(Interview 15)) is hoped to indirectly teach thetvd and Palestinians can live together in
harmony. An example of inundating people with thinspiring messages can be seen by

one link on their enormous website. It is namedanOthers Are Doing . . .
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Successfully (400 encouraging stories) (Traubmd&628 Family’s Endeavors Toward

A Culture of Meaning).”
D. Overview

Whether or not a dialogue group narrows the gaydst citizens and politicians
can be tested in various ways. To test if citizemsome more willing to live with a
politician’s actions despite disagreements, onddcevaluate whether citizens more fully
understand the motivations of the politicians.hkis explains this logic: “The more you
know, think, and talk about some domain in whichisiens are taken by a
democratically chosen elite, the more you tendofreciate the constraints, competing
demands, and tradeoffs decision-makers face (Fishkiuskin 2002, 3).” Of course, as
with dialogue in general, greater understanding alss the risk of clarifying exactly
why people disagree. Yet Community Dialogue disties leaflets explaining various
policy measures and Deliberative Polling also tistes a packet of explanatory
information on an issue (Fishkin & Luskin 2004, 7).

Citizens can be tested for whether or not theyhasee likely to push politicians
toward peace after attending a dialogue group bgsoméng an increase in their political
participation. There are a number of ways to prenpeace. For example: one could
vote for more tolerant parties, contact a locateepntative, teach one’s children that the
media is overly simplistic, or refuse to supportremist activities. One politician from
Northern Ireland told me that even though civilisbcis weak there, he is strongly
influence by even small gestures such as a nodagfusagement when walking down the

street (Interview 13). Not all of these activitdisectly bridge the gap between citizens
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and politicians. Bland argues that many local pdadlding activities strengthen

communities without necessarily impacting politi@ggPersonal Interview 2006).

lI.  Context

Now that a theory of change has been establishetl, present my schema of
context, which is based upon determining the nattieeproblem according to its level of
severity. | suggest that level of severity cartharacterized according to three factors.
The first is whether or not people are trying talfsolutions through non-violent means.
For non-violent methods to succeed, there mustdmnaensus in the population for non-
violence and also a way to contain extremists wyéot use violence and undermine the
power of those advocating non-violence. The setewel of severity is when there is a
consensus (that cannot be undermined) to use mdeAvisolutions, but there is no
consensus on what the character of a solutionbeill Those participating in the conflict
are still extremely torn as to what an acceptableti®n would look like although it will
be non-violent. The third level of severity is wihi@ere is a consensus on non-violence,
and on the character of the solution, but no casisenn implementation of the solution.
People have agreed to a solution in theory, buteduetant to carry it out.

Each of the different types of dialogue groupspisrapriate to one of the three
levels of severity of the problem discussed abtidaman relationships” dialogue
groups are relevant given consensus on non-violeateothing else because of their
ability to increase interpersonal trust. Theyals® relevant in contexts where there is
consensus on non-violence and on the charactBeadlution but not on
implementation, because of their ability to redpogjudice. “Political interest” dialogue

group are more relevant given contexts where tisepaly a consensus on non-violence.

61



62

“Public spiritedness” groups are most relevant witieme is a consensus on all three of
the levels mentioned earlier: non-violence, theatt@r of the solution, and
implementation of the solution. By a group beingiévant” | mean that the group is the
most salient way in which citizens can addresgtbblems inherent in the context.

| will provide four examples of contexts to make taim of contextually
dependent dialogue more concrete. When there agreement on non-violence, citizens
should focus their efforts on creating a consefimuson-violence. Building trust can
promote non-violence because increased trust eaht¢eincreased pressure on
politicians to agree to peace. Israel/Palestiramisxample of a context in which violence
and distrust runs deep. Solutions to the corlfiaate been proposed over and over again
— solutions that would make all sides better dfie Geneva Accords serve as an
example. Yet peace has not been reached. Everewalmmmon vision for the future
could be agreed upon, neither side trusts the aohgphold an agreemefft.Israelis do
not trust that Palestinians will keep the peadhélong run due to alleged or professed
Palestinian goals to eventually conquer Israeled®aians do not trust Israelis to
actually want peace as opposed to using peacerasext for annexing more and more
land (Ross 2006a).

Dialogue groups working to build interpersonal treen improve the situation by
building the belief that the other, as a decentdmuiveing, is also serious about long-term

peace and able to live a non-violent life. Thimyrhan relations” dialogue groups, by

28 One could argue that it is actually do to lack of commulitical vision that there is no interpersonal

trust in Israel. Debating whether common political visilesl to trust or vice versa can sound like “the
chicken or the egg” story. But | suggest that in ordeligouss visions for the future one must first be
willing to discuss at all, and that takes interpersonat iruthe absence of peace. More research should be
done on this topic.
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increasing positive relationships and empathyaarmechanism by which citizens can
build interpersonal trust, and so are relevantdtent contexts.

In contexts where there is only consensus on malence but not on the
character of the solution or on implementation,dbesensus on non-violence creates a
fragile peace. The first concern for citizensoigmprove the stability of the situation
through increasing the robustness of the peaceexXample, in Northern Ireland the
Good Friday Peace Agreements have constraineldeathtjor parties to achieving their
aims non-violently. Nonetheless, the countryiissitterly divided and is struggling to
reach consensus on the character of a governménasBritain will relinquish direct
rule. In this context, citizens need to learnhiok critically for themselves and define
what they need for themselves, instead of followantarizing rhetoric. They also must
broaden their thinking to include what “the othe€eds so as to create a lasting peace.
“Political interest” dialogue groups help citizesstermine their political needs given the
needs of the other and so create the groundworkddressing the most relevant problem
at hand: how to create an enduring peace.

In contexts with consensus on non-violence analiagacter of a solution, but
not on implementation, dialogue groups that redaregudice are the most relevant.
Implementation only comes when people are willmdéelieve that they will benefit by
implementing the solution. They will not believ&t implementation is beneficial if
their stereotypes convince them that they shoubidaworking with people from the
other side. For example, in America there is aseoBus that African Americans and
Caucasians should not use violence to resolve @mubbver racial differences, and there

is also consensus that racial differences shouliehé with through equality before the
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law (Jim Crow laws are unacceptable, as are lymgd)inYet there is still a lot of tension
over consensus on implementation. Despite lawisarbooks, discrimination is still a
pervasive problem. “Human relationships” dialogweups directly address the problem
of discrimination by reducing prejudice.

In contexts with consensus on all three levelganiis can help resolve conflicts
through finding the best possible solutions forcélkzens involved, which is exactly what
“public spiritedness” dialogue attempts to accostpli“Public spiritedness” dialogue is
most relevant to contexts where people are willothink outside their own interests and
have strong norms of ethical citizenship. For epd@min the United States citizens do
not consider using violence over energy issues agnele that energy should be supplied
through private utility companies. There is corsssnon implementation as well in that
citizens allow private companies to make their aenisions. However, questions still
arise as to the details of implementation: shoolmganies invest in solar power, wind,
coal, or nuclear energy? “Public spiritednesstatdjae groups look at all sides of the
issue objectively to find what answer would benifé United States. They provide a
method for resolving disagreements that lead t@#dgolutions maximizing everyone’s

benefit. The following table summarizes my cont@kization of the three conflicts:
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Table 7: Context According to the Problem’s Level bSeverity

0 = inability to use non-violent solutions
1 = consensus to use non-violent solutions (noetmahable by extremists)
2 = consensus on the character of the non-viotdatien
3 = consensus on implementation

Severity of 0 1 1,2 1,2,3

Context

Recommended “Human “Political “Human “Public

Dialogue relationships” | interest” relationships” | spiritedness”

Group and dialogue to dialogue dialogue to find mutually

example build to build belief | to reduce agreeable solution
interpersonal | in common prejudice to the details of a
trust political vision | E.g. racism in | problem
E.g. Israel E.g. Ireland U.S. E.g. in which types

of power should
utility companies

A

invest

The focus of each dialogue group intuitively acsondth the context of the

problem that the dialogue group is trying to adgiredone of the Jewish-Palestinian

Living Room Dialogue or Community Dialogue’s actigs touch deeply upon “rational

arguments” modes of interaction, which is intuitjvenderstandable given the contexts

of Israel/Palestine and Northern Ireland. In Ikrd®re is no consensus to use non-

violence, and in Ireland that consensus is stilikvend there is no consensus on the

character of the state. In such situations, askingublic-spirited debate on solutions

best for everyone seems like an outrageouslyask.t In a deeply divided society, it is

difficult to ask people to think for the good ohets®

29 Fishkin's Deliberative Polling Weekends have also naised on the most divisive issues for its context
(such as abortion), and so the lack of strong individuatests compared to contestsch as Northern
Ireland and Israel may reflect that. Fishkin supplies paatitgowith packets of information presenting
data on many possible options, further reinforcing the dd@&xpectation that individuals have strong

interests.
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Conclusion

This paper attempts to answer the question of tyipats of dialogue groups exist
in the field. To answer this question, intervieagswell as political science and
psychology literature were used in order to comghikedifferent modes of interaction

utilized by dialogue groups. These modes wereddarcluster into three distinct

categories by goal. “Contact theory,” “personalists,” “therapeutic practices,” and
“hidden common ground I” all work to transform ridaships between people such that
they become more positive. Thus, dialogue grobgsrely on these modes of
interaction were termed “human relationships” djaie.

Similarly, “underlying interests,” “common grounid’l“authenticity,” and
“linked fates” are modes of interaction that altds on transforming perceptions of
political interests to tolerate the interests ¢fers. Dialogue groups based on these
modes were terms “political interest” dialoguendtly, “public spiritedness” dialogue
that transforms people’s decision-making method#abthinking for the good of all
becomes the norm, bases itself on “rational argasii@mode of interaction. Through
organizing dialogue groups according to mode daraattion, three types of dialogue
emerged.

Three case studies were used illustrate these thipes of dialogue. First, the
modes of interactions used by the cases were es$tatllto show that each case
corresponds to a different type of dialogue. Thiea,organization structures of the

groups were analyzed to see how the facilitatotb@de groups chose formats conducive

to the type of dialogue used. Organizational stme&cwas broken down into time spent
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on discussion, pace, focus (types of issues disdumsd methods for discussing them),
location, participant selection, and type of faatir.

The three case studies all and functioned in deactes and so show examples
dialogue groups where citizens have the theoredig#ity to change their societies. The
Traubman’s Jewish-Palestinian Living Room Dialogwesich gather together Jews,
Palestinians, and others once a month in smallpgrohis dialogue group is the
archetype of the “human relationships” dialoguteutilizes all of the modes of
interaction associated with “human relationshipsd atructures their meetings
accordingly; participants meet regularly, in intbmaessions where they are encouraged
to deeply understand each other.

Community Dialogue, facilitated by a number of peap Northern Ireland,
presents a “political interest” dialogue group aitgh it also utilizes many of the modes
of interaction associated with “human relationshighalogue. Through fast-paced
political discussions, local leaders learn to idfgrheir needs and what they would be
willing to live with in the future, given that otteehave different political desires. In this
way, the participants realize that it might be jjussto have a common vision for the
future.

Fishkin’s Deliberative Polling randomly selectdzgns that form a representative
sample of a population to discuss solutions to lerab. Many different modes of
interaction were used, but the focus was on “rafi@nguments,” the mode affiliated with
“public spiritedness” dialogue. Participants leatro think for the sake of their entire

society.
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Many areas pertaining to dialogue groups are opefufther research. | suggest
departing from the existing literature by proposthgt research should be done trying to
identify for which contexts different types of digue might be most relevant. Some
preliminary thoughts were presented on a definitardifferent contexts, and also which
of the three types of dialogue delineated earlieuld be most able to address the
problems inherent in each of those contexts. Ciheais for future research are: finding a
systematic way to decide which modes of interacsioould be included in a given
schema, investigating why dialogue groups used motimteractions apart from those
pertinent to their focus, and analyzing which ofgational structures are most effective
at enhancing any particular type of dialogue.

Dialogue groups have been all but overlooked irfild of political science.

Yet they, along with many similar endeavors, candeat important work in promoting
peace and stability within civil societies. Manyegtions remain unanswered as to when
and where dialogue groups can most benefit a SocEtis paper provided a starting
point for answering those questions by explainim@tdifferent types of dialogue try to
accomplish and providing case studies showing hesvaan identify types of dialogue in

practicing groups.
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