Edinburgh Research Explorer

Public dialogue and deliberation

Citation for published version:
Escobar, O 2011, Public dialogue and deliberation: A communication perspective for public engagement
practitioners. UK Beacons for Public Engagement, Edinburgh.

Link:
Link to publication record in Edinburgh Research Explorer

Document Version:
Publisher's PDF, also known as Version of record

Publisher Rights Statement:
This resource operates under a creative commons attribution-non commercial license. For more information go
to: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/3.0/

General rights

Copyright for the publications made accessible via the Edinburgh Research Explorer is retained by the author(s)
and / or other copyright owners and it is a condition of accessing these publications that users recognise and
abide by the legal requirements associated with these rights.

Take down policy

The University of Edinburgh has made every reasonable effort to ensure that Edinburgh Research Explorer
content complies with UK legislation. If you believe that the public display of this file breaches copyright please
contact openaccess@ed.ac.uk providing details, and we will remove access to the work immediately and
investigate your claim.

Download date: 10. Aug. 2018


https://www.research.ed.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/public-dialogue-and-deliberation(068a922c-0f20-4cf5-b967-8c0ceaeacd11).html

beacons

Oliver Escobar o nt

Public Dialogue and Deliberation
A communication perspective for public
engagement practitioners



About &
Edinburgh Beltane EDINBURGH BELTANE

The Edinburgh Beltane — Beacon for Public Engagement is a four year programme delivered by a partnership of nineteen organisations, lec
by the University of Edinburgh. We are one of six UK Beacons for Public Engagement funded by RCUK, established in 2008 to bridge the gz
between researchers working at the cutting edge and the people their research will affect.

Inspired by the proximity of Holyrood, the Edinburgh Beltane has adopted the theme of enabling access to research relevant to public policy
With a Scottish Parliament which prides itself on accessibility, we are well placed to support people when they engage with the research wh
affects devolved issues.

This handbook is based on a training programme on Dialogue in PE developed through Edinburgh Beltane. It aims to enable researchers tc
communicate with other groups in ways which genuinely enhance mutual understanding around their work and around any policy issues it r
pertain to.

We welcome feedback on any of the material in this Handbook. Please email any comments to:

info@edinburghbeltane.net.

This handbook was prepared and written by: Image credits: 45 Images courtesy of photographer
Oliver Escobar Emilio Pérez (Barcelona):
Edinburgh Beltane Fellow, www.fotolog.com.br/ollodourp

Principal's Career Development PhD Scholar, ~ With some additional photographs by Oliver
School of Social and Political Science, Escobar and Douglas Robertson.

University of Edinburgh, and YFPMWLIH MR 2SZIQFIV

4
4VSNIGX 3J%GIV 4YFPMG 4SP'\%(T"{VZI\I/I>I(-?[)§I\{-|OMR %TVMP

The creative design of the booklet was done
collaboratively by The Multimedia Team
(Information Services, The University of Edinburgh)
www.ed.ac.uk/is/graphic-desigehane Barbour,

and Oliver Escobar.

This resource operates under a creative
commons attribution-non commercial license.
For more information go to:
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/3.0/



Acknowledgements

| am deeply indebted to Magda Pieczka and Emma Wood for their trust, mentorship, and support during my time working at the Centre for
Dialogue (Queen Margaret University). Alongside many other colleagues at QMU, they created an outstanding environment for researching
developing ideas about dialogic communication.

| want to thank Wendy Faulkner (Institute for the Study of Science, Technology and Innovation, University of Edinburgh) and Heather Rea
(Edinburgh Beltane — Beacon for Public Engagement) for sharing the journey of developing methods for talking about dialogue with researc
ERH TYFPMG IRKEKIQIRX TVEGXMXMSRIVW - EQ EPWS XLEROJYP XS Q] GYVVIRX QIR
a world of exciting practices.

This booklet was developed in multi-sited conversations with theory, practice, and practitioners. | am grateful to all the participants in the div
processes, forums, networks, and courses in which | was fortunate to be involved over the past years. The initial materials for this compilatic
[IVI KEXLIVIH HYVMRK EX 519 JSV XLI VWX J)HMRFYVKL &IPXERI GSYVWI SR H
subject owes much to the generosity and experience of the researchers and practitioners that attended both that course, and the ones that
followed. In many ways, this booklet aims to continue that ongoing conversation.

I am thankful to Jehane Barbour for helping with revisions of the manuscript. | want to specially thank photographer Emilio Pérez, for sharin
EVX MR XLIWI TEKIW EW [IPP EW JSV X[S HIGEHIW SJ JVMIRHWLMT -RHIIH MX [EW [N
and true value of dialogue. Finally, as ever, my utmost gratitude goes to Paula Jezierska, for making it all possible with her love and support



Contents

1. Foreword 5
2. Introduction 6

3. Communication: The Making of Social Worlds

3.1 Reality is made of language 8

3.2 Communication patterns 10

3.3  Communication rituals: the quality of public conversations 12
4. Dialogue

4 Dialogue 16

4.1 Dialogue traditions: a format, a process, or a philosophy? 18

(1" RMRK HMEPSKYI
4.3 Key dynamics in dialogue 22

4.4 A countercultural process? Promises and perils of dialogue 32

5. Deliberation
(1" RMRK TYFPMG HIPMFIVEXMSR
5.2  The case for public deliberation 35

5.3  The dialogic turn in deliberation: developing a relational approach 38

6.The D+D Process

6.1 Dialogue and Deliberation 40
6.2 The D+D process 41

7. Facilitating D+D
8LI JEGMPMXEXSVY EW E VI%IGXMZI TVEGXMXMSRIV
7.2 Facilitation dynamics and resources 47

7.3  Common facilitation pitfalls in public engagement 54

8. D+D in Critical Perspective: Communication and Power

8.1  Two critiques of dialogue: manipulation and status quo 58
8.2 Making, shaping and taking participatory spaces 59
8.3  Communication and power in D+D 59
8.4  Egalitarian reciprocity: the cornerstone in D+D 61

9.Towards Dialogic Public Engagement

9.1 Spaces for D+D in research and policy contexts 62
9.2  Ourrole as D+D facilitators 65
9.3 Coda 67
Appendix 1: Resources on public dialogue, deliberation, and participation 68

References 70



Dialogue and deliberation are not new, they are deeply embedded in a cultural tradition which goes back to Plato and the Athenian
democracy. And yet, there is something immensely exciting about the more recent revival of interest in these practices and the ideas that st
behind them.

The story of the reawakening of the academic interest in dialogue and deliberation has already been told by both communication scholars
and political scientists. Many of the key thinkers who inspired this movement appear in this booklet: American philosopher and democratic
reformer, John Dewey; Jewish philosopher Martin Buber; Brazilian educator and theorist of critical pedagogy, Paulo Freire; and American
physicist and philosopher, David Bohm.The great relearning started at the turn of the twentieth century but took several decades to bear fru
This booklet shows the collective achievement of the work carried out by innumerable academics and communication practitioners in the
“IPHW SJ GSQQYRMX] HIZIPSTQIRX TSPMG] QEOMRK ERH IHYGEXMSR EW [IPP EW E°-
communication.

%W GSQQYRMGEXMSR MW Q] EGEHIQMG %IPH - EQ FSYRH XS GSQQIRX SR XLI GIRXVE
science and politics, as well as social institutions and practices. Much academic work now acknowledges the importance of framing and of
discursive practices for substantive outcomes of expert work; we can now also add dialogue and deliberation to the list of such important
communication concepts. Learning about dialogue and deliberation, but more importantly practicing dialogue and deliberation in the way in
which we now understand and handle them is intellectually and emotionally invigorating. Being involved in public engagement as designers
such activities connects us as academics with the worlds outside our institutions in ways that can be transformative: to us as experts, citizel
LYQER FIMRKW XS TISTPI [I XEPO XS SV XS YWI E QSVI ETX %QIVMGER TLVEWI XEP
into the room with us during such engagement encounters. It can be great fun; it is always hard work, but it is also never dull.

This booklet is an excellent introduction to these practices and their underpinning ideas. It is accessible, yet thorough; it is explicit about the
principles and ways of putting them into practice. And last but not least, Oliver manages to convey in these pages his own passion for the st
and thus gives the reader an insight that goes beyond textbook exposition. | know | shall certainly keep this booklet to hand on my desk.

Dr Magda Pieczka
Queen Margaret University, Edinburgh



There is a lot of talk about ‘dialogue’. Itis  Public Engagement: A Handbwooikten by affects not only participants, but also PE

one of those terms which, like ‘community’ Wendy Faulkner and published by EdinburgffT VEGXMXMSRIVW [LS 2RH XLIQ'
or ‘partnership’, are often associated with  Beltane in the same collection as this booklgiredicament of having to translate vague

positive feelings. The overuse of the term, The Handbook was developed as a hands-ddeas into meaningful practices. This booklet
however, has produced bewilderment resource for participants in the Edinburgh aims to suggest a mindset and a framework
amongst public engagement (hereafter PE) BeltaneDialogue Techniques for Public for thinking through these challenges.To be
practitioners. For instance, in UK policy Engagememburses which Wendy Faulkner sure, there are many approaches to dialogue
HSGYQIRXW [I SIXIR “2RH HIbEIGpEKIiN toabordiion with Heather  and deliberation; | will not represent them all
synonym of conversation, consultation, Rea and myself.You can access it online  here. Instead, | present a combination of ideas
participation, dissemination, deliberation,  at:http://edinburghbeltane.net/content/ XLEX LSTIJYPP] LIPT XS QEOI W
collaboration, and so off dialogue continuesdialoguehandbook
to be used with so many different meanings
there is a risk that it may end up meaning

| have so far referred to ‘public engagement
Technique and skill are, no doubt, critical ~ practitioners’ as if they formed a clearly
; . L - __inour work, and networks suchasthe UK HI»%2RIH KVSYT 3J GSYVWI XLE)
nothing at all. In this booklet | join a growing . . ;
L Beacons for Public Engagement have done case. In UK academia, for example, there is

cohort of scholars and practitiorietft | evel shar: S, ice a range of people involved in PE practice
VIWIVZI XLI XIVQ HMEPSKY?‘3‘%‘)\?‘(‘%‘e .§'Q}j|| W?E&W : nge of peop din PE p ’

o However, despite all the tal abouf lalogue e.g.: from senior academics to junior
type of communication. . . .
or perhaps because of it, there is much researchers and students across various

My aim is to introduce a summarised, GSRIJYWMSR EQSRKWX PVEBMMXGWIRINEAMW RERHI IMPB GSQ (
communication-focussed view of various | hope that it will be useful to propose a to knowledge exchange practitioners in a
approaches to public dialogue and communication framework, and to some  variety of departments, centres, and research

deliberation. | intend to bring together ideas extent a mindset, to encourage thinking abogtoups. Public engagement practice in the
JVSQ ZEVMSYW HMWGMT P MdRtevihgEfacHitatihgPaHd/énGadinh VhEI@IogMEG however, has a longer history in areas
and to explore how we can put them to and deliberation. Accordingly, | will introducesuch as local government, urban planning, or
work towards meaningful public engagemeritey tenets of communication theory that XLlI 2EXMSREP ,IEPXL 71VZMGI
underpin dialogic approaches, so that you caf professionals specialise in ‘community
c11hen adapt or develop formats to suit your engagement’ or ‘public involvement'. In
context. other words, engagement work is becoming
ER IWXEFPMWLIH %IPH SJ TVEG
contexts.

I will focus on face-to-face interaction. |
appreciate the importance of Internet-base
communication, but that is not my concern
here, although some ideas may apply to  The rhetoric of dialogue is sometimes
that context to@. In general, | have chosen adopted rather uncritically in academic
to pay more attention to those questions  and policy circles.Too often that rhetoric is This booklet seeks to speak to those

that have come up repeatedly as | engaged deployed with little understanding of the  practitioners, whatever their context, whose

in conversations about theory and practice variety of principles and practices enacted imvork entails creating public forums for

with practitioners. My aim is not to provide dialogic communication. How can dialogue meaningful conversations. In particular, | have

a comprehensive take on these issues, but be conceptualized and distinguished taken as imaginary readers those practitioners
to outline some basic approaches that | havérom other forms of communication? and students that | have had the fortune to
found useful, and to signpost the reader to On what assumptions is it based? How work with. If, with pragmatist and deliberative
a variety of resources (websites, handbooksis communication understood? What thinkers, we agree that communication is the

case studies, articles) from diverse disciplindses it take to facilitate it? What kinds of  very fabric of democratic life, then pondering
— hence the exhaustive referencing. | have processes make it possible? What ideas abawer the quality of communication in public
XVMIH XS TVSZMHI XLI W S\Wem&daeyQiderpindt?Xuhat indPdil c(hangemngagement becomes critical. Thinking about
that | wish was available when | began to dan academic and policy-making cultures doedialogic communication encourages us to
research on the topic. it call for? interrogate our public engagement work,

the role our research institutions should

play in society, and the ways in which we

can develop collective capacity to deal with
complex issues.

This is not intended to be a how-to guide, These are fundamental questions.
but a theoretical companion Bialogue in Unfortunately, lack of clarity in this area

711 JSV MRWXERGI 4378 3TIR GLERRIPW 4YFPMG HMEPSKYI MR WGMIRGI ERH XIGLRSPSK] 0SRHSR 4EV
WXEXIQIRXW SR HMEPSKYI MR XLI GSRXI\X SJ WGMIRGI WII 4MIGA"OE 1 JWGSFEV 3 60th EonfeveRde 8fkhél -RRSZ
Political Studies Associd&iminburgh.

2 Scholars and practitioners who distinguish dialogue from other types of interaction are not only found in philosophy (Gadamer, Buber) and communication studies (Bakhtin, Pearc
41EVGI %RHIVWSR 'MWWRE (IIX* 7MQTWSR FYX EPWS MR TEVXMGMTEXSV] ERH HIPMFIVEXMZI XLISV] Ol
& Domenici), policy analysis (Forester, Innes & Booher), management and organizational studies (Isaacs, Schein, Dixon, Yankelovich), education theory (Freire, Burbules), and eve
humanism inspired by quantum physics (Bohm). See bibliography for works from these authors and practitioners.

5 711 JSV MRWXERGI )ZERW [/ + MVXYEP HMEPSKY | ERetradsiQr@divepoivdref Gatogu@efdam X pnddd: JBIB&)687 2 ' |H

4 *EYPORIV ; (MEPSKYl MR TYFPMG IRKEKIQIRX % LERHFSSO )HMRFYVKL )HMRFYVKL &IPXERI 9/ &IEGS

5 711 4MIG"OE 1 JWGSFEV 3 F (MEPSKYl -RRSZEXMSR MR TSPMG] QEOMRK ERH XLI HMWGSYVWI SJ IRK
4MIG"OE 1 JWGSFEV 3 G 8LI IRKEKIVW 8LI TVSJIIWWMSREPMWEXMSR SJ WGMIRGI TYFPMG IRKEKIQIRX

Museum, London.



1] MRXIVIWX MR TYFPMG HMEPSKY!l ERH HIPMFIVEXMSR FIKER MR XLI [MRXIV SJ E
JIEV SJ Q] HIKVIIl MR TSPMXMGW ERH PMXXP|I HMH - ORS[ - [EW EFSYX XS PIEVR QSVI

The Spanish government at the time was preparing a new legal framework for our universéie®(ténica de UniversidadéOU).The LOU

was controversial. Most student organisations saw it as a threat to our public education system, as well as to our capacity - as students - to @
university policies. This set in motion one of the largest ever student mobilizations in our young democracy. The interesting part, however, wa
took place.

The diverse landscape of the student union movement in Santiago was the result of a long history of acrimony amongst various factions acr
ideological spectrum. Accordingly, student organisations acted as homogeneous blocks with entrenched ideas and ways of working. Adversa
and deprecating routines were commonplace. This put many students off from getting involved at all.

;LIR XLI 039 TVSXIWXW FIKER QER] RSR EJ%PMEXIH WXYHIRXW [ERXIH XS KIX MRZSP
spirit started to settle in. Unconcerned with the internal dramas of the student unions’ world, these non-partisan participants brought with the
alternative ideas and communication patterns. Soon a tacit consensus sank in: this was not going to be simply a series of strikes spearhead
student unions, this was to become a student assembly movement, including a broad range of participants.

%GGSVHMRKP] EWWIQFPMIW [IVI JSVQIH MR IEGL *EGYPX] ERH XLIVI [EW EPWS E KIR
EW [IPP EW WXYHIRX VITVIWIRXEXMZIW [LS [IVI RSX YWIH XS WMX XSKIXLIV ERH HMW
[EW JSV XLI YRMSRW XS TYX HS[R XLIMV VIWTIGXMZI »EKW ERH FERRIVW )ZIV]SRI E(
mobilizations collectively.

The assembly movement became a truly creative operation in which thousands of participants became involved. Firstly, we discussed how t
ourselves. Soon we decided that we might as well take advantage of our disciplinary structures. Accordingly, the Faculty of Law’s assembly V
charge of proposing amendments to the LOU, as well as coming up with an alternative law altogether. The assembly at the Faculty of Politics
on political strategy. The one in Journalism would coordinate anything to do with the media.The one in History would lead on daily activities &
records. And so on and so forth. These assemblies were open to everyone.We met early in the morning, and then reported to everyone duri
evening’s general assembly.

You may begin to gather that this gave place to something beyond the typical string of demonstrations. One of the initiatives, for instance, wa
take academic activities to the streets of Santiago. Accordingly, many of our lectures and forums were taken to public squares and corners. T
we forged an alliance with teachers, researchers and staff. During those three months the university was not simply brought to a halt, but act
transformed into the kind of alternative university that the assembly was building as a vision.

Santiago is a quintessential students’ city, and thus, we soon gathered substantial public support, from small businesses to various organizat
local media), as well as individual citizens. Daily public activities (e.g. street art, symbolic events), alternative university sessions, and ongoin
became the signature of the process.Therefore, alongside the demonstrations, myriad parallel processes of public dialogue and deliberation

This multiplication of civic conversations across spaces became, in my mind, the closest thing | had witnessedpisbiitesyghesadvocated

F] WSQI HIQSGVEXMG XLISVMWXW 8LMW TYFPMG WTLIVI QEXIVMEPMWIH MR QYPXMTP
JVSQ QIHME SYXPIXW XS PMZMRK VSSQW EGVSWW 7ERXMEKS *SV QER] SJ YW XLSWI
communicative action.

For the assemblies to work, we had to get beyond the usual communication rituals and transform previous patterns of confrontational interag
SXLIV [SVHW [I LEH XS %RH RI[ [E]W SJ XEPOMRK XS IEGL SXLIV [E]W [LMGL [SYPH E
intelligence, in order to engage in collaborative decision-making.

8S FI WYVI XLMW [EW RSX ER IEW] TVSGIWW ERH XLI MHIEPMWX XSRI SJ Q] EGGSYRX
GSRZIVWEXMSRW EFSYX QER] GSQTPI\ MWWYIW FI]SRH XLI 039 MXWIPJ 8LI EWWIQFPN
amendments to the law proceeded. Much disappointment followed. Despite similarly strong mobilisations in other Spanish cities, the LOU wg
changed as a result.

You may be left wondering, ‘well, in the end nothing ended differently from politics as usual’. | disagree. Firstly, many of these processes becg
schools of direct democracy: spaces where we developed our capacity to engage democratically with those we usually opposed. Secondly, it
relationships between individuals and organisations that previously had not found ways of working together. Thirdly, these deliberative dialog
patterns of communication that are crucial for building community resilience and social capital. Arguably, it was processes like this that prepa
KVSYRH JSV QSVI VIGIRX EWWIQFP] QSZIQIRXW WYGL EW XLI SRI XLEX IQIVKIH MR 7T
that ‘uninvited’ participatory processes can have impact on parliamentary business (e.g. many of our amendments were taken by opposition
to Parliamentary sessions), and that they can be as effective as traalitioabparty machinesreating agreements about strategies, actions, and

alternative proposals.

Ever since that time | have wanted to understand the quality of communication which enabled those assemblies to become genuine sites for|
talk oriented to problem-solving. How can we create spaces where passionate engagement can be put to productive ends? How can we use
GSR¥%MGXW ERH HMJJIVIRGI EW GEXEP]J]WXW JSV GSPPIGXMZI MRUYMV] ERH EGXMSRH#
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The making of social worlds

In this section | will outline key tenets of the communication theory which underpins most approaches to dialogue.The purpose is to introdu
the basic ideas and vocabularies that | will use throughout the remainder of the booklet.

3.1Reality is made of language

Language is not a neutral medium. It does in the thing: we may well stare at that object that we make together through the many

RSX WMQTP] VI%#IGX E VIEPINX] DAEKWMW X8 8 X XX LIV~ YiKtereCibRsKkha& $hep¢ 0@ Xvavyday lives.

From birth, the social worlds we inhabit is. For example, we can see a wooden chairAccordingly, taking this communication

are structured through language. For that laying amongst a pile of wood planks only perspective implies the understanding that

reason, we see the world and understand oifrthe concept ‘chair’ is already known to us. meanings, actions, personalities, relationships,
experiences through the symbols, meaningtherwise, we will only see a pile of wood organisations and institutions are made or

and social categories that we have learned planks.This is to say that we create our sociatonstituted in communication.’

and developed.They are our lenses: we haweorlds as we collectively name t_hem and tr_y EFEPI VI%IGXW XLl HMWXMRG)
no way of understanding things other than to make sense of them. From this perspective

through the meaning structures built throughanguage constitutes the world as we knbw i&wo dlffer_ent_wa}ys of under_sta_ndlng
- - communication: the transmission model and
language in our environments.

People often think of communication merelythe dialogic model.You will recognise that
Think of a time when you encountered a  as a tool for transmitting information, a meansany traditional public engagement activities
strange object: you didn’t know its name ando an end. In contrast, dialogic approaches correspond to the transmission model, for
purpose; you didn’t have a way of classifyingnvite us to see communication as the very instance, public talks or media interventions.
it. That object, as far as you were concernedmnedium through which we construct our ~ The dialogic model remains the preserve of
didn’t have a place in your scheme of thingsealitie In this view, reality is made through a minority of public engagement processes

It wasn't part of your social world. Thatis communication, rather than merely expressashich experiment with new formats for

the power of words: things are only brought by if. Therefore, reality is seen as neither  dialogue and deliberation.

into life when we name them and give themobjective nor subjective, but inter-subjective:

meaning. However, the meaning is not implitite product of communication, something

In this section | draw heavily on the work of Pearce, W. B. (22Bit)g social worlt#alden, MA: Blackwell.
TTINTT MR ,]JHI & &MRILEQ . O *VSQ HIFEXI XS HMEPSKY | SoxitB¢ia CommBuiidaidhK@&knpl, ST RSRTSPEV MA|

8 Most dialogic approaches are underpinned by theorsesiaf constructionis X IQQMRK JVSQ XLI WIQMREP [SV O STh&dodil kkgnsttuchion ofrday0 @ E R R
treatise in the sociology of knowlddg®ondsworth: Penguin Books..

9 Penman, R. (200®econstructing communicating: looking to a fuliteflEL 2. OE[VIRGI )VPFEYQ %YWWSGMEXIW

Pearce, W. & Pearce, K. (2004) Taking a communication perspective onldiz#o@i) 6732 6 &%<8)6 0 % ' - Diabgbie: thed@rizing-tifference in communication
studiesThousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage Publications.



Table 1 — Contrasting models of communication. Adapted

from Pearce (2002, p. 10)

Transmission Model

‘Good communication’ is about conveying and receiving
messages accurately.

Communication is a tool that we use to exchange information.

Key questiotwhat gets said? What message is transmitted?
" ,S[ GPIEV MW XLI MRJSVQEXMSR#
" ,S[ EGGYVEXIP] MW MX LIEVH#
" ,S[ GSQTPIXIP] MW MX INTVIWW IH#
" EW XLI3GLERRIP T I1JJIGXMZI#

FocudVhat gets done?

-W XLI YRGIVXEMRX] VIHYGIH#
-W XLI UYIWXMSR ERWI[IVIH#
-W XLI

MWWYI GPEVMYIH#
-W XLI TVSFPIQ VIWSPZIH#

The role of facilitators:

Since communication works best when it is invisible, the
facilitator’s role is to create a context in which there is no ‘noi
or interference in the exchange of messages.

Dialogic Model
The way we communicate, as well as the message, shapes how we
feel about others and ourselves.The way we talk creates, sustains
and/or destroys relationships, organisations, and communities.
Key question®hat is brought out by what is said or done?
";LEX GSRXI\XW EVI GVIEXIH JSV XLSWI M
adversarial, collaborative)
" ;LEX PERKYEKI JSVQW SJ WTIIGL |ERH X
elicited?
" ;LS MW MRZMXIH XS WTIEO ERH [L|S MW F
" ;LS MW EHHVIWWIH ERH [LS MW R$X#
FocusNhat gets made?
"JLEX WSVX SJ WTIIGL EGXW# | K HITVIG
exploring)
" 3LEX WSVX SJ VIPEXMSRWLMTW# | K XV
"SLEX WSVX SJ ITMWSHIW# | K GSPPEFS\
"JLEX WSVX SJ MHIRXMXMIW# | K WLVMP
"SLEX GYPXYVIW [SVPHZMI[W# | K (WXVSR
democracy, ho democracy)
The role of facilitators:
Since communication works best when it creates certain kinds of
se'social worlds, the facilitator’s role is to shape emerging patterns
of communication so that multiple voices and perspectives are
honoured and the tensions among them are explored.

We often think that conversations are a merely a background to the activities which really matter, and forget that it is precisely through those
conversations that our activities become meaningful. Moreover, in thegeistiniogs donee often forget the importance of how thiggs
made In the next section | outline a concept developed by dialogue practitioners, namely, ‘patterns of communication’. This can be a powerfu
heuristic tool (a tool for discovery and practice-oriented analysis) to think about dialogic public engagement.



The making of social worlds

3.2 Communication patterns

From a dialogic perspective, society can be patterns of communication. Patterns of and power relations can be understood

seen as a web of communication patterns. GSQQYRMGEXMSR GER FI| Hk%dpdtiutEdh ‘DhferNskof Redprocated

Each conversation emerges from, and is linkgfctions that, once developed, maintain  communicative actionIn other words, our

to, innumerable others.We can conceive  their boundaries and resist change by activeloridviews and social structures are created,

of the world as a tapestry of ongoing attracting episodes that share their central QEMRXEMRIH ERH GLERKIH XLV

conversations. In this sense, communicatiorcharacteristics and repelling those that diffepatterns of interpersonal communication.
constitutes ‘the very environment in which  or would change them.In other words,

all human action takes place% W G S R % bbfanfunication patterns are change-averse!t IS important to appreciate that the
mediation practitioners often putit,when  and they tend to repeat themselves over time?rOPerties of communication have

we communicate, ‘we are constructing our _ _ o _ consequences. As practitioners, we must pay
realities, and those very realities in turn shag@king this communication perspective  attention not only to what is done through
the kind of communication we do. This implies that we approach the ‘events and  communication (what results are achieved),
makes a circle, and sometimes it is a objects of the social world’ as co-created bybut also to what imade byt (what contexts

vicious circle. Think, for instance, of how the coordinated actions of ... persons-in-  and relationships are created), and what is

confrontational exchanges often end up conversation.’Patterns_ of communication  thatmade ofwhat communication patterns

causing further polarisation. are not only characteristic of small group  are enacted). In other words, we should
dynamics.They can also be seen as the  consider not only what communication

- [MPP MPPYWXVEXI XLMW {iNding BfoBks! dFntaryRndividaKard V W Xchieves, but also what communication

itis important to understand that those collective phenomena. Accordingly, values, creates in the process. Let's look at an

‘vicious circles’ are made of self-reinforcing beliefs, social and economical structures, example.

3.2.1 Communication patterns and the making of communities: a case study

To clarify these ideas it is useful to top-down approach, the authorities decide In the meantime, many noticed the paradox
differentiate between thesultaind the the options for discussion, instead of involvirgg the situation. There was one thing on
consequencescommunication processes. the community in setting the agenda for the which everyone in both camps could agree

As an illustration, let me share a story aboutprocess. In this sense, the authorities involveghon: the community really needed a new

one of our case studies at QMU's Centre folin our case contributed to igniting the secondary school. As things stand now, it is
Dialogue The process began with a local polarising dynamics of the reactive process WYTTSWIH XS FI FYMPX F] 8
plan to build a new secondary school in a that followed. Soon they found themselves process had begun in 2005. One might

district of Edinburgh (Scotland). There were in the midst of acrimonious disputes that  wonder how is it possible that something that
strong polemics around several aspects of thermeated the community. For several was agreed upon by the whole community

plan from the beginning, although the locatigrears they tried to minimise the social and (and for which there was a budget) could

of the building soon became the most political cost of their previous decisions, andtake almost a decade to accomplish. In my
contentious issue.The community quickly sphitiated various rounds of consultations  view, it has a lot to do with caring about

into two entrenched camps, and two local that often turned into arenas for gladiatorial the quality of communication in democratic
campaigns were set in motion. performance. Indeed, many town hall TVSGIWWIW ERH WTIGM¥%“GEPP]
meetings became stages with very little roomttention to the type of communication

It had all begun with the local authorities . - i .
using the traditional DAD model of decision_for anything but verbal wrestling. patterns that are invited and engaged in.

making: Decide-Announce-Defend. In this

4 MR OMXXPINSLR 7 ;)RKEBNRRMGESOQQYRMGEXMSRhbBanG O&ksslMi@loh: Sapd X IQMG TVEGXMG
Ibid.
4 MR 41EV G| MakiBg social worli¥&galden, MA: Blackwell.
P. 408 in Pearce,W. B. & Pearce, K. A. (2000b) Extending the Theory of the Coordinated Management of Meaning (CMM) through a community dalogoenicatessheory,

P. 42 in Pearce,W. & Pearce, K. (2004) Taking a communication perspective onrdi@@(6732 6 & %<8)6 0 % ' - Diabgtie: the@rizing-tiference in
communication studigsusand Oaks, Calif.: Sage Publications.

8LI GEWI MW XLI SFNIGX SJ ER SRKSMRK MRZIWXMKEXMSR HMVIGXIH F] )QQE ;SSH EX 5YIIR 1IEVKEVIX 9RMZ
turbulence: Focussing on building social capital to encourage more sustainable PR goals atURtRERAeANnual Congress 7ITXIQFIV OIIHW 1IXVSTSPMXER ¢



Box 2 —The failure of traditional participation. Excerpt from Innes and Booher (2000)

The traditional methods of public participation in government decision making simply do not work.They do not achieve genuin
TEVXMGMTEXMSR MR TPERRMRK SV HIGMWMSRW XLI] HS RSX TVSZMHI WMKRM¥%“GE|
XLI] HS RSX WEXMWJ] QIQFIVW SJ XLI TYFPMG XLEX XLI] EVI FIMRK LIEVH XUI] HS F
make; and they don’t represent a broad spectrum of the public. Worse yet, they often antagonize the members of the public who do try

to work through these methods. Moreover, they pit members of the public against each other as they each feel compelled to speak of the
MWWYIW MR TSPEVMAMRK XIVQW XS KIX XLIMV TSMRXW EGVSWW QEOMRK M IZIR |
less to make a choice. More often these methods discourage busy and thoughtful individuals from wasting their time in going through
what appear to be nothing more than rituals designed to satisfy legal requirements.

As a conclusion, and for the purpose of this process hasonsequencesterms of understood the patterns that were invited
IWNEQTPI MX WYJ%GIW XS Tiaterpersosal néladdnghips ariiscial and reinforced by this early decision, they
the bitterly opposed camps won the battle. capital. That is, it has a direct impact on the could have tried to alter them by creating
The process was characterised by dynamic&communicative capacityhat underpins genuine participatory spaces where new

of confrontational communication, following the development of communities of place, patterns could be fostered.
the traditional steps of adversarial public interest, and practice. In participatory policy-T ¢ h critical S
relations’ campaigns. Eventuallyvtheing making, as Fischer reminds us, the goal is no{u_are are few such critical moments in any
camp celebrated their triumph, while the  only to arrive at a workable decision, but policy-related public engagement process,
losersemain active, concentrating now their EPWS XS 2RH E [SVOEFPI IQH'?%/IVWF/?%EF?OB?E Eejgr?_g@ﬁftwmﬁi
efforts and resources in slowing down the the community together. Furthermore, in thefhagrﬁrgﬁdor:;g%%Zgigg?é%\gig c?rresatlee
construction process through legal action thabntext of our emphasis on the relational a context that narrows the scope fgr other
might yet cause further delay. dimension of communication, ‘the effective f fint tion. To but it bluntl it

... decision is the one that preserves or orms ot interaction. 1o put it biuntly, a pattern

even improves the capacity to make future of communlcat_lon_that consnsts_ of _shoutlng .
and name-calling is very effective in producing

The authorities missed a clear opportunity
to foster a bottom-up community process,

R
with spaces for patterns of communication decisions: TSP EV M W% HuGh6tRoveMaBliig a

oriented towards collective problem There are numerous arguments to criticise deeper understanding of the issues at stake,
solving. They failed to harness the energy ofthe instrumental ‘transmission model’ of let alone building relationships or community

passionate participants and put it to work communication that is so pervasive in our  resilience.
in constructive ways. Moreover, they did public sphere. By focussing on the individual
little to avoid a win-lose scenario. In the endsays Penman, it disregards the notion of
even participants whose option triumphed community; by focussing on the end effect,
LEZI EGORS[PIHKIH FIMRK Mgnotds thetriddang; M by Yresuming the
resultbut not with itsconsequence3he possibility of one-sided certainty, it prevents
spiral of confrontational communication hasthe ‘open-ended creativity of communication.

foﬁmileg?; yoc;ftgg’fé?ﬂrgggitresﬁg:gigr'ir: Understanding the patterns of patterns of communication, and thus they
b also S on oo y'articular it ofeOMMunication at play in a particular GER FI WIIR EW %YMH ERH I1ZSP
given p y P context can be a powerful tool for public %\IH ERH WXEXMG 8LMW QIERW
communication patterns that may damage the - . . .
o e -~ engagement practitioners. It provides to change them by altering unproductive
community’s ability to engage collaboratlveI)(/) o . o . . . !
- pportunities to intervene: for instance, in  patterns and experimenting with new Gfes
around other public issues. o ; L
our case study, when the local authorities  Accordingly, patterns of communication are
Communication understood as a mere decided to go ahead with a traditional top- not simply given, but made, and are thus
instrument produce®sultshat may satisfy, down method of consultation, they provided changeable.
or not, the citizens involved. In contrast, E WXEKI JSV XLI TIVISVQERGI SJ E WTIGM»%G

communication understood as a relational set of communication patterns. Had they

‘Communication patterns can create, maintain,
or destroy. They shape selves and social
worlds.The concept can be useful because

it helps us to see social problemsnasie

not foundMany problematic situations are
constructed and maintained through certain

Innes, J. E. & Booher, D. E. (28@M)ic participation in planning. New strategies for the 21sBegkaiey CA: University of California, Institute of Urban and Regional Development.
Remarks made during one of the focus groups held at QMU'’s Dialogue Forum in June 2009.
&EVXIPW [ 46 CondrBuMiZattive € gpltRyKHow Public Encounters Affect the Quality of ParticipatdPh DE&hexisaGlasgow: University of Glasgow.

24 MR *MW ®kindcracy and expertise: reorienting policyOmépridy Oxford University Press.
P.5 in Penman, R. (208%constructing communicating: looking to afuftd, EL 2. OE[VIRGI )VPFEYQ %WWSGMEXIW
2 4 MR 41EV G | Maki&g social worlt#alden, MA: Blackwell.
= 4 MR 7T E R ®ublic dialogue and participatory dem&tacy. Y TIVXMRS 'SQQYRMX] 4VSNIGX 2I[ .IVWI] ,EQTXSR 4VIWW

24 For an in-depth case study of this approach to communication see: Ibid.



The making of social worlds

3.3 Communication rituals: the quality of public
conversations

| hardly ever meet a public engagement  they work for organisations whose use Communication is so central to our lives that
practitioner who is not concerned of public engagement actually reinforces  we take it for granted. Some assume that if
about the poor quality of discussions in the poor quality of public debate. In sum, we manage to get the ‘right people’in the
some public forums. Their work is often XLIWI TVEGXMXMSRIVW ¥ RrelonX me@nivigfial dialégid RilD&imiply happen.
challenged by environments characterised predicament of trying to foster meaningful Obviously, that is not necessarily the case,

by communication rituals that leave little ~ engagement against a tide of deeply rootedespecially when a process is truly inclusive

room for new ways of interacting. It is not communication patterns and rituals. and brings together a range of perspectives.
SRP] E QEXXIV SJ HMJ%GYPX GSRXI\XW 3JXIR | outline some of the usual rituals and pitfalls
inTable 2.

Table 2 — Communication rituals and pitfalls in public forums

Exchanging monologues Sometimes discussions are characterised by one-way communication: participants talk at each other,
rather than with each other. Each participant makes points that no one really engages with. They may
have had a meeting, but arguably, they have not really met. In these conversations there are plenty
of speakers, but very few listeners. As a result, there is very little mutual learning involved, although
participants may actually improve their skill at performing monologues.

Pre-packaged arguments Monologues are usually full of pre-packaged arguments. They are repetitions of already known and
well-rehearsed points. Pre-packaged arguments are often sharpened for rhetorical impact, and thus
leave little room to explore uncertainty, complexity, or grey areas. This narrows down the scope af
XLI GSRZIVWEXMSR %W E VIWYPX TEVXMGMTERXW “%RH XLIQWIP
them to enact familiar responses. In other words, pre-packaged arguments call for other pre-packaged

arguments, and thus prevent the opening of spaces for new perspectives and ideas. This sort of
hyper-rehearsed communication causes conversations to frequently become predictable, frustrating,
TEXVSRMWMRK WMQTPMWXMG SV WYTIV%GMEP

Dominant voices Interpersonal communication involves various dynamics of inclusion and exclusion. Even if a pracess
is highly inclusive, even if there are a range of perspectives in the room, exclusion can be enacted by
means of certain communication dynamics.This is particularly clear in the case of individuals Wiose
voices become dominant. They are often good at performing monologues, they are articulate an
GSR¥%“HIRX XLI] GSQQERH E TEVXMGYPEV EYXLSVMX] IXG |%W XL
voices and forms of expression are excluded.

The possibility of a meaningful meeting is sometimes hindered by our need to forcefully present pur
positions, our perspectives, and ours&h&srely, to engage in meaningful conversations we must
QEOI SYV 3WIPZIW" ORS[R XS SXLIVW &YX XLIVI MW E LRI PMRI F
off. Perhaps the balance is in making ourselves known to others in ways that don’t prevent otheris
from wanting to become known to us. Unfortunately, ‘peacocking’ dynamics often invite subsequent

monologues and the exchange of pre-packaged messages.This is perhaps because once we put so
much emphasis on our ‘selves’, we have little choice but to enact them forcefully.

Posturing

Specialised jargon We are so immersed in our social worlds (organisations, disciplines, professions) that we often don’t
realise our use of highly specialised language. At best, we use jargon unwittingly. At worst, we use it
as an instrument of power. It becomes a marker of our status, expertise, or authority. It helps us to
establish zones of exclusion (untouchable areas) in the conversation, and to justify our monologues,
pre-packaged messages, and dominant voices.

-X MW HMJ»2GYPX XS GVIEXI WTEGIW [LIVI TEVXMGMTERXW JIIP W
FYX EPWS JIIPMRKW ERH YRGIVXEMRXMIW -R KIRIVEP [I RH MX
differences.Too often, talking about these differences is felt to be ‘so fraught with danger and so
personally threatening that people simply avoid talking about them at all’

Avoidance

% 711 XLl WIQMREP [SV O FThe praseqx&tin of self in everydditithesex: Pelican Books.
4 MR 7T E R ®ublic dialogue and participatory demogdaty. Y TIVXMRS 'SQQYRMX] 4VSNIGX 2I[ .IVWI] ,EQTXSR 4VIWW



Polarisation and The cliché that there are ‘two sides’ to every issue is not only simplistic, but also potentially da
SZIVWMQTP MG E X M&Roon as we take it as a given, we forget about the spectrum of colours that lie between the

ngerous.
poles.

Those who approach every issue with a bipolar frame of mind tend to press others to readily take
positions. This is not necessarily the best way to collectively make sense of a complex issue. Absolute
GIVXEMRX] ERH SZIVWMQTPM¥%»GEXMSR WIPHSQ LIPT MR WIIOMR

Confrontational exchanges 0IX YW QEOI E HMWXMRGXMSR FIX[IIR GSR%ZMGX ERH GS
'SR%MGX MW E GVMXMGEP GSQTSRIRX SJ SYV HIQSGVEG

RIJVSR?>
MIW  -J

cannot thrive. However, confrontational communication is a different matter. Somewhat paradoxically,
GSRIJVSRXEXMSREP IN\GLERKIW TVIZIRX YW JVSQ GSPPIGXMZIP]

learning. All in all, tokenistic uses of public forums create a vicious circle. They frustrate partici
encourage ritualised communication, which eventually puts people off from participating.

difference.
Tokenism Citizens often see participatory processes, especially in policy arenas, as tokenistic. Lack of clarity about
the purpose of the process often increases cynicism, or consultation fatigue. Moreover, the frustration

of feeling that the engagement is tokenistic invites the kind of ritualised communication illustrated in
this table.Very often, these spaces become ideal for symbolic public venting.That is, of course,, legitimate
and often necessary, but when this is repeated over time it hinders in-depth exploration and collective

pants and

Sometimes we are sceptical about public Communication in public forums can becomparticipate at all. A key factor is that public
forums. It’s ‘just talk’, some say. They forget ritualised and shallow, not only because JSVYQW GER FIGSQI VLIXSVMGE

that most of what we do is done by talking. certain communication patterns are repeatednd interaction may actually further alienate
Forgetting that social reality is built through but also because only like-minded participatatsd polarise participants. Thepose of
interaction distracts us from paying attentiorengage. We often avoid engaging in dialogugarticipatiofwhat gets done) really matters,
to the quality of communication, and certainand deliberation with those who think too  and most people agree on this. But we often
habits and rituals can become invisible to udifferently from us, mostly because we drea@verlook that theexperience of participating

When we take those rituals as given, rather the possibility of confrontatf@mThus, many (what gets made) is also critical, especially if
than made, we may come to see them as of us are happy to join a group, charity or we are concerned with developing cultures of

unchangeable. 2+3 [LIVI [I GER QIIX PMOI gubidceddagement.

"R WSQI SGGEWMSRW XLI f&z;ep'ﬁ

u
- . . - . . rum whefe the same Isstes are disclsse 5 X
facilitator is to assist participants in making section, | have chosen to dedicate a sect

XLSWI VMXYEPW ZMWMFPI E:g r%'&céeﬁ)?ﬁt e%%efgesz@ﬁ ﬁ%?s to confrontational patterns of communication
opportunitie meethe nsteas

S 10 heran
0

. o . listening to others in their own terms, we
hindered past encounters invites participants :
: . ) Create images of them based on our own
to consider new ways of engaging. This makes

the group aware that the quality of the projections obtherness

and exploring a communication ritual that ha for three reasons. First, this is one of the

from exploring issues deeply, meaningful

Qi pricipgtingin, 3 yklic M all the ritualised pitfalls outlined in this

ion

key

challenges faced by PE practitioners. Second,
confrontational communication prevents us

ly,

meeting is a shared responsibility, and that This relates to the point cavoidancemade and in new ways. Finally, it puts many people

they will have to work together to make it  inTable 2. There are many reasons why off from participating, which leads to the

meaningful. people with different or opposed views do detriment of inclusivity, collective learning, and

not often attend the same public forums, or collaborative problem solving.

27 1Y X" (' Hearing the other side: deliberative versus participatory deambraiye: Cambridge University Press.



The making of social worlds

3.3.1 Confrontational communication in the public sphere

Some time ago, a colleague rejected the  on being genuine (rather than tokenistic), However, avoiding confrontational dynamics
idea that confrontational communication  but also on the quality of communication HSIW RSX QIER SZIVPSSOMRK G
is as common as suggested in much of that dominates the contexts where they takeM X QIERW XEOMRK GSR¥%MGX R
the dialogue literature. | suggested that he place. Sometimes, as Hajer argues, ‘it is notawival, but as a point of departure. This
should attend town hall meetings, planning much participation itself that is the problem means that in dialogue practice, as we will
consultations, or plenary sessions at the  but the very conditions under which the PEXIV WII [I XV] XS JVEQI GSR?
Scottish or Westminster Parliaments. | exchange of ideas has to take pfce. not as stumbling blocks or no-go zones, but
e Seoish commty counclpowho_(1V12 KR X vwisve xs niEEE TR R

. Y GSR%MGX ERH GSRJVSRXE: : VT IRVesHaRy
love to engage with local issues, but dread t W td emll‘glﬁt%;i ﬁ@lrﬂ? I'dialogue

: : JTYFPMG JSVYQW -R Q]? $1 ) # lalog

confrontational dynamics that so often unfolls. an indispensable part of democratic life rom rehearsed monologues and ritualised
| suggested that he talk to PE practitioners pen: P '
confrontation is not, or at least not always.

exchanges.
who work on issues of controversial science . L . . .
and technology and fear the repetition of Confrontational communication prevents  InTable 3, PE practitioners Chasin and Herzig

. . conversations from developing, and thereforiglentify some of the typical dynamics in
previous public battles. hinders mutual learning, fosters shallow WMXYEXMSRW SJ IRXVIRGLIH G
PE practitioners know very well that the  exchanges, accentuates polarisation, and
processes they organise do not only hinge leaves the issues underexplored.

SBEFPI T &ILEZMSYV TEXXIVRW MWREBAUMRRERH G BR¥IM G X

4ISTPI SR SRI WMHI HS RSX PMWXIR XS XLSWI SR XLI SXLIV WMHI

2. Questions posed by one side to the other side tend to be rhetorical and often are designed to reveal suspected inconsistencies or
ulterior motives on the part of the side being questioned.

3. Members of an opposing alliance are seen as being all alike. The most extreme leaders of the opposition are assumed tq be
representative of the entire group.

4. Within each alliance, members de-emphasize differences among themselves, especially in the presence of an adversary|This behay
tends to reinforce the other side’s perception that their opponents are all alike.

5. Those who join neither side are viewed as suspect by both sides.

&PEQMRK XLI EHZIVWEV] MW GSQQSR 8EOMRK VIWTSRWMFMPMX] JSV TVSFPIQW

7. Mind reading of the other side is common; genuine curiosity about what they really believe is rare.

8. Fixed opinions about the other side are common. Open-mindedness is uncommon.

9. Statements made by the other side that indicate openness to conciliation are seen as propaganda ploys or as revealing lpgical
inconsistency.

*M\IH ERH WMQTPI GSRZMGXMSRW EVI STIRP] HMWTPE]IH 'SQTPI\MX] EQRFMZEPI

%HZIVWEVMEP TEVXMIW XS E WXEPIQEXIH GSRXVSZIVW] XIRH XS XLMRO LEX M
are outside the controversy may tell them that the persistence of the deadlock may well be more destructive than almostjany
alternative outcome.

%4 MR ,ENIV 1 % 7TIXXMRK XLI WXEKIAd#nistratBiQESOYanyK] SJ TSPMG] HIPMFIVEXMSR

% 'LEWMR 6 ,IVAMK 1 'VIEXMRK WIWXIQMG MRXIVZIRXMSRW JSV XL IThe$IGhisl s RherXpidtQ e refingl tReEpersBnal& ) €
professional, and politicall I HLEQ ,IMKLXW 1% %PP]R &EGSR %GGIWW SRPMRI [[[ TYFPMGGSRZIVWEXMSRW SVK VIWS



Tannen argues that a considerable part seem ill suited in a social world shaped by was unlikely imediatisedontexts. When

of communication in public forums is competing voices, discourses, worldviews,afldSPMXMGEP “RERGMEP SV QIl
characterised by what she calls ‘the argumefntiths in constant renegotiatfén in conversations in front of an audience,
culture’, which ‘urges us to approach communication is usually rendered to its

the world — and the people in it —in an Accor(_jlngly, there IS a co_ntradlct_lon b.etweer('jramatic functions. Indeed, it is not as much
the existence of a diversity of voices in our

adversarial frame of mind. It rests on the - ) ..~ about talking as it is about performing certain

. e societies, and the bipolar frame of mind in . - . .
assumption that opposition is the best way which we readily take a bosition around rituals (posturing, persuading, scoring). In
to get anything done: The best way to discusg o iy P . . XLSWI WMXYEXMSRW [| YWYEPP
an idea is to set up a debate; the best way certain emerging issues. There S a long list -
XS GSZIV RIW MW xS rn IIGTHEIRBIAEL S coe, T TS WMXMSRW EVI WXVEX KM
express the most extreme, polarized views g giul~ MRXIVEGXMSR MW LMKLP] VILI

and present them as both sides; the best conversations, e.g.: abortion, euthanasia,
way to settle disputes is litigation that pits security and civic liberties, gay and lesbian = GSRXIRXW ERH QIWWEKIW EVI

A . : . L
one party against the other; the best way to:(')g2:1’12'%&02?gx%ﬁﬁggsnggfnunlgrsallﬁm’ ERH XEVKIXIH XS WTIGM%G EY
begin an essay is to attack someone; and the pies. “"ERH MRWXVYQIRXEP GIVXEMR

hesitation (grey areas), genuine curiosity,

, L most situations there are multiple legitimate
best way to show you're really thinking is to - . )
perspectives, although multiple voices

criticize’? are rarely heard or even articulated, and and reciprocal exploration.

Her criticism does not deny that social collective learning across divides seldom |n the face of these dynamics, the possibility of
VIEPMX] MW GSR¥%MGXMZI| haBpah¥.lEH MX WYKKIWXW X lefg¥ging in dialogue fades away, giving place
confrontational communication can be to a succession of more or less interrelated

Allin all, what | am criticising here is not | A | ding t
debate and argumentation per se, but the mono o.gl‘Jes. monologue, according to
context of ‘blind opposition’ where they oftenFre're.‘ IS an oppressive pronouncem.enF about
take placg. Or, as Tannen puts it, the problen3(vhat is True and Right that does not invite,

. h e ; r even tolerate, respongelh monologic
: ' . Is using opposition ‘to accomplish every goaﬁJ ] :
antagonism, thus preventing the collective even those which might be accomplished b);;bmmumcanoﬁ, people, ideas, arguments

P ot e it ‘Oher means,such a exploring, expendng £ XL MM VIRG 1 K21y VIERP)
’ 9 discussing, investigating, and the exchangin\% separaté spaces without being put to

escalate, polarising participants, and relegating, — suggested by the word “dialogue”. ork towards engaging with the situation
to oblivion the key issues under scrutiny. In

S : at hand.The possibility of a meeting space
. I am questioning the assumption that . . . '
other words, the argument culture impedes qres g b . thein-betweethat characterises dialogfe
. : . everythinig a matter of polarized opposites, . . .
dialogic conversations, and creates the perfect o - ., is not realised. In that sense, confrontational
e proverbial “two sides to every question oo - .
stage for the performance of entrenched communication is a way of avoiding dealing

that we think embodies open-mindedness
monologues. and expansive thinkiffgCriticism, difference, [MXL GSR%MGX ERH XLYW MX V

2SRIXLIPIWW MX MW MQTSERERYSR%NMGXS ERWM W I[MP P RFPFUESPILEX xL1 LIEV X

that adversarial debate has always played aof genuine dialogue. The difference, howeveDespite the prevalence of certain

critical role in our societies. The best exampis that they are engaged in the context of a communication rituals, this booklet is

is perhaps that of social movements and  safe space where participants strive towardgremised on the belief that we can foster
struggles for social justice. Furthermore, someziprocal exploration, instead of ritualised alternative ways of engaging in public
consider agonistic politics to be at the heartcommunication. forums. Accordingly, in the forthcoming

of any truly democratic systerivhat some ticuSfctions, I draw on dialogue and deliberation
communication scholars and practitioners practitioners and scholars to propose a
criticise, however, is the notion that polarise © e{{amework to understand and foster dialogic
debate — based on confrontational patterns communication.

of communication — is the best way to
engage with every organisational, social, an
political issue. Such dynamics, they argue,

counterproductive and self-perpetuating.
It does not allow deep engagement with
the issues concerned, and it stimulates
ritualised opposition that reinforces

Some communication rituals, and in par
&onfrontational interaction, seem to serv
well the purposes of those media outlets th
foster the ‘society of the specta€l®ialogue
Hhilosopher Buber argued that the quality of
contact needed for dialogic communication

04 MR 8E R R I'The érgument culture. Changing the way we argue andatelmats/irago Press.

OEGPEY ) 1 S YHEdgémony and socialist strategy. Towards a radical democratz pRititS R ERH 21[ =SVO :IVWS
32 Hyde, B. & Bineham, J. L. (2000) From debate to dialogue: toward a pedagogy of nonpolarized publ8oditeyar€@mmunication Journal
B 4 MR -FMH
% 4 MR 8E R R I'Fhe érgument culture. Changing the way we argue antdatelmate/irago Press.
% (IFSVH + The society of the spectackel[ =SVO >SRI| &SSOW

4 - MR '"MWWRE / eneintd W Béeting. Buber, Rogers, and the potential for publicidi®égEeR] 7XEXI 9RMZIVWMX] SJ 21[ =SVO 4VIV
T4 MR &Y VFY P IDMlogue In teaching: theory and pracdit¢ =SVO 8IEGLIVW 'SPPIKI 4VIWW

%® *SV VIQEVOW SR XLI QSRSPSKMG GLEVEGXIV SJ TIVWYEWMSR WII T MR ,IMHPIFE XKhmubdicationTheory RZIRXM S
27-50.
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Many use the term ‘dialogue’ to refer to any kind of spoken interaction. Others argue that we should call that ‘conversation’, and preserve th
term ‘dialogue’ for situations in which it does more interesting work.

Dialogue, from the perspective taken here, is a special kind of communicative relationship; the kind of relationship which broadens worldvie
VIWLETIW TIVWTIGXMZIW ERH WTIEOW XS FSXL SYV GSKRMXMZI ERH IQSXMSR
‘the observable part of a relationshijp this sense, dialogue entails certain communication patterns that, as we will see, require considerable
relational work.

Box 3 — Quotes on dialogue

EP GET

‘Dialogue implies more than a simple back-and-forthness of messages in interaction; it points to a particular process and qual
communication in which the participants “meet”, which allows for changing and being changed. In dialogue, we do not know ex
we are going to say, and we can surprise not only the other but even ourselves.” (Atéérson T

‘In dialogue... a person may prefer a certain position but does not hold it non-negotiably. He or she is ready to listen to others
WYJ%LGMIRX W]J]QTEXL] ERH MRXIVIWX XS YRHIVWXERH XLI QIERMRK SJ XLI S

point of view if there is good reason to do so ... The spirit of dialogue is, in short, the ability to hold many points of view in susg
EPSRK [MXL E TVMQEV] MRXIVIWX MR XLI GVIEXMSR SJ GSQQSR QIERMRK ~ &

‘There is genuine dialogue ... where each of the participants really has in mind the other or others ... and turns to them with the

intention of establishing a living mutual relation ... There is technical dialogue, which is prompted solely by the need of objectiv

understanding. And there is monologue disguised as dialogue, in which two or more men, meeting in space, speak each with h

strangely tortuous and circuitous ways and yet imagine they have escaped the torment of being thrown back on their own res
&YFIV T

‘Dialogue is a dimension of communication quality that keeps communicators more focussed on mutuality and relationship tha
interest, more concerned with discovering than disclosing, more interested in access than in dominatioret(Ainderson T

3 E (MEPSKYIl MW E JSVQ SJ GSQQYRMGEXMSR [MXL WTIGMY»G 3VYPIW " XLEX
communication patterns that enable people to speak so that others can and will listen, and to listen so that others can and will
Participating in this form of communication requires a set of abilities, the most important of which is remaining in the tension b
holding your own perspective, being profoundly open to others who are unlike you, and enabling others to act similarly. (d) The
are learnable, teachable, and contagious. ... (f) Skilled facilitators can construct contexts ... so that participants are enabled to
HMEPSKYI ~ 4IEVGI ERH 4IEVGI E T
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Table 4 — Key thinkers and ideas

Most dialogue scholars and practitioners build on the work of philosophers MartireBdb¢ans-Georg GadanffeRussian literary
scholar Mikhail BakHtjriSouth-American educator Paulo Fteigenerican psychologist Carl Rotjeasd quantum physicist David
Bohm

Bakhtin: The nature of human life is dialogic (relational). Our selves and social worlds are made up of multiple voices that constantly sha,
each other.

Buber: Dialogue is a special type of human relationship that requires high quality contact.

Gadamer: Knowledge is co-created in conversation. In dialogue, the exchange of ideas is mutually transformative and enhances
understanding of selves and others.

Freire: Dialogue is an educational process that involves transformational learning oriented towards socio-political empowerment.

Bohm: Collective intelligence is the antidote to social fragmentation. Dialogue helps participants to become aware of implicit knowledge
and ways of thinking, and enables the co-creation of shared meaning.

Rogers: Dialogue requires unconditional positive regard of the other.




4.1 Dialogue traditions: a format, a process, or
a philosophy?

Dialogue is often used in ordinary language@aticipatory activities took place in schoolsconstructions made of multiple voices.
a synonym of conversation, and the conceptuniversities, and local venues, enablinga Communication, from this perspective, is
is usually overstretched and abused in publi@Q YP XM WMXIH TVSGIWW S JaCofcetRé Grcesa In Whizhl e MiB$sly
and organisational contexts. In 2009, the  on the challenges faced by this multiculturalre-describe the world. He expressed this
Centre for Dialogue at Queen Margaret community. Accordingly, these practitioners beautifully when he wrote that, ‘each word
University held a Dialogue Forum in which talk about ‘fostering dialogic communicationtastes of the context and contexts in which it
communication practitioners, academics, through various means and spaces, rather has lived its socially chargedife.’
and organisational leaders met to talk abouthan ‘doing dialogue’ according to a particul&r} rast. for ial a
dialogue in ScotlatidAt that forum,various JSVQEX *SV XLIQ XLI HI% ME é LFB\V%EES(;@ ?PH/F\KFSWCQ
e . . . L . special kind or contact. He understood human
participants posed a very useful question. 19f dialogic communication is the ability to . . .
. ) . . . interaction as characterised by two primary
dialogue a philosophy, a process, or an evemavigate the tension ‘between standing your
. o : X]TIW SJ VIPEXMSRMisSMTW 8LI
Depending on what tradition we follow, own ground and being profoundly open to

communication scholarship tells us that the other® mstrgmental and strategic: many interpersonal
. ) . relations are really characterised by one
dialogue can be all of them. | will examine

each of these in turn We can also understand dialogue in person’s treating the other as an object to

’ philosophical terms.Two classic authors frorhe known and used'The second;ThoLis
For some, dialogue is a particular type of the early 20th century have had a major  a state of mutual recognition, openness and
episodic event that is facilitated througha MR3%YIRGI LIVI 6 YWWMER PespansvEnégs.\Mdsd, @ddgiv canvironidatidmi
WIVMIW SJ WIWXIQEXMG WBRadKht ardSIevirsh pliiBsiiptier War it M Yar@olds in moments of high quality contact
set of rule®. In this view, dialogue refers Bubef2 Bakhtin understood dialogue as a between persons who recognize and accept
to a format (or ‘safe space’) where people HI%2RMRK UYEPMX] SJ LY Q ERch otherg hiquehess\it iddIVEE RIIKIAG ~
usually sit in a circle and engage in structureefers to ‘the irreducibly social, relational, or partnership of authenticity beyond the realm
dynamics of mutual inquiry assisted by a interactional character of all human meaningf appearances: ‘people must communicate
facilitator. For these practitioners, ‘doing making?. themselves to others as they really®are.

dialogue’ is characterised by the avoidance Buber thought that it was not legitimate for

of confrontational speech, the suspension 01B al:kilélnassa:\kllguenéag “Iﬁea;:rt]m:;calljlg t‘:"lo%'ﬁh to intend to change ‘the other’ unless
taken-for-granted assumptions, and the seallc@l’?1 ! p y y languag

mediated relationships that constitute our he was opened to be changed by the other

for common ground. social worlds. He taup ht US to pay attention as well. Political thinkers such as Arendt
For others, dialogue is a process that may to the man \}oices ir?n licit in tgxtys and to have built on thé-It / I-Thodistinction
.  dialog proc ; y y mp ' to emphasise the importance of citizens
involve a variety of formats (including the see how every text, in turn, responds to : . )

: ’ . . . . speaking to one another as ‘who’ and not
one in the previous paragraph). For exampl@revious texts and their multiple votédsis . ,

) . ; . . what’ they are, and therefore to create an
the Cupertino Community Projétwas teachings have transcended literary theory, .. )
. - R . . ) in-between’ amongst themseRfes.

a multiyear process where citizens were  inspiring the interpretation of other social
trained as facilitators. A diverse range of  phenomena (e.g. organisations) as textual

7 YWGSFEV Bialogue B Scotland? A conversation with communication practitioners. QMU Centre for DialogueEdotkinghP&neeh Margaret University.
® 711 JSV MRWXERGI| =EROIQEEKMGLSJ] HMEPSKY! XVERWOSRABBRK2GIERBRMEBEW MRXEP IG 96T ( \DmRGyNVERRBIcoer ther [VEV H

transforming power of conversatohf =SVO .SLR ;MPI] 7SRW %2( (M\SR 2 1 (MEPSKYI EX [SVO OSRHSR 0IQSW 'VI
% 7TERS 7 Public dialogue and participatory democracy. The Cupertino Commurdity[PrdjgctV1] ,EQTXSR 4VIWW
04 MR 41EVGI ; 41EVGI |/ BEOMRK E GSQQ¥R(MGEGEIRM SR ZWVB)6G BRMB | S RO EPtFekAzing tftdrence in

communication studigsusand Oaks, Calif.: Sage Publications.
&EOLXMR 1 1 , S Phe dikagiXimdginathumstin: University of Texas Press.

52 Buber, M. (2004)and thou 0SRHSR 'SRXMRYYQ %2( &YFIV 1 6SKIVW ' Tée MarthHBubewCaRRders dikldyua: R Bew tra@script with
commentary%e PFER] 7XEXI 9RMZIVWMX] SJ 2I[ =SVO 4VIWW

%4 7XI[EVX . >IHMOIV [ ) (M E P SSoitheh \WorKrhRiWadB BdEfal I XLMGEP TVEGXMGI
5%  &EOLXM R Prbblems of Dostoevsky’'s pddacehester: Manchester University Press.
%5 4 MR &EOLXMR 1 1 TheSlRlbgichmagihatiumstin: University of Texas Press.

M.S. Friedman quoted in p. 50 in Cissna, K. & Anderson, RM26G2jts of meeting. Buber, Rogers, and the potential for publicidi®égEeR] 7XEXI 9RMZIVWMX] SJ 21]
57 P.53in Ibid.
584 MR % VIR Hbe human conditi@hicago; London: University of Chicago Press.



The work of these philosophers has inspiredll in all, the categorisation made in this it is a process of empowerment of the

two different approaches to dialogue in section (format, process, philosophy) does disenfranchised, through dynamics that
communication studf@sOne is descriptive; not do justice to the vast terrain of dialogue subvert traditional hierarchies of knowledge
it tells us how the world is (focus on scholarship and practice. An example of a and social class. Freire saw dialogue as the
epistemology).The other is prescriptive;ittelEVEGXMXMSRIV [LSWI MR ¥%.&duRaXidvidt prof&s¥ @ chleaively Yiaming the
us how the world should be (focus on ethicsacross these three categories is Brazilian world’ . He shared the pragmatists’ emphasis
As we have seen above, for Bakhtin, the termducator Paulo FreireFor him, dialogue on critical inquiry, collective sense-making,
‘dialogic’ is descriptive of the relational naturentails egalitarian engagement oriented  and problem-solvingand put them to work

of the world. In contrast, for Buber, dialogue tewards the pursuit of social justice throughtowards the creation of community pathways
prescribed as a communicative ideal achieviednsformational learning. In that sense,  towards emancipation.

through principled practices that foster a

special kind of contact.

Table 5 — Roots and meanifigys

DEBATE DE =‘down’,‘completely’
BATRE = ‘to beat’
()&%8) 1 3XS %KLX" 3XS VIWSPZI F] FIEXMRK HS[R’

DIS ="apart’
QUATERE = ‘to shake’
(-7'977-32 1 3XS WLEOI ETEVX™ 3XS FVIEO ETEV X’

(-7'977-32

Same roots as ‘concussion’ and ‘percussion.’

'32:)67%8-32 COM =‘with’
VERTARE ="to turn’

‘manner of conducting oneself in the world.

DIALOGUE DIA ='‘through’, ‘between’, ‘across’
LOGOS =‘word’, ‘'speech’,'meaning’, ‘reason’, ‘to gather together’

(-%03+9) ! 3%S[ SJ QIEMEMRRIRK %S[MRK XIPVSYKL" *VIPEXMSRWLMT’

()0-&)6%8-32 DE ='entirely’,‘completely’
LIBRARE =‘to balance, weigh’ (from libra:‘scale’)
DELIBERARE = ‘weigh, consider well’

% 7XI[EVX . >IHMOIV [ ) &PEGO 0 61PEXMIFWIEM B B Q KRK< §)L6M PSS T L Nididd) 8. T hetkizih & IBifeehce in
Communication Studié®usand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
P. 227 in Deetz, S. & Simpson, J. (2004) Critical organizational thalbgR€) 6732 6 & %<8)6 0 ' -Didl@gie. Theotidiny difference in communication studies

Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications.
*VIMVI PRedagogy of the oppresseddon: Penguin Books.

P. 70 Ibid.

7HTT - MR * M VDéntokxacy*and expertise: reorienting policy@ndoiidy Oxford University Press.

Based on entries frohttp://www.etymonline.com? % GG IWWIH MR .YP] A YRPIWW WXEXIH SXLIV[MWI
4 MR -W E E@ague and the art of thinking togetBdf =SVO 'YVVIRG]

4 MR &YFIV 1 InBUBER, BIP(&BeYiween manand mad SRHSR 2I[ =SVO 6SYXPIHKI

4 ~ MR &SLQOn(dialogue0SRHSR ERH 2I[ =SVO 6SYXPIHKI '"PEWWMGW

4 MR -W E EBadgue and the art of thinking togetBdf =SV O 'YVVIRG]

'32:)67%8-3 I 3XYVR EFSYX [MXL™ 20IIT GSQTER] [MXL" 3EGX SJ PMZI

See Bohm, D. (2009n dialogue 0SRHSR ERH 21[ =SVO 6SYXPIHKI 'PE W Wialogud in %axhing taoFard pracikle SV O 8IEGLIVW 'SPPIKI 4
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Dialogue studies have proliferated over the Whereas dialogue formats aim to create
spaces that enable dialogic communication,the quality of contact amongst participants,
W 8LI HMWG MT P M&lattet doey ndtGecadsariliylirBoxir®/tReE Rlialogue emphasizes collaborative

last half-century, with a remarkable boom
MR XLI

As a form of communication that focuses

debates, offering a wide range of different —former.That is to state the obvious: dialogic engagement. However, dialogue also
sometimes opposing — approaches. For the communication is not exclusive to dialogue 1QFVEGIW HMJJIVIRGI ERH GSR

purpose of this booklet, | have chosen to

formats. For instance, it can unfold in an
bypass the complexity of those debates, andntimate conversation, or in the midst of

allow shared investigation of their nature

instead will draw on various perspectivestoE HMJ¥% GYPX HIGMWMSR Q I®IMaRdshsTVSGIWW 8LEX

TVSTSWI E [SVOMRK HI¥% R MXWySsBmetimes it is better to think of
dialogue as a temporary accomplishment:
interpersonal connection nurtured by ‘dialo

Accordinglyialogués a form of

communication oriented towards building \
. . . moments.

understanding and relationships. As a process,

safe spaces for collaborative inquiry. In the However, dialogue is not an unfamiliar

same veirdialogic communicatiefers to

interpersonal communication that is mutuallffurthermore, we all have experienced
JVII % S[MRK c&vdRatidrsithat orEsRrike level (intellectualsually emphasised.

VIWTSRWMZI

a . .
po offer comparisons between dialogue a

g('Jcebate in order to highlight the different

on

is mediated by communication patterns which

and

It is common amongst dialogue practitioners

nd

dynamics and mindsets involved. Despite the
MX MW SJXIR JEGMPMXE XI DialogiedMphels aldality bf tagetidgIha Bimbtypical tone of these comparisons, they
and norms of engagement that seek to creat?/ [ IQW HMJ%GYPX XS EGLMdZhelp s td yr&dp Mediffesevitofpevitation

oriented to the exploration and co-creation personal, moral, emotional) have changed

of meanings.

the way we see things by broadening our

perspectives, or even shifting our viewpoints.

Table 6 — Dialogue versus Debate

Adapted from the Public Conversations Projécthe Co-intelligence Instituté Yankelovich (1999 Littlejohn & Domenici

(20018, Isaacs (1999) and Ellinor & Gerard (1998)

that both forms of communication demand
practice in the context of human evolutton JVSQ JEGMPMXEXSVW ERH TEV
summarises some of the contrasts that are

DIALOGUE

DEBATE

Dialogue is collaborative: participants work together towards
shared understanding of issues and perspectives

Debate is oppositional: various sides oppose each other and tr
prove each other wrong

y to

Participants speak to each other

Participants speak to their own constituencies and the undecid
middle

ed

The atmosphere is one of safety: facilitators implement ground
rules agreed by the participants in order to enhance safe and
respectful exchange

The atmosphere is threatening: attacks and interruptions are
expected and usually permitted

The goal is exploring common ground and differences

The goal is winning by beating down

Participants listen to understand and gain insight into the belie
ERH GSRGIVRW SJ XLI SXLIVW 8LI] XV
only weaknesses

S4AEVXMGMTERXW PMWXIR MR SVHIV XS
] axgBmeEnBH WXVIRKXLW VEXLIV XLER

VIJY X

Cissna, K. & Anderson, R. (20@2ments of meeting. Buber, Rogers, and the potential for publicXdi®dgEER ]
2 See for instance Banathy, B. H. (2002) Dialogue and human cultural dmofuicha) 687 2
MR ,IVAMK 1 Fddtefifg Midtogie across divides. A nuts and bolts guide from the Public ConveisttotosvRréjediic Conversations Project.

73
A\‘/‘a-:-labldmp://www.pubIicconversations.org/resources/guid@% GGIWWIH
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Questions are asked from a position of genuine curiosity that
serves the purpose of shared inquiry

Questions are asked from a position of certainty. They are often
rhetorical challenges or disguised statements

Participants reveal and investigate their own and others’
underlying assumptions

Participants defend their own assumptions as truth

Participants aim to learn through inquiry and disclosure

Participants aim to convince through advocacy and persuasion

Dialogue fosters an open-minded attitude: an openness to be
wrong and an openness to change

ndPebate fosters a closed-minded attitude, a determination to be

Participants express uncertainties, as well as deeply held belief®articipants express unwavering commitment to a point of view,

approach, or idea

Differences amongst participants on the same ‘side’ are revea
as individual and personal beliefs and values are explored

ledifferences within ‘sides’ are denied or minimised

Participants share their ideas knowing that other people’s
VI#IGXMSRW [MPP LIPT MQTVSZI XLIQ

Participants share their ideas and defend them against challeng
dridef tol Show thatRhdy B HghtS] XL 1Q

Dialogue calls for temporarily suspending one’s beliefs

Debate calls for investing wholeheartedly in one’s beliefs

Dialogue involves a real concern for the other person and see
to avoid alienating or offending

ksDebate ignores feelings or relationships, and often allows belittl
deprecating

Participants are encouraged to question the dominant public
HMWGSYVWI XS NTVIWW RIITHW XLEX
in that discourse, and to explore various options for problem
HI2"RMXMSR ERH VIWSPYXMSR 4EV XM
in the usual language and concepts used in public debate

Debates operate within the constraints of the dominant public
QEMRBS BYNWR FUBKHMMMBWIGISYVWI HILRIW
resolution. It assumes that fundamental needs and values are a
GeMar iz hderstdgdE] HMWGSZIV MREHIUYEGMI

right

esin

ng or

XLl

Iready
N

Participants strive to overcome ritualised exchanges, allowing
new information to surface

Participants’ statements are predictable and offer little new
information

Dialogue enlarges and possibly changes a participant’s point
view

of Debate entrenches a participant's own point of view

Dialogue assumes that many people have pieces of the answ
and that together they can make them into a workable solutio

erDebate assumes that there is a right answer and that someone
X

has it

Success requires exploration of the complexities of the issue

Success requires simple impassioned statements

Dialogue remains open-ended

Debate seeks a conclusion

T\



4.3 Key dynamics in dialogue

Most scholars and practitioners would agree that dialogue involves certain dynamics. They are compiled in Box 4, and this section elaborate
each.

Box 4 — Key dynamics in dialogue

" &YMPHMRK E WEJI WTEGI

"3TIRRIWW

" B6IWTIGX

T 7XSVIXIPPMRK

"OMWXIRMRK

"T7TYWTIRHMRK EYXSQEXMG VIWTSRWI NYHKIQIRX ERH GIVXEMRX]
"'SPPEFSVEXMZI MRUYMV]

" *MRHMRK GSQQSR KVSYRH ERH I\TPSVMRK HMJJIVIRGIW

" &EPERGMRK EHZSGEG] ERH MRUYMV]

Building a safe space 21 ITHPIWW XS WE] XLIVI MWORSfWevhiddt Priporthét fobsloflesS V

A safe space is one where people can SIC)ea&:eating a safe space. It. obviously depends Fm:jlitqtor is tq know how tp frame an

openly, and on their own terms, about what | e co.nte>.<t of.your public engagement area,lnyltatlop to dlalogu.e. qu |nstance.,.|n groups

is mea’ningful to them. In otherWords itis alncludlng |t§ h|§tory and domlnant pat.terns with a history of animosity, the facilitator

environment in which -participants ‘feél secu?)f commqnlcatlon.Thg one thing that is may begin by saying something like: ‘We

in expressing their views and hearing thoseC%mmon in all cases is that a safe space caare here not to rehearse the statements
only be built through the joined effort of all that divide us, we already know them very

of others™. On the one hand, a safe space

3 icip . cgm casions, this can takeell. Instead, we are here to see if we can
_E PPS[W . XLI ‘].V 1 9%S[ SJ M H Eg&\?degge grg ar%%h,q;sf,)we will see in tkearn something new about the topic and
it helps to build trust in order to engage in

o chapter on facilitation. each other, something that may help us to
critical inquiry. . X
Openness e.xplore the issues that we all care abput ina
A safe space is characterised by relationshipsp different light. Very often, tired of predictable

that enable participants to remain engaged In dialogue, participants are asked to be opexchanges, participants will welcome the
HIWTMXI XLI HMJ% GYPX] S Y muEipdvdicds Biwes/sf @amubication, invitation to participate in something that
conversation. Indeed, a safe space should and perspectives.This is not something thatmight be different.
be able to hold participants together even comes naturally to many of us. However, in
through the exploration of the most divisive my experience, most participants in public
issues. In those cases, facilitators have a gréatums are often willing to participate with
deal to do in terms of facilitating relational an open mind as long as they are enabled
and emotional work both prior to and duringto do so by others doing likewise. Hence,
the dialogue process. Sometimes, agreemers@metimes the role of a facilitator becomes
SR GSR%“HIRXMEPMX] EVI GMirvaxAM&ilit&oixcan hRlf paPticipentsGd. E
level of trust and openness. create a safe space where people can be
open without feeling threatened.

© o4 MR &Y VFY P IDMlogue In teaching: theory and pracdit¢ =SVO 8IEGLIVW 'SPPIKI 4VIWW



Box 5 — Reasons for being open to participate in dialogg&cerpt from Littlejohn & Domenici (2001, pp. 47-28)

In the discussions on abortion sponsored by the Public Conversations Project ... participants rarely, if ever, changed their positions
on this issue. But they almost universally reported that they were different as a result of the dialogue. How is this possible? What can
change when you have a true dialogue with people different from yourself?

“ ;1 QE] PIEVR QSVI EFSYX SYV S[R INTIVMIRGI ERH [L] [I FIPMIZI EW [I HS

" i1 QE] YRHIVWXERH XLI TSWMXMSR ERH INTIVMIRGI SJ SXLIVW FIXXIV XLER| [l HMF
"1 QE] HMWGSZIV MQTSVXERX HMJJIVIRGIW EQSRK TISTPI [LS XEOI XLl WEQI WMH
"1 QE] HMWGSZIV WLEVIH GSRGIVRW ERH GSQQSR KVSYRH EQSRK XLSWI [MXL [LS
"1 QE] GSQI XS VIWTIGX SYV EHZIVWEVMIW
"1 QE] GSQI XS VIEPMAI XLEX XLI MWWYI MW JEV QSVI GSQTPI\ XLER [I XLSVKLX
" i1 QE] FIGSQI E PMXXPI FIXXIV EFPI XS PMZI [MXL EQEFMKYMX] ERH JYAAMRIWW
"1 QE] PIEVR RI[ [E]W XS JVEQI XLI MWWY |

"1 QE] HMWGSZIV RI[ [E]W XS XEPO TVSHYGXMZIP] EESYX XLI MWWYI
"1 QE] HMWGSZIV XLEX SPH ERMQSWMXMIW ERH LSWXMPMXMIW EVI VIHYGIH
"1 QE] %RH [E]W SJ [SVOMRK XSKIXLIV HIWTMXI SYV HMJJIVIRGIW

Respect contributions to the conversation. They may towards therf. This research concurs with
RSX WIlI XLEX WGMIRXM %Y G whaEdlSReVbRtitioBeY Fhave Yde R
reasoning, and practical reasoning are all demonstrating for some time, namely, that

gitimate ways of knowing and talking dialogue processes can be very effective in
overcoming stereotypes and building mutual
respect.

Sometimes respect is equated with
indifference. For instance, you say somethin
that | disagree with or don’t understand, an
yet | remain silent or speak without engaging\s a consequence, many PE practitioners
your point. In dialogue, unresponsiveness arstruggle to create spaces where experts/
withdrawal are major pitfalls. They hinder thescientists and non-experts can meet on an This is not magic. Put simply: It is easy to
creation of the in-between space necessaryequal footing. Often, they end up seeing  despise a faceless stereotype, and to project
to build understanding and relationships.  participants as obstacles to be bypassed, orthat feeling onto anyone that we believe
Moreover, they often invite an exchange of as mere targets for persuasion, rather than falls into that category. Once we meet ‘the
monologues that prevent the speakers (andas collaborators in a shared exploration of other’ face-to-face in a dialogue format which
their worldviews) from actually meeting. the issues concerned. Indeed, recent researehables listening to personal experiences and
suggests that most scientists still see pubicGSRGIVRW MX MW QSVI HMJ¥%G
IRKEKIQIRX EGGSVHMRK X &elnglthaHtheav@®NtXs QdBdtbmplex than
f science communicati®&h.will come back we initially thought. In dialogue, respect means

S XLMW MR XLI %REP GLEt® Xdpgvoach the other with genuine curiosity,
and to be ready to question the taken-for-
granted stereotypes that prevent us from
engaging meaningfully.

To honour the premise dfeating people
like peopleas in BuberlsThouelationship
mentioned earlier, is such an obvious princip
yet such a challenging practice. For instance,
in public forums where strong hierarchies ofit also works the other way around. For
knowledge are enacted, experts or scientistinstance, scientists are sometimes seen by
QE] 2RH MX LEVH XS IRKE Kayddvk¥rs af Siidarixgyto WUE iviwdIy1A
by non-experts.They may see them as study comparing the use of focus groups  Respect, therefore, is a dimension of the
MVVIPIZERX 8LI] QE] 2RH B&hd didieblizzgeovips ¥ XibliRétgatjdmendialogic relationship that demands active

with people whose style of communication process on human biotechnology suggestec&engagement with the views and feelings of
differs from theirs. They may not accept that whereas the former increased negativeothers, rather than passive open-mindedness.
that emotions, storytelling, and experience- attitudes towards scientists, the latter

based knowledge can bring equally valuabléncreased both empathy and positive attitudes

80 4T - MR OMXXPINSLR 7 )RKEBKMRKGM QQYRMGEXMSRhbBand O&k3sMi@oh: Sapa/ X IQMG TVEGXMGI
Fischer, F. (200Bemocracy and expertise: reorienting policy@ndiiidy Oxford University Press.
& 711 JSV MRWXERGI &IWPI] . ' 2ZMWFIX 1 ,S[ WGMIRXMWXW ZMI[ XLI TYFPMG XLI QIHME ERH XLI TSP
%2( ;EVHPE[ . 1 3"'SRRIPP + 7LYPIV [/ (I;MPHI . ,EPI] . )J)WGSFEV 3 1YVVE] 7 6El 6 .EVZMI |
public and experts think of the current (mis)uses of neuroimBgisig?Library of Science, PLoS One |
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Storytelling family sagas, professional tales, neighbourha@ening
fables, tragedies, romances, and work place

Sharing stories is at the heart of dialogue. - . One of the reasons dialogue can be
) ) . stories populate the landscape of our social
We spend our lives telling stories, and most.

interaction challenging is because in many of the contexts
people have an innate ability for it. The ' where we live and work, ideas about good
storytelling anim#éthat sat in circles around  Storytelling is one of the most egalitarian  communication often emphasise speaking
XVMFEP %VIW PMZ|l SR RS[QHERW \SMRXS K R YCRVWMXGEHA R & Rither $hn ligtémridg \WHhat would happen if
WXEJJ VSSQW WXVIIX GS Viea¥aNicugteere@ughi toEnlkR & @eR3dhedwe turned things around? We often think of a
community centres, public squares, and livinE VKYQIRX 2SX IZIV]SRI I\ GlWwsidhRs A form of engagement in which

rooms. Storytelling has been so central to arts of logic and rhetoric. But most people people take turns at speaking. In contrast,

human evolution that some have argued thatan share what's important to them by we can think of dialogue as a conversation
‘narration created humarity.’ sharing testimonies or telling stories. That isin which participants take turns at listéhing
. . . why dialogue formats prioritise narratives &S\  SYXPMRIW XLI OMRHW S1J
We grow up learning from stories in which ; . .
and storytelling over other forms of communicators listen for.

others bring their worlds to us. Our identities . .
. . : . . communication. Stories allow speakersto | . N .
are inscribed in the myriad stories that Listening in ways which empower others

share how their values, views, and feelings .
we tell to ourselves about the world and - ’ 1N9S 4 speak takes a great deal of practice and
. . are connected to their personal experiences,
its relation to us, and we then show our

Stories can encapsulate complex ideas anoldiscipline.To listen thoughtfully and attentively
world to others by re-telling those stories. : P complex ice [ SIXIR LEZI XS %KLX MRWXMR
emotions and turn them into something

Anecdotes, examples, events, happenings, are In the next section | outline some ways of

. . . . meaningful that can be shared. A
commonplace in our daily routines. Memories, 9 thinking about these struggles.

Box 6 — Good communicators listen for... Adapted from Littlejohn & Domenici (2001, pp. 37-38)

Lived experiences
What life experiences is the speaker sharing? What was it like to be involved in those situations?
© 7XSVMIW XSPH

We are storytelling animals; sharing stories is one of our primary means of communication and s&nSéenesioigen
integrate events, happenings, characters, and morals into coherent plots. What do the stories we are hearing tell us abqut the
perspective of the speaker?

Story connections

Stories are often connected to other stories. Plot lines often merge and branch off from one another. We always understand
stories in reference to other stories that we have heard. We invariably compare them: they are similar, they differ, or they are
unique. What can we learn by listening for these story connections?

" IEPYIW
What is important to the speaker? A speaker may express an opinion or attitude, but what is the underlying value or worldview?
© *VEQIW

What is the frame of reference of the speaker? What is the lens through which they see the world? What frame gives meaning to
their statements? What remains out of frame?

" 4YRGXYEXMSR

As we talk, we organise our experiences. For that purpose, we use commas, periods, question marks, and exclamation points.
As we listen, we can learn how others organise their experiences.

8% _ERIX 4 UYSXIH MR T TMdRpractick bEeveryidayBigekeley, CA; London: University of California Press.

8 4 MR OMXXPINSLR 7 ;)RKERMRKGHSQQYRMGEXMS RhbBanG O&kd,IMialdh: Sapd/ X IQMG TVEGXMGI
Ibid.

& 711 JSV MRW XER G ITh&DNeliberative Practitioner. Encouraging participatory planninGandoedgesMass.: MIT Press.



" Meaning¥

Our lives are the intersection of multiple webs of meaning. Meaning-making and interpretation is what makes us distinctively
huma#®. Dialogue puts a premium on sharing, exploring, and co-creating meanings. As we listen, we ask: What do certajn things
mean to this person? How do they understand various words and actions? How do these meanings relate to their values and
worldviews?

Differences and levels of difference

As you listen to others talk, what true differences emerge? When and under what circumstances are these differences important?
What happens to these differences when the context shifts?

Common ground and levels of common ground

What do various speakers have in common? Where do they agree? Is there any common ground even when they disagree? Wher
and under what circumstances does this common ground occur? If you shift to another context, what happens to the cammon
ground?

Suspending automatic response, judgementproblematic if we are trying to engage in ~ what they mean. And we attribute meaning

and certainty dialogue.The rush to judgement can ‘threaten things by projecting our own learned

the fabric of a dialogical relation’, turning it categories onto them. Our way of seeing is

into interaction that is competitive instead ofopen to change, often incrementally. However,
cooperative, and suspicious instead of trustingcause we usually equate our way of seeing

and respectful Although it can be extremely [M XL SYV MHIRXMX] WSQIXMQI\
hard, we can try to suspend judgement at to entertain alternative ways of seeing.

f4st until we feel we have ‘grasped the poinfFurthermore, we may come to feel that they
Because dialogue emphasises learning, rathleeing made from the other’s point of vi€d’. are direct threats to our identity, to who we

than persuading or resolving, it sometimes he third move is of an even higher order: are, to what matters to us.

seems to wo_rk against our immediate mstlnctsé suspension of certaibintails re- In dialogue, the focus is on understanding, and
Often, especially when we care profoundly

ini It -for-grant sy iortbus participants ask questions to draw out
fE”F Z;EiﬁgrzntMe\:\éVZ;i\lle I': ;( c'; I;;gﬁﬂﬁé&%@%%%pg{ha :‘%eeling%?ﬁo each other’s thinking without worrying about
uty Persp: ’ u tertainty has on our way of engaging with whether they agree with it. Yankelovich has
soon after we begin to listen, we withdraw

ERH WXEVX XS PSEH E V1% mo I\Worcg w?my .v’HS move, no pointed ou't that t'he most _strlklng (_jlffer_ence
. . doubt, can make us feeT really uncomfortableetween discussion and dialogue is this
instance, when we hear something that

[l HSR'X PMOI SRI SJ SYV %W)%CW\H)%W\%E?&QWHW XS process of bringing assumptions into the open
al'b i

listen only for those things that will become andamen eliets. Bringing assumptions while simultaneously suspending judgethent.

instrumental to our counterargument. It is |nteo the op;e_n mealnos exi%osmg our owner Pearce has nicely summarised what’s at
VIEPP] HMJ%GYPX XS XV] XE HAPW tllol.rﬁ’ﬁ 845ide hase 9)8@ R feweart of thessuspension mowesen

sort ofautomatic responsgetypical exercise shared investigation. I requires Usto ecorrhee wrote that our capacity to engage
POnZELypIC g less dogmatic about the belief that the way . pacity gag
for those of us who struggle with this is to tr

. . : Xhe world appears to us is necessarily the vv'gyd'alogue hinges on ‘the ?b'“ty o see
to listen to our way of listening. What do | pa; he world isThis is not an easy move around the corners of one’s own beliefs, to

attention to? What immediate judgements or hold contradictory thoughts in awareness

assumptions emerge? Are they preventing nigpically, as we hear a particular word or  simultaneously without stress, to differentiate

from seeing the issue more broadly? argument, we assign to them our own socialbetween understanding another’s point of

. . charged meanings. We see the world throughiew and agreeing with it, and to acknowledge

The second move is themporary suspension ; .
) our personal and cultural lenses. In other  that there is something more beyond the

of judgemenAs humans, we are constantly oo : o - \ o .

words, reality is not something that is simplylimits of one’s own ability to perceive and

|mmer_sed_|n meamng-makmg p.rocesseS'Thc?ut there, but the projection of our own know?®
downside is that we can fall victim to the

) . VR : way of seeing.Things are important to us not
rush to interpretatiof?. This is especially beé/ause of V\?hat thgy are buF; because of

Dialogue scholars and practitioners often
suggest that, in order to foster dialogic
communication, participants must strive
towards a series of temporary suspensions.
Here | highlight three of these internal struggl

8 *SV ER I\GIPPIRX MRXVSHYGXMSR XS 3QIERMRK™ MR XMelar®§ iR xctioX: |6terpfetaiidvi énjl didogLR Jimphlivty MB)sISEKORBERHS R
M.E. Sharpe.

8 711 '"LETXIV MR +|IMWinterpretation of cultures: selected esByssSVO &EWMG &SSOW
% P, 55 in Forester, J. (20@®aling with differences: dramas of mediating public @isjpute©xford University Press.
4 MR &Y VFY P IDMlogue In teaching: theory and pragtide=SVO 8IEGLIVW 'SPPIKI 4VIWW
92 P, 40 in Ibid.
% P. 42 in Ibid.
% 4 MR =EROIPSZIMGLEKMG SJ HMEPSKYl XVERWOSREBRK2GISREMBW MREPIGSSTIVEXMSR

% 4T - MR 41EV G Making social worli¥alden, MA: Blackwell.



Collaborative inquiry toward a fusion of horizons between work in synerdyto save us the endless
reciprocally self-effacing participants who repetition of certain mental processes when
“risk” inherited prejudices within a common we face similar situationsThe downside
interrogative orientation toward the truth.” is that climbing the ladder too fast can be
counterproductive in a dialogue process. As
we hear someone making a point, we quickly
integrate what we are hearing within our pre-
. - evorldviews.This shared investigation ‘auowsemstlng.categones, Wh'?h may prevent new
is developed amongst participants: A . categories (or perspectives) from capturing

. . Co communicators to become aware of the . o
relationship which is strong enough to allow . ; ST : our imagination.

different ways in which individuals interpret

them to bring ideas, values, and assumptiongnd ive meaning to similar experiefites.! The tool offers a way of imagining how we
into the open for critical exploration. At the g 9 P ) Y gining

heart of that relationship lies the WiIIingnessThe wgrk of A_rgyris_may help us t(_) illustratemight go back down th(? ladder in ord_er to

of the participants to place themselves at ristpl.s point. He |r_1vest|gaFed how action- understa_nd what experiences, meanings gnd

by sharing uncertainty and thus becoming oriented mea_mlng-maklng processes take assumptions underpin our beliefs and actions.

somewhat vulnerable place. For this purpose, he proposed a 8LI PEHHIV MW E XSSP JSV WIP.
’ heuristic tool called the ‘Ladder of Inferéhceshared investigation, and can be especially

In that sense, as Gadamer argued, dialogic (see Table 7). YWIJYP XS I\TPSVI [EI]W MR [LM

MRUYMV] M RZSPZIW E GIV )ﬁ_ﬁel\flaladér\/\llslaPn?*]/é{E}/gh\é/r I\:;vﬁi\{:%\%/regk‘]s take shape and escala_te,_ how ster_eotypes

the partners, that is, a freedom from purely down brain processes that in reality are are formed, and how §|m|lar experiences can

rhetorical intentions of persuasion, a mutualextlremely fast. Indeed, we are geared to produce complete_ly different interpretations.

readiness to place at risk the fundamental move swiftly frbm obsérving an event to We may be surprised when we try to follow

prejudices of taken-for-granted truths’. the trail of how we arrived at a particular way

- - . interpreting it. This serves us well in our dail .
‘ . ” : f thinking.
Accordingly, dialogue entails ‘a movement lives, as our cognitive and emotional system%s g

In dialogue, co-inquiry refers to the shared
investigation of the issues that participants
care about. In short, it is about mapping

meanings and feelings in a joint effort In co-inquiry, participants share ideas,
towards collective learning and sense-makirapncerns and stories that help them to

L . . .examine experien which underpin their
Co-inquiry thrives when a strong relationshi experiences whic P ©

Table 7 — Chris Argyris’ Ladder of Inference. Source: Senge (1994, 1#1243)

| take ACTIONS based on my beliefs

| adopt BELIEFS about the world

| draw CONCLUSIONS The VI¥%I\MZI PSST
(our beliefs affect
| make ASSUMPTIONS based on the meanings added what data we

select next time)

| add MEANINGS (cultural and personal)

| select ‘DATA’ from what | observe

Observable ‘DATA’ AND EXPERIENCES
(As a video camera might capture it)

'SQQIRXEV] SR +EHEQIV F] '"VS[IPP UYSXIH MDRaldgle in teachih@ tiéedry &d pradic¢2=SV O 8IEGLIVW 'SPPIKI 4VIWW

9 Broome, B. J. 200Bialogue theories’, in Encyclopedia of Communicati@agbdeuplications. Availdtitp://www.sage-ereference.com/abstract/communicationtheory/n111.xml
?%GGIWWIH %TVMP A

% %V K]V M WReasoning, learning, and aS#omFrancisco: Jossey-Bass.
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(eds.)Politics and Emotions: The Obama Phendifiesbaden:VS Verlag.
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One of the biggest challenges in co-inquiry SJ MR3%¥%YIRGI ERH E QSVI QHaRdE RKhephrpoBe Bfi@dg$eRs learning,
is to create a shared language between engagement. exploring, and building relationships.
participants. Without it, conversations can

go astray and become frustrating. This is The point is that words, concepts, and jargotit is critical that dialogic inquiry is not

why the initial phase of a dialogue process all carry b_aggage with them. Remember (_)rien_ted towards resolution._The word
is sometimes dedicated to co-creating a Bakhtin’s insight that ‘each wor_d tgstes of ‘|an|ry’ comes from the_ Lgtnquarer,e
shared language. This is not easy. As we sathe cqntext _and contexts in Whlc_h_ it has WhICh means to_‘s_eek ywthln’As Isa_\acs
before, language is not a neutral instrument\ﬁved its sou_ally_charged Ilfd?artlupant_s explains, dlalqglc inquiry can_be hlr!dered
and thliJS the meanings we attach to words in collgboratlve inquiry usually spend time by t_h(_e dynam_lcs that are set in motion by a
concepts and arguments are closely relate‘dexplo_rlng that baggage to _try to agree on a deC|S|_op-mak|ng _mandatel_n order to mak_e
to our identities and worldviews. Crafting a working vocabula_ry that_W|II allow themto a dec_|3|or_1, participants shlft the emphasis

- . .. move forward. This requires a clear effort  from inquiry to advocacy in order to support
shared language is a slow process in which

TEVXMGMTERXW WLEVI XL |t°|?\(‘/?rnf§é:]§] e shallepgpsposed by [oe, lvf'?‘@?ikpi—ffe”ed option. The word ‘decision’

. sPeC|a argon that'is often so central tocomes from the Latideciderevhich
working vocabulary that makes everyone feg . \ .
included. our professional roles. means to ‘murder the alternativeThe

. . . , need to make a decision, therefore, changes
Co-inquiry depends on the participants .
- . . the nature of the conversation, stops the

ability to pose and answer genuine questions, . ) .

o e exploration of alternatives, and hinders the
As Pearce puts it, in dialogue ‘individuals are

: S . ¥%S[ SJ MRUYMV]
called to listen, inquire, understand, explain,
ERH 2RH [E]W SJ QSZMRK BI\EDE WHNVX[EKI-XNBWMR XLSWI [LS ?
Disagreements and differences are seen to distinguish between dialogue and
. ; - as sites for mutual learning, not intellectual deliberation. Deliberation is about weighing
was a waste of time. In my view, this - . . ; . o .
. ; . pugilism.The art of posing questions is valuatternatives, making informed choices, and
exploration of meanings is necessary when : ; . . L .
. . o . .~ _atleast as highly as that of expressing one’seaching decisions or conclusions. In contrast,
important social and political considerations L . : . AR
; own opinions.The narrative forms of self- dialogue is about collaborative inquiry

are at stake. For instance, the term . . . . L. .
e T 8 . disclosure and inquiry are more highly prizethto the nature of those alternatives and
citizen participation’ is steeped in certain

" : o - than that of advocacy’. choices.Therefore, dialogue does not seek
traditions (i.e. republicanism, participatory

democracy), and so is ‘user involvement’  Advocacy dynamics are typical of the completion; instead, it seeks the mapping and
) y). al ocacy dyn ypical understanding of issues, ideas and feelings.
(i.e. consumerism, management). Both decision-making stage of participatory . - )
) . . : This is more likely to be achieved when
imply different assumptions about levels of processes.You may have noticed that so far__ .
. L s ; . e participants are not hard-pressed to choose,
rights and responsibilitiedJsually, ‘citizen | haven’'t spoken about making decisions or )
N . . . ) defend, persuade, or resolve. In Isaacs’ words,
participation’ connotes strong ideas about reaching conclusions.That is because | do . ; ‘ o ;
. " . dialogue is about ‘evoking insight, which
direct democracy and the power of citizens not see that as the purpose of dialogue. . :
. - . . - """ is a way of reordering our knowledge —
to make or shape decisions on public From this perspective, decision-making is . .
. . , ; particularly the taken for granted assumptions
matters. In contrast, ‘user involvement’ oftenbetter accomplished through a process ; )
e . . . . that people bring to the table.
connotes a more limited role, a lesser degreef deliberation, as we will see in the next

At the very start of a forum | facilitated, a
participant asked a critical question: are we
here to talk about ‘citizen participation’ or
‘user involvement’? We spent the following
hour unpicking the implications of each
choice of words. You may think that this

711 'LETXIV MR &EVRIW 1 2I[Q Bdver, partiijyaBdp eind pdtitical renewal: case studies in public pBristigatioa Policy Press.

4 MR &EOLXMR 1 1 TheSlRlogichmagatiumstin: University of Texas Press.
4 MR 41EV G | Makig social worlt#alden, MA: Blackwell.
http://www.etymonline.com? % GGIWWIH SR .YP] A
4 MR -W E EmBaldgue and the art of thinking toget@df =SVO 'YVVIRG]
Ibid.
See for example Levine, P, Fung, A. & Gastil, J. (2005) Future directions for public detibefativs.-0 . 0) : - Z)e delibektivVe democracy handbook: Strategies for

1JJIGXMZI GMZMG IRKEKIQIRXENRR*XERBMRMF Sz VSWXWA | RRXEUNNg Wit diffetehvelsvddéings of mediating public QisouteOxford
University Press.

4 MR -W E EBadgue and the art of thinking togetBdif =SVO 'YVVIRG]



Collaborative inquiry has a long tradition, of inquiry.” A community of inquiry brings In other words, all the angles are needed as
stretching from ancient Greece X S 2 E X Mafjether ‘professional knowledge and everyone holds a piece of the puzzle, and
American societies and across many lived experience’to form an ‘interpretive  that piece cannot make a difference until it is
other cultures. Contemporary formulations, community’ of citizens and experts that  shared. | think afuthhere, and in the rest of
however, stem from the work of pragmatist seek a shared understanding of the issues dhe booklet, as a temporary agreement in an
thinkers in the early 20th centurycor the basis of various forms of knowledge. ongoing conversation.

instance, Dewey wrote about the need to
mobilise the collective intelligence of citizen
and communities in order to deal with the
social problems of our time.

The case for collaborative inquiry is well ~ On the other hand, the story illustrates the
ﬁlustrated by the Jain and Buddhist story ofimportance of building a relationship amongst
the blind men and the elephant (see Box 7).participants which may enable them to have a
The story argues for collective intelligence better understanding of both each other and
Collective intelligence, enabled through as the means to make sense of complex anthe issues. An ethics of care and collaboration,
shared inquiry, seeks to transcend ‘any [MGOIH WSGMEP MWWYIW aml axhf&Zdpdde dvextet\th@dligh Kovistictive
specialised claim to expertise and is groundeeb points that are the heart of dialogue. Orpatterns of communication, are thus central

in a diversity of experience’ and local the one hand, one of the premises of dialogito dialogic inquiry.

knowledge. Accordingly, a dialogue processnquiry is the idea that all perspectives have

can enable the formation of a‘community something to offer in the search farth

Box 7 —The tale of the blind men and the eleph&nt Adapted from www.jainworld.com/education/stories25.asp

Once upon a time, there lived six blind men in a village. One day the neighbours told them, “Hey, there is an elephant in the village
today.”

They had no idea what an elephant was. They decided: “Even though we will not be able to see it, let us go and feel it anyway,” Every
one of them went and touched the elephant.

“Oh, no! It is like a rope,” said the second man who touched the tail.

“Oh, no! It is like a thick branch of a tree,” said the third man who touched the trunk.

“Itis like a big fan,” said the fourth man who touched the ear.

+-X MW PMOI E LYKI [EPP 2 WEMH XLI JXL QER [LS XSYGLIH XLI FIPP]
“It is like a solid pipe,” said the sixth man who touched the tusk.

They began to argue agitatedly about the elephant. And every one of them insisted that he was right.

See for instance Plato (2002ye dialogu&sambridge: Hackett Publishing Company.

4 ~ MR )PPMRSV 0 DialtegdeERédicover the transforming power of convé&satie8 VO .SLR ;MPI] 7SRW
711 JSV MRWXERG | 8L ERfagmatisih. Thiertlassic writmtinapolis and Cambridge: Hackett Publishing Company.
[ The public and its probleDenver: A. Swallow.
4 MR OMRHIV 7 In:6BIBK 68 B J2H Nitie RidKfdrimative power of dialdgusterdam; London: JAI.
Shields, P. M. (2003) The community of inquiry - Classical pragmatism and public adrAithisinégication & Society - %2( WGSFEV 3 E 7GMIRGI

policy making:The Brain Imaging Dialogue as upstream engétfe@enterence of the European Consortium of Political Bes¥afalgust, University of Iceland, Reykjavik.
P. 222 in Fischer, F. (208&framing public policy: discursive politics and deliberatiy®xyiarctic@sford University Press.
Seehttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Blind_men_and_an_eleph&% GGIWWIH SR .YP] A
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Finding common ground and exploring recognise and respect each other’s uniquén contrast, adversarial processes
differences perspective. characterised by confrontational patterns

These are key interrelated dynamics in Both dynamics can create substantial |eamia;lcgrr'mgnlscatlongféenlga\l}l éon)gT_' ERH GVIE
dialogue processes: opportunities. In sum, collaborative patterns ”* QQ

s : . nderstanding about differences. As a
. c ign, which enable partlupantéJ . .
M.R. HMRK G SQ Q SR . KVSY Rg nﬁ@E;E%szonalities and differences, conseauence, participants are caught in the
participants to build relationships and

can bring about dialogic moments that Opennegotlator dilemma’ (see Box 8), and they
overcome stereotypes.

new understandings and possibilities. This isehnd u]? acti_ng defensive_ly Whi:h prevents_
“J\TPSVMRK VEXLIV XLER g Kvows ® madiation practitioners. them from inventing options that may satisfy

differences, invites participants to broader shared interests.

Box 8 — The negotiator’s dilemma. Excerpt from Forester (2009, p?84)

I'mafraid that you will exploit me (if | disclose my interests truthfully to you), and unsugmsiegfhaid that I'll exploit you (if
you disclose your interests truthfully to me). So our righteous ‘realism’ and defensiveness — leading us both to withhold our real

GSRGIVRW = QEOI MX HMJ¥%GYPX JSV YW XS I\TPSVI STXMSRW XS WEXMWJ] XLSWI
out. Both afraid of being exploited, we fail to make simple trades, for example, that wouldothkettsr off, and so rather than
“»RHMRK [E]W XS 3KMZI MR SVHIV XS KIX" QYXYEP KEMR STXMSRW [l KIRIVEEXI SR
impasse at all.

A well-known mediation practice is to look beyond positions and focus instead on interests. That means shifting the initial emphasis from pre
determined solutions to the less articulated, but crucial, dimension of needs, wishes, aspirations, concerns, obligations, and fears that actual
underpin the entrenchment of positions around particular options.

711 JSV MRWXERGI! 7YWW O M RBrealing the\invplels®e\WdoisRrBual. apProaches to resolving publie isput&sV OA &EWMG &SSOW %2( 7YWWC(
8LSQEW 0EV QTHKe consensus building handbook: a comprehensive guide to reachifighagseech@uks, Calif. ; London: Sage Publications.

4 MR *SVIWD¢alng with differences: dramas of mediating public @sjoute ©xford University Press.
Ibid.
T MR -FMH



Figure 1 —The PIN Iceberg Diagram (created by Andrew Acté&nd)

Positions

"MWMFMPMX] OMRI

I nterests
and values

N eeds
and
fears

VIEH XLI 4-2 HMEKVEQ EW

the following points:

>

>

8LI X[S Réb¥rfdepresent the

typical context of two participants
(individuals or groups) communicating in &
situation of disagreement.

8 L Visibility lineillustrates the separation
between the observable and the hidden
communicative dimensions at play.The
line can move up or down depending on
the patterns of communication that the
participants develop.

Positionsare the only thing that
participants see and express when they
don’t manage to escape some of the traps

& RiubliseR doWnLViiEaXdv &&e Settion  positions (Andrew Acland, personal
3.3).The result is often a downward spiral conversation).

that frustrates participants and entrenches. 8 L toloured areadeneath the visibility

their positions even further. line represent the possibility of hidden
Interests, values, needs and fears common ground, that is, shared interests,
SIXIR QSVI HMJ%GYPX XS Faugsweedsankfearsphat may enable the
particularly in adversarial situations that  invention of unforeseen options.

push participants to oversimplify complex ~ MREPP] XLI HMEKVEQ EW E [l
issues and feelings, defend themselves, the case for developimatterns of

and persuade others. Understanding communicatiorthat enable participants to

these different experiential dimensions explore deeper levels of meaning in order

helps partlf:lpant_s_ to betier understand to build understanding and unleash creative
each other’s positions. It also creates the thinking

possibility of a process shift, because it is
often easier to expand common ground
than it is to narrow the distance between

8LI 4-2 HMEKVEQ SVMKMREXIH MR XLI [SVO SJ %RHVI[ %GPERH JSV XLI )RZMVSRQIRX 'SYRGMP W JEGMP M X
Andrew’s kind advice in a personal conversation. For more information on Andrew’s work please visit the websites of DialoguevbyliakEgjgebydesign.netr Sciencewise
www.sciencewise-erc.org.uk8 L1VI EVI SXLIV ZIVWMSRW SJ XLI HMEKVEQ WIlI JSV MRWXERGI (MERE 4SYRH"W EHETXEXN
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Positions, interests, values, needs and Before concluding, two caveats are necessaifywe focus too much on differences, we risk
fears are shaped by personal and cultural [MXL VIKEVH XS XLMW HSY Rd®lheidd Rofe@Ny@d $é canhidivigrokind
factors stemming from the participants’ common ground and exploring differences. and trust needed to enable participants to
cognitive and emotional engagement with  If we focus too much on common ground, learn about their differences.
their social worlds.To be sure, the diagram we may risk excluding valuable contribution . . -
. . ; . . n controversial cases, dialogue practitioners
is not intended to be an unshakeable by forcing those who think differently to -
C L . study the context and history of the
statement about how individuals behave  conceal their unique perspective. Moreover, - .
. rocess they want to facilitate, and decide
or how the world works. On the contrary, emphasising common ground can become . ) -
o o . collaboratively with the participants on what
it is simply a heuristic tool that helps smokescreen for the protection of the status .
L o . . L . may be the best approach. Sometimes only
mediation practitioners to think through quo by a dominant majority. For instance, - A )
T . . : - > _focussing on common ground is desirable or
certain situations in the context of public by focussing on what most participants in a . ; .
. : . - possible, as the story of the environmentalists
disputes. In dialogue processes, we can usepublic forum share in common, we may be .
) . e . . -2 " and the ranchers (Box 9) illustrates.
it to make sense of what we are trying to  unwittingly excluding alternative or minority

achieve through collaborative patterns of  perspectives and voices. On the other hand,2. EZMKE X. MRK XLIWI XIRWMSRW
o dialogue practice.
communication.

Box 9 — A story of environmentalists and ranchers. Excerpt from Littlejohn & Domenici (2001145. 15)

(ER (EKKIX ER EGXMZMWX JSV GSPPEFSVEXMZI HIGMWMSR QEOMRK XIPPW| XLI W}
other environmentalists were campaigning in Arizona to repeal a law permitting ranchers to shoot cougars and bears. The battle had
become stalemated. In an unusual move, someone suggested that the two sides actually meet and talk. And they did! The meeting

[EW EVVERKIH E WOMPPIH JEGMPMXEXSV [EW FVSYKLX MR ERH TISTPI WLS[IH
not by discussing mountain lions and bears, but by listing what each participant wanted for the land.To their amazement, they found
that the two groups wanted many of the same things. They made an agreement not to talk about their differences, but to stick with
GSQQOSR MRXIVIWXW ERH I\TPSVI [E]W XLEX XLI] GSYPH EPP KIX [LEX XLI] [ERXIH
no longer meet in living rooms. Instead, they form collaborative ranching teams that meet on the land, look at the situation there, and
make management decisions on how to proceed.

Balancing advocacy and inquiry of questions that help to understand the  formats and processesThis is where the
Building understanding and building thinking behind e_ach other’s views.W_hen stark line that | have tr_aced — for pedagogic
relationships are, as | have emphasised theadvocacy dynamics become _the dominant purposes — between dialogue a_lnd debate
key goals of diaI(;gue In order to unders,tangati[em’ as Burpules argue_s, it‘ceases to bebecomes blurred. In many public forums,
each other. and the is:sues under investigatioann |nters_ubject|vc_e exploration of a problem especially those that are one-off events
participant‘s work hard on creating a safe or'question, an_d instead becom_es a _struggleath_er tha_n processes, often the mogt we can
space and a trusting environment. To achievover whgse voice and perspective will be  aspire tq is to make debates more dla_loglc.
this, participants need not only to 'understange dominant one’. Moreover, ‘once dgmaged\s practl_tlon_ers F_’earc_e & Pearce put_ it, when
(inq’uire) but also to make themselves e very nature and purpose of the dlaloglcajommunlcatlng _dlaloglcally ‘one can listen,
understéod (advocate). Although | have re_latlon gom_es to be doubtgd, anq because ask direct questions, present one’s ideas,
w\ﬁfl%%qlsﬁqqgﬁrxpfﬁbﬁcgﬁ%‘gﬁme EVKYIl HIFEXI ERH WS JSVXL 8

t
MRWMWXIH XLEX MRUYMV] any communicative outcome th e characteristic of dialogic communication is

in dialogue, it is time to recognise the . . : , .
- . achieved is compromised. that all of these speech acts are done in ways
indispensable role that advocacy dynamics ; .

that hold one’s own position but allow others

also play. In practice, the challenge is to facilitate the space to hold theirs, and are profoundly

Advocacy dynamics include expressing one%ommunlcatlon patterns which balance open to hearing others’ positions without

o S advocacy and inquiry. From this perspective . - \
position clearly, empha§|smg its strengths dialogic communication can be fostered, to needing to oppose or assimilate them.
and value, and presenting a rationale for

it. Inquiry dynamics entail the exchange some extent, in most types of participatory

For excellent introductions to the world of public mediation practitioners see Forester, De@@@Pyvith differences: dramas of mediating public @isfoute ©xford University

AVIWW %2( O0E[W ( *SVIWXIV . 01EV R M Ritickl ROIEWE @XM G| 4Y FPARG TSK VMG XhE DelibeEaXviel Bractitioner.
Encouraging participatory planning proG=ssésidge, Mass.: MIT Press.
OMXXPINSLR 7 ; (SRKEMBRK/GSQQYRMGEXMS RhdtuBan@ Odk3,:IMiG@Eoh: Sapd/ X IQMG TVEGXMGI
4 MR &Y VFY P IDMlogue In teaching: theory and pracit¢ =SVO 8IEGLIVW 'SPPIKI 4VIWW
For examples of participatory formats and processesmsggarticipedia.net
P. 45 in Pearce, W. & Pearce, K. (2004) Taking a communication perspective onrdi&og9.6 732 6 &%<8)6 0 % ' -Didlagaee: thedrizingdiférence in

communication studigsusand Oaks, Calif.: Sage Publications.



4.4 A countercultural process? Promises and perils
of dialogue

Creating spaces for dialogic communicationover the construction of a new school that | persuade each other.Perhaps the fact that

requires commitment, resources, and time. SYXPMRIH MR WIGXMSR in theRenH thErX wasmd/ruclEay WaY EalR Bg

-X GEPPW JSV TEV XMGMT E&Rprotesk & draloyuesand Meibefatios Mightonsidered an indication that those diplomatic

their communication habits and power have been faster, cheaper, and considerablypractices had some sort of impact. | am only

relationships, as well as to be open to better for the community. half-joking here; my point is that we cannot

experience alternative ways of relating to o . . . expect dialogue to be measured as if it was
LY . Secondly, its impact is not immediate or :

each other. People do not engage in dialogic . an off-the-shelf technique (although some

always measurable — at least not in the ways :
approaches because they are guaranteed to ave presented it as such

succeed, but because they are drawn ‘to theWe seem to want to measure everything

o ) . . nowadays. Bamboozled by the magic Sometimes | wonder what would have
spirit of equality, mutuality, and cooperation ) C )
. ) of numbers , we often forget that ‘not happened at key historical junctures if the
that animates them’. . . .
everything that can be counted counts, and protagonists were subjected to some of our
Considering the many incentives that not everything that counts can be counted’. current standards. Imagine that a target-

we have created for certain patterns of Let me extend this point with an example. JSGYWWIH WYTIVZMWSV ETTVS!
cver happens at all s Schein poed oyt, 811 YW1 83 HmERsKy1 R HHAEESECT MEEREWATEES N0

it has aI[r)ﬁost beconlwe a counteﬁ:ultural ' after the Second World War. Indeed, the e"r’“lgaid' It is? time to evaluate sogwhat Eas b’een
practice . Firstly, it takes time; it probably days of the Cold War was a time in which the i.mpact of what you ha‘ve i)een doing and

takes longer than any other method of pUblilfgtgirtntitgl;oer:t?(la??c\)/?jrc;szrr:sfh?nogu:adlsneotaﬁ;qtoaelﬁt LS[ GER ]SY HIQSRWXVEXI MX#
engagement. However, remember the

JIEV PSRK NEQTPI sJ XL IWHQHAGRPEAH K fressigeigst intention to

Box 10 — Peace-building dialogues. Excerpt from Isaacs (19993p. 21)

-R 7SYXL %JVMGE 4VIWMHIRX /PIVO QIX TVMZEXIP] [MXL 2IPWSR 1ERHIPE [LMPI LI
were not merely negotiating issues but engaged in dialogue about a totally new context for their country. These talks set the [stage for
the dramatic changes that subsequently took place.

.SLR ,YQI XLI 2SFIP 4VM~I [MRRMRK 9PWXIV TSPMXMGMER WTIRX QER] ]JIEVW MR
SJ 7TMRR *IMR XLI TSPMXMGEP [MRK SJ XLI -VMWL 6ITYFPMGER %VQ] 8LI VIGIRX T
Hume, from years of talking together privately, out from under the eye of public scrutiny and free from formal terms of engagement.
Both had agreed that the most critical problem facing Ireland was learning to stop the violence, and they spoke in depth about this.
7TEIW ,YQI %=8[IRX] %ZI JIEVW [I"Z] FIIR 2KLXMRK ZMSPIRGI *MZI|I KSZIVRQIRXW LEZ
thousand policemen failed to stop it. So | thought it was time to try something else. Dialogue.”

4 MR &Y VFY P DMlogue In teaching: theory and pracdit¢ =SVO 8IEGLIVW 'SPPIKI 4VIWW

Schein, E. H. (2008 dialogue, culture, and organizational leagrifigl G X M S R W N
711 '"LETXIV MR 7)P8lieyl Pafadox: The Art of Political Decision akirgsVO ; ; 2SVXSR 'S -RG

For a discussion of the authorship of this quotétip#/quoteinvestigator.com/2010/05/26/everything-counts-einsteito GG IWWIH MR %Y KY W X A
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Thirdly, dialogue requires a degree of dialogic inquiry entails an open orientation Despite these barriers and challenges,
vulnerability that not everyone is comfortablewards others that implies questioning dialogue processes do occur even under the
with. One of the key dynamics in developinghe privileges afforded by socio-economical direst circumstances. Indeed, practitioners

trust is ‘initiating certain sensitive or personatatus, knowledge, ethnicity, or gender. SJIXIR VITSVX MQTSVXERX SYXGS
disclosures ourselves, demonstrating Inequalities are not left at the door of a situations, for instance: learning, building respect,
trust before we ask for trust ourselves.’ dialogue process. However, facilitators and defusing polarisation, and building contexts for

Such moments of disclosure and shared participants work hard to avoid reproducing collaboration. As Stone points out, there is ‘a
vulnerability can be read as open invitationghem in the communication patterns that  world of difference between a political process
to engage in dialogue. But they also exposethey develop. Inside the room, there are no in which people honestly try to understand

us to various risks, especially in the contextwfitouchable areas, and the status quo can how the world looks from different vantage
public forums. become the very object of co-inquiry. Issuespoints, and one in which people claim from the
of power are critical not only in dialogue,  start that their vantage point is the right one.
but also in deliberation, and in general in anyn dialogue, our task is to enable participants
participatory process. This is why | will returrto take the risk of looking at the world from

to them later. different vantage points.

Finally, the most challenging barrier to
genuine dialogue has to do with power and
inequalities. Authentic dialogue requires
egalitarian participation. Engaging in

Box 11 — The potential of dialogue

"0IEVRMRK IRLERGIH YRHIVWXERHMRK SJ E VERKI SJ ZMI[W ZEPYIW JIIPMRKW E

" &YMPHMRK E GSQQSR PERKYEKI FVMHKMRK XLI KET FIX[IIR WTIGMEPMWIH|NEVKS
of a world that is increasingly interconnected, and yet, ever more fragmented in terms of specialised languages.

'S GVIEXMRK QIERMRK [SVOMRK XS[EVHW WLEVIH MRXIVTVIXEXMSRW XLEX JSWX
" &YMPHMRK VIPEXMSRWLMTW XLEX IREFPI GSPPEFSVEXMZI TPEXJSVQW ERH GVMX
(IJDYWMRK TSPEVMWEXMSR SZIVGSQMRK WXIVISX]TIW ERH FYMPHMRK XVYWX

" (MWGSZIV] %RHMRK EPXIVREXMZI| TEXL[E]W XLEX EVI RSX XLI TVSHYGX SJ|QIVI R
deepening perspectives through learning, exploration, and creative thinking.

4 MR &Y VFY P DMlogue In teaching: theory and pracit¢ =SVO S8IEGLIVW 'SPPIKI 4VIWW
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(12 RMRK TYFPMG HIPMFIVEX

Public deliberation is the ‘process of range of activities, from reaching conclusionalternatives, and making decisions after a
exchanging reasons for the purpose of and producing a report, to making substantial exchange of reasons. During this
resolving problematic situations’ that recommendations, shaping policy, or decidingrocess, participants are ‘challenged to justify
require interpersonal coordination and how to spend a budget. their decisions and opinions by appealing to

common interests or by arguing in terms

Ideally, deliberation aims to build CONSeNSUS ¢ .o c that “all could accept” in public

through a progressive communicative process ;
. N . ) ebate.
that entails seeking information, evaluating

cooperation. The goal of deliberation is to

make informed and reasoned decisions. In
the context of public engagement activities,
such decision-making may materialise in a

&S\ ~ (I12RMRK UYEPMXMIW SJ TYFPMG HIPMFIVEXMSR

" 71NTOMRK MRJSVQEXMSR ERH IZMHIRGI

")ZEPYEXMRK EPXIVREXMZIW

"+MZMRK ERH XEOMRK TYFPMG VIEWSRW

"6l NEQMRMRK ERH TIVLETW GLERKMRK TVIJIVIRGIW
" 71NO0MRK EKVIIQIRX SV GSRWIRWYW

"1EOMRK MRJSVQIH ERH VIEWSRIH HIGMWMSRW

In terms of communication dynamics, ideallyiews, information, evidence and reasons, led to believe.” As Cornwall points out, it

participants in deliberative processes will as they listen, contribute, and change their requires that ‘participants are provided with

engage in combined dynamics of advocacy preferences or return to their positions. information and access to expertise to inform

(making oneself understood, persuading) arideliberation is intended to stimulate ‘fresh their deliberations, and encouraged to form

inquiry (understanding others, exploring). thinking on an issue, rather than people positions during the discussions rather than

During the process, participants share repeating what they have heard or been  to bring pre-prepared positions and agendas
with them.’

Box 13 —The Ideal of Deliberative Democracy. Excerpt from Parkinson (2006, p{i23-4)

Deliberative democracy is based on two principles:

© MX M RréasbmihgavesriRpeople as the guiding political procedure, rather than bargaining between competing interests pr the
aggregation of private preferences;

" ERH XLI IWWIRXMEP TSPMXMGEP EGX ~XLI KM ZM Rpublitla¢tssloppBdéd tB Repufelypiv@d, SV VI
act of voting.

Thus democracy is conceived
" PIWW EW E QEVOIX JSV XLI IN\GLERKI SJ TVMZEXI TVIJIVIRGIW

" QSVI EW E JSVYQ JSV XLI GVIEXMSR SJ TYFPMG EKVIIQIRXW © E JSVYQ MR|[LMGL
NI VGMWIH" ,EFIVQEW

To ensure thapublic reasorand not private powedominates public discussion, deliberative democracy requires equality between participants.

Democratic deliberation is therefore abmatking binding collective decisiposvering all the stages of the decision-making process from
TVSFPIQ HI2RMXMSR ERH EKIRHE WIXXMRK HMWGYWWMSR SJ WSPYXMSRW HIGMWMS

Under such conditions, peopE‘'gumentgor and against certain views must be made in public if they are to persuade others, and sg can be
examined and challenged by those otpeeferenceV [LMGL QE] FI QSVI SV PIWW ZEKY!l YRVI%IGXMZ] MPP |
MRXS QSVI VQ VI¥%IGXMZI MRJSVQIH ERH SXLIV VIKEVHMRK SRIW XLVSYKL XLI HIPN

4 MR &SL Q P#blic.deliberation: Pluralism, complexity, and debaoshaijge; London: MIT Press.

P.5in Ibid.
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University Press.



5.2 The case for public deliberation

The Theory and practice of deliberative Therefore, the tidal movement around Moreover, it is seen as being capable of
democracy has become popular in the deliberative democracy has rekindled the regenerating politics by creating a more
last two decades. It has inspired the demands for meaningful citizen participatiorengaged citizenry and thus a more vibrant

work of political theorists, policy analysts, which have gained momentum since the  public sphere. Much of the appeal comes
communication scholars, policy makers, public W Accordingly, deliberative democracyfrom its critique of traditional representative

bodies, civic and voluntary organisations, builds on the grounds of participatory (partisan) politics. As Parkinson notes,
and public engagement practitioners all democracy. The novelty is that, as spaces fodeliberative democracy is ‘a way of thinking
around the globe. Much of this activity citizen participation have steadily become aabout politics which emphasizes the give and

has been motivated by the public cynicism reality, the emphasis has shifted towards theake of public reasoning between citizens
that surrounds traditional party politics and communicative dimension in those spaces. rather than the counting of votes or the
representative democracy, as well as by the authority of representatives.’

changes that have transformed traditional
top-down government into the networked
arrangements suggested by the concept of
‘governance’’

Public deliberation is now seen by many
EW XLI MHIEP QIERW XS 2RH WSPYXMSRW XS
social problems and make public decisions.

Box 14 —The case for public deliberation in policy contexts. Excerpt from Siriani (2009'p. 50)

Public deliberation can:

AVSHYGI FIXXIV TSPMG] SYXGSQIW F] KIRIVEXMRK WSYVGIW SJ IZMHIRGI ERH MI
representatives or public administrators deliberating on their own, even using extensive poll data.

2. By directly engaging citizens in public reasoning with one another, and perhaps with various organized stakeholders and|agency
SJ¥%.GMEPW XLI] EVI QSVI PMOIP] XS ETTVIGMEXI| ZEVMIH MRXIVIWXW ERH TIVWT
offs, and thereby to attribute higher levels of legitimacy to decisions, even when their own preferences are not met as fully as
they might wish. Enhanced legitimacy increases the likelihood of more-effective policy implementation by reducing potential
obstruction and eliciting coproduction and community asset mobilization.

3. Engaging citizens in active deliberation signals civic respect and mutuality as well as the recognition of citizens as autonomous
agents rather than mere objects of legislation and administration. This expressive function can enhance public spiritedness and
generate trust that carries over to other forms of civic collaboration.

711 (V]*1O . Fbundations and frontiers of deliberative den@doady Oxford University Press.

*SV E WLSVX MRXVS WIlI )WGSFEV 3 F 4YFPMG IRKEKIQIRX MR KPSFEP GW®R XéhiXe forDidlbyud, WarkRrd MaRdd X L1 ¢
1, ~
On governance see Fung, A. & Wright, E. O. (2D88pening democracy: Institutional innovations in empowered participatory@8verdedée, 21[ =SVO :IVWS %2( ,EN
Wagenaar, H. (eds.) (20@3gliberative Policy Analysis: Understanding Governance in the Net@amb8dgetZambridge University Press.
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new agel ondon: University of California Press.
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Deliberative democrats argue for a strongerParallel ideas have also been developed intheW IH XS FI PIJX XS IPMXIW XEW
democracy where citizens are empowered world of policy analysis and policy making. technocratic solutions to policy problems.
MR VIPEXMSR XS TSP M XM GHéie RndlusiVeydelib st BivesehgaGevh &P W Thig Reldrch for (allegedly apolitical)
experts. Accordingly, deliberative processesis increasingly seen as the means towards technocratic solutions was based in the now
are intended to ‘open knowledge previously collective problem-solving, and as a departudéesputed idea that socio-political issues could
VIWXVMGXIH XS WTIGMYG W& tvadRiohm Vhels \theSpolick\process be simply sorted out through management
communities to lay scrutiny, as well as to opas the monopoly of policy experts. In this  and technique. In contrast, deliberative
up political arenas to more direct processesnew context, the ‘essence of judgement approaches recognise that ‘not only are social
of citizen involvement.’Much of deliberative and decision becomes not the automatic  values central to the policy process, but that
theory stems from the work of German application of rules or algorithms but a the process of policy making itself needs to
social theorist Habermas, who shifted the process of deliberation which weights beliefe understood as a dialogic process in which
focus towards the role of communication  principles, and actions under conditions of it is less a question of reviewing evidence
in the public sphere. Based on hisideas  multiple frames for the interpretation and  than negotiating meanings, seeking control
about ‘communicative rationality’, many havesvaluation of the world.’ over meanings and constructing policies on
argued for a democratic system sustained bES . . the basis of this.

eliberation thus becomes a tool for

processes of rational debate among equals. S . .
democratising policy processes which

Box 15 —Taking public deliberation seriously:The UK referendum versus the British Columbia Citizens’ Assembly + referendum

A lesson in how to maintain the status quo

(S ]SY VIQIQFIV XLI VIJIVIRHYQ SR IPIGXSVEP VIJSVQ XLEX XSSO TPEGI MR XLI 9/ N
unremarkable event that few would consider an example of democratic engagement.

Firstly, for many it became a referendum on the Liberal Democrat party (the main proposer), by then extremely unpopular because of
their coalition with the Conservatives. Secondly, the quality of public deliberation was, to put it mildly, incredibly poor. Opportunities for
learning about the issues involved were scarce.The alternatives to be voted on were decided by political parties as part of their coalition
deal, although even Lib-Dem proposers admitted to not being happy with the choices. Finally, bickering, parading, defaming, and the rest
the paraphernalia that often accompanies political party campaigns dominated what in theory was supposed to be an exercise in direct
democracy.

As a consequence we learned little from the process. If we weren't sure that government politicians could insult each other on|a Friday,
and then sit harmoniously at the coalition table on Monday, that doubt was surely dispelled. Little more emerged from this democratic
“EWGS 8LMW WSVX SJ TVSGIWW GSR¥%VQW XLEX TSPMXMGEP WTIGXEGPI SIJXIR XV
constitutional issues went unexplored, opportunities for meaningful public engagement were squandered, and political elites were left
alone to play their game in their own terms.

This all seems rather unsurprising. At the end of the day, we left it to political parties to battle and decide over an issue in which they had
a clear vested interest. Indeed, different electoral systems favour or prejudice different political parties. How could we expect that they
would do anything but put on their usual gladiatorial show?

4 MR &EVRIW 1 2I[QER Power,parfchai@anEaRd political renewal: case studies in public pBrigtigafioa Policy Press.
711 JSV MRW X ER G | TAé/Gdstitution of deliberative demo@rafy, EZIR "SRR =EPI 9RMZIV W M X ] Blelidatative déradcraliirdgy, UK. ;
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and London: Duke University Press.
See Fischer, F. (2063framing public policy: discursive politics and deliberative prakcédH 3\IJSVH 9RMZIVWMX] 4 \DeWwostacyoeh(l expdrilé& ediienting
policy inquir@xford: Oxford University Press.
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A lesson in democratic innovati&h

Let's look at an example of one of the boldest experiments in public deliberation and participatory democracy ever done.When the
issue of electoral reform gained momentum in the province of British Columbia (Canada), the authorities decided to deal with Jt in an
unusual way. Instead of leaving it to political parties, they decided to delegate that power directly to citizens.

%GGSVHMRKP] XLI '"MXM~IRW™ %WWIQFP] SR )PIGXSVEP 61JSVQ [EW JSVQIH MRGPY
were one man and one woman for each of the 79 electoral districts, plus two Aboriginal members.The sample was balanced not only for
KIRHIV SV IXLRMGMX] FYX EPWS JSV EKI ERH KISKVETLMGEP HMWXVMFYXMSR 8LI
and the participants were paid for their work.

The Assembly went through a series of stages, including a ‘learning phase’ in which participants got to learn about the issues from a
range of sources.They also interrogated experts from various perspectives, in a process similar to a citizen jury. After the learning phase
XLI HIPMFIVEXMZI TVSGIWW QSZIH XS[EVHW XLI HIGMWMSR QEOMRK WXEKI LMGL |
Columbia legislature. The proposal was then put to the citizenry through a referendum. In the end, the proposal got wide support but
missed by a small margin the referendum threshold for legislative change.

Interestingly, both referendums (UK and British Columbia) produced similar results: the proposed alternatives were defeated. Tihat is the
only commonality between both cases. For in the UK, the process has become another episode of ‘politics as usual’, whereas jn British
Columbia it has become an exemplar of democratic innovation. The BC Citizens’ Assembly was premised on a simple idea: when citizens
are given time and resources to deliberate, they can engage with each other to investigate complex issues, and make collaborative
decisions.

Comparing both cases illustrates the importance of process and communication quality. In the UK the referendum was a poor|exercise
with no legacy besides increased cynicism. Little care went into a process that was supposed to be an institution of direct democracy.
-R GSRXVEWX XLI VIJIVIRHYQ MR &VMXMWL 'SPYQFME [EW XLI 2REP WXEKI $§J ER N\
FIISRH % PSX SJ GEVI [IRX MRXS JSWXIVMRK HIPMFIVEXMZI HIREQMGW ERH |2RHMF
is capturing the imagination of many.

=SY GER 2RH MRJSVQEXMSR EFSYX XLI véwWNitkdh¥ddsensbl. 5o xa/pibfcr MaXevstudies\seethd/ idlQerirfl by Warren, M. E. & Pearse, H. (eds.)
(2008)Designing deliberative democracy. The British Columbia CitizerSaAgswuigelyCambridge University Press.



5.3 The dialogic turn in deliberation: developing a
relational approach

%W [I LEZI WIIR GPEWWMG HHARXMMSIRW BEJIVERKI SJ &peXinlyRdgatding kg ckehtion of spaces for
deliberation have a very formal tone: they fostering co-inquiry. personal narratives and storytelling. As Ryfe

insist on ‘rational deliberation’ and ‘the force .. )ZEPYEXMRK TVSW GSR Wi;qé_{eaﬁg]s_' n r{/aEvlglshf tfﬁ‘we@tboqaéf&rw

of the best reason.’ However, the idea that . eration In which participants appeal

. alternative. .
the clash of arguments will produce the to common values and experiences through
triumph of the best reason has been criticised 1IEOMRK XLI FIWX TSWW Mteling stariesl Meddrdirgly EnEXus® of narrative
on various grounds.For instance, the idea updating positions in the light of the in public engagement supports ‘a form of
of the existence of ‘one best reason’ can be learning process. deliberation that stresses equality, respect for

linked to questionable ideas about universal
‘truth’ and ‘knowledge’ which may cover up
power and control agendasAnyhow, this
approach seems to fall short when it comes
to dealing with the complex dilemmas faced
by our societies, particularly when there
are ‘as many different forms of “reason” a
there are cultural perspectives and ways of
speaking.

LI_ . . . difference, participation and community.’
he concept emphasises inclusion and

equality, gives prominence to quality Many have argued for the need to neutralise
listening, and asks participants to value eachmotions, passions and identities in the
other's experiences and perspectives. In  name of rational reasoning and the logic
sum, many scholars and practitioners are  of the better argument. However, the

s paying increasing attention to the relational overly formalised exchange of reasons that
dimension of deliberative processes.This is so central to the traditional notion of

can be seen as a dialogic turn in public rational deliberation can be seen as a way
deliberation theory and practice. of excluding those who do not master the

ﬁ/l tulate that deliberati th method of logical debate. Furthermore,
any postuiate that deliberation must be enforcing the principle that only reasoned

rational, and thus operate in a judicial-like exchanges can constitute legitimate

For instance, Gastil and colleagues have mo.dus operandi, including Cla'ms’ couqter— eliberation excludes the important role
developed a practical concept of face-to-facg!a'ms.’ anq so on.The aliternatlye (relgnonalfjhat emotions play in public engagement.
deliberation that accommodates elements V'€V hlghllghts the emotional dimension OT Indeed, the engagement of citizens with public
from dialogue theory. In essence, the conce I|pergt|ve engagement, and denounges tr]gsues depends on emotional dispositions and
adds a new nuance to the basic tasks of exism inherent to many models of rational affective states. In other words, why would

practical deliberation: g][%l:?ﬁ ?;?rtllqc;?i;:j ;?L:j:?:slmg?zgg:q towe engage if we don’t care? Besides, the
- o . distinction between reasons and emotions
'VIEXMRK E WSPMH MRJS @& Xl Bntsth Panciatiph WyGrdinary 1o O %= H8EH 18800 conceptu;;ll

includes the acceptance of multiple formscitizens. GPMGLg XLER ER EGXYEP VI%IG

ginkc:lt?g:]l;c)j_ge (e.g- expert, experiential, The relational approach to deliberation bra.ins.work.That is, emotions are gctually
clearly resonates with dialogue theory, an indispensable part of our capacity to
"4VMSVMXMWMRK XLI OI] ZEPYIW EX WXEOI EJXIV reason.
WIPJ VI¥%IGXMSR ERH QYXYEP I\TPSVEXMSR

In the light of these and other critiques, som
have begun to propose a more dialogic
(relational) concept of deliberation.

711 4IPPMAMSRM 0 8LI Q]XL SJ XLI FIWX E VHfitisRJdudhal dfSpcivlogyl PMFIVEXMSR ERH VIEWSR

*SY G EY P XPalver/Knowledge: Selected interviews and other writings Y2M/RLXSR ,EVZIWXIV 4V IW \Rower. EssehBay dEkY ¢f Roudault 1954-1984
London: Penguin.

4 MR &YVOLEPXIV 7 +EWXMP . /[TPWLE[ 8 % GSRGITXYEP HI%RMXM S RofERudicXtioh$heblYM GEP QSHIP
398-422.

See for instance Gastil, J. & Black, L. W. (2008) Public deliberation as the organizing principle of political communidativnakseBidbiic Deliberation - % 2 (
1IERWFVMHKI . EVX”/EVT . %QIRKYEP 1 +EW XM P Journal of Paifio/DlerstibnH IPMFI% EXMBR %R WMRMIY)GXMZI W
Theorizing dialogic deliberation: Everyday political talk as communicative action an@aliafognieation Theory

P. 20 in Gastil, J. (20@®)litical communication and delibeTatarsand Oaks; London: Sage Publications.
Escobar, O. (2009b) The dialogic turn: dialogue for delibelraiBpire Journal of Law, Politics and S&@gt#z-70.

4 MR 6]J1 ( 1 8LI TVEGXMGI SJ HIPMFIVEXMZI HI@8liGesl EGimubicatidny H] SJ HIPMFIVEXMZI SVKERM"E X
6]J1 ( 1 2EVVEXMZI ERH HIPMFJaumx bf 8plidd RownuEicaforkRéeSE®th ISVY QW
4 MR 6]J1 ( 1 8LI TVEGXMGI SJ HIPMFIVEXMZI HI@slBcdEEGnmihioatidry H] SJ HIPMFIVEXMZI SVKERM"E X

*SV E FVYMIJ INTPSVEXMSR SJ XLI VSPI SJ IQSXMSRW MR TSPMXMGEP IRKEKIQIRX WII JSV IN\EQTPI YWGSFEV
communicatiorin: )2+)0/)2 .36+) 1 -&%66% +i)00 4 136) 2 Bolft)sd b& BmdtionsThé Obama Phenditiesbaden: VS Verlag.

*SV ER MRXVS WII TT ~ DervbBratywawd @tpEXtise: reorienting policy@ndjoiidy Oxford University Press.



BLIWI VI¥%IGXMSRW GEPP SV yraEties pebicM@ilberatitn s often Deliberative processes can progress through
emotional dimension of the engaged citizenequated with public debate.Thus, the playingystematic stages (information, evaluation,
As individuals, we do not generally thinkin %2IPH LEW FIIR XVEHMXM S RIEdsRh) hSanaRdaXitidarky ajred on
simply logical or rational wayklow can we vocabulary and dynamics of confrontationala shared formulation of the problem.The
understand communication in public forumsgcommunication. Debate seems appropriate HMJ% GYP X] MW XLEX TYFPMG T
therefore, without considering the emotionalwhen participants share a formulation of  themselves in a neat, homogeneous fashion.
dimension at the heart of social interaction?the problen(e.g. alcohol abuse is a social  Instead, they are a complex amalgam of
Rosenberg puts it this way: ‘exchanging problem characterised by...), and agree on assumptions about social realities, ideas on
REVVEXMZIW EFSYX TIV W StReecAter]a WrMho&sMd/benkeRrKalternativefairness and justice, and constraints about
life episodes, sharing meals together and (e.g. fairness, feasibility). However, debate what is acceptable and feasible.
participating in activities designed to create @an be a precarious form of communication
. . . . or that reason, Burkhalter and others argue
sense of group identity may be necessary tavhen participants disagree profoundly about, . . S - .
. . . that ‘when participants bring with them
creating the emotional connection needed fundamental values, and thus lack a shared . - .
. : . : . divergent ways of speaking and knowing,
to motivate the kind of argument desired. formulation of the problem (e.g. abortion, . . . )
: : . . . public deliberation must include some
The key here is to recognize that deliberatioauthanasia). . )
also requires conditions that foster emotional measure of dialogue,so that, at least
a}n other words, debate can be provisionally, participants bypass the clash

engagement, mutual nurturing and an affective S : - )
-hgag ) o g counterproductive in situations where between their competing worldviews, and
tie to one’s community.

participants hold polarised views, XV] XS VI%IGX SR XLIQ GSPPEF
This is also why storytelling has become soincommensurable perspectives, or intractablep, a dialogic twist to deliberation can serve
central to the new public engagement agendaticulations of interests Moreover, in various purposes:

Critics of deliberation have argued that these situations, participants seldom share a.
narrative forms of communication can infuseommon language to talk about the issues.
more egalitarian and relational dynamics  The existence of different vocabularies,
into public forums. Personal storytelling, jargons, forms of expression, and stylesof = -X GER IREFPI TEVXMGMTER X\
as Ryfe shows, contributes to ‘lower the communication strengthens the point that dialogic patterns of communication to
structural, psychological, and social barriersktbl FEX1 MW RSX EP[E]W %X J 8xlofeYisédes, YWokithdri3, and fiffeMitges.
deliberation’ in small groups. Stories enable forums. As experienced practitioners warn us:
collective sense-making around complex ‘the rebuttal mode of debate can at times do X GE R QEOI XLI GSRZIVWEXM
issues, as participants are invited to imaginenore harm than good —promising clarity but _demogratlc. Proce_sses can become more
how these play out in the real world. Finally, delivering escalation, promising an elusively |nc|u3|ve'by _aIIowmg a range_of form_s of
storytelling helps with the relational aspects‘neutral’ moderation but producing little communication (€.g. s_torytelllng, te_stlmony)

Sgnd styles of expression (e.g. passionate,

-X GER LIPT XS GVIEXI WLEVIF
and meanings.

of deliberative engagement, because it substantive learning, less capacity, and still le )

enables individuals to save face and ‘manage terms of strengthened relationships.’ Confessional).

politeness issues’ even in contexts that "*MREPP] MX GER JSWXIV GSPI
privilege disagreement. and inquiry in a safe space which enables

participants to challenge the status quo.

P. 344 in Rosenberg, S.W. (2007) Rethinking democratic deliberation: The limits and potential of citizens Palitigipation.
Pp. 348-349 in Ibid.

See for instance Young, |. M. (2062)usion and democra8%,JSVH 3\JSVH 9RMZIVWMX] 4VIWW %2 ( 7E RPdlitiahedryl "“%KEMRWX HIP
4 MR 6]J1 ( 1 2EVVEXMZI ERH H I JoNrfal GRS RomkhRinita@ob REseKriehSY T JSVY QW
4 MR &EVKI . / JRPEVKMRK XINFREER Rl R#RS dirdcNoBsYim giduPddrimihieBhibin$aRd Oaks/London: Sage Publications.

3R MRXVEGXEFMPMX] ERH HIPMFIV EXPuBdRielbetation: Pluralismyidemgl&xityQaadRdebancbaicige; London: MIT Press.
P. 74 in Forester, J. (200®aling with differences: dramas of mediating public @isfoute©xford University Press.

4 MR &YVOLEPXIV 7 +EWXMP . /IPWLE[ 8 % GSRGITXYEP HI%RMXMS RoBRUicAIoNSMYMGEP QSHIP SJ -
&EWIH SR TT =~ MR -FMH
4 MR -RRIW . ) &SSLIV () "SPPEFSVEXMZInT %P NG IQ B0 M RIK+ )R Si0b B&tiFRBreWolicYy Snaldis: WM& Reing

Governance in the Network SoCiatybridge: Cambridge University Press.



6.1 Dialogue and Deliberation

Studies of dialogue and deliberation pertainThe aspiration that participants may change-R XLEX WIRWI XLI %S[ SJ GSQ
to different disciplines that have evolved in preferences due to reasoned deliberation varies substantially from dialogue to

parallel as a response to similar social, politisatentral to deliberative practicéhe deliberation. Dialogue stimulatediveergent
and organisational challenges. | join those wd@wnside is that this can stimulate more ¥%S[ SJ GSQQheR M GomEdd SR
believe that there is great potential for crossadvocacy than inquiry as participants for immediate resolution, and thus the
fertilization between both. Therefore, in this may focus only on persuading each other. conversation can go in many directions, and
section | outline a framework that structuresAdvocacy dynamics seek resolution, conclude with a representation of a variety

dialogue and deliberation into an episodic whereas inquiry seeks exploration. If they of voices, issues, and perspectives. In contrast,
process that creates spaces for a range of are not balanced, learning is prevented, deliberation stimulates@SRZIVKIRX %S[ S
communication patternsThe framework TSPEVMWEXMSR QE] MR GV t&WwhuniGHdpAMICNDTE BiM té G BVEES R

is intended to be a simple heuristic tool. Its kicks in, shallow exchanges proliferate, and towards a decision or conclusion.The

purpose is to suggest ways of thinking abouthe engagement process as a whole can  conversation is oriented to resolution, and it
communication-related choices that we become meaningless, or worse, divisive andconcludes with a representation of some sort

make when we design public engagement counterproductive. of consensus.

Processes. Dialogue is open-ended, whereas deliberatifpM JJIVIR X % S[W GSRZIVKIRX HI
Bohman said that deliberation is ‘dialogue seeks closure — albeit it may be provisional. patterns of communication (advocacy/inquiry)
with a particular goal.Unfortunately, as we Consequently, deliberation involgksice create different engagement dynamics.
have seen, dialogic patterns of communicatiaorkin order to reach a conclusion or make They all play an important role in fostering
EVI SIXIR HMJ%GYPX XS H laZddeiSian. Mh&wbirti RIbtiiow EofridsZAlom meaningful communication in public forums,
processes where debate becomes the mainthe Latindecideravhich literally means‘to  especially when they are combined in ways
form of interaction. In those cases, advocacynurder the alternative.’When participants XLEX EVI %X JSV TYVTSWI -R 8
dynamics become dominant and thus hindeengage in deliberation, their goal is to weigh& framework to differentiate ideal types. In
co-inquiry. alternatives and make a choice. Dialogue, opractice, of course, we often develop all sorts

the other hand, is about exploring the natureof hybrid forms.

of multiple choices.

Table 8 — Communication patterns and process

COMMUNICATION PATTERNS

Advocacy Inquiry
Oriented to
decision-making Deliberation Deliberative dialogue
(convergent)

PROCESS

2SX SVMIRXIH XS
decision-making Debate Dialogue
(divergent)

Escobar, O. (2009b) The dialogic turn: dialogue for delibelraiBpire Journal of Law, Politics and S&@gt#z-70.
4 MR &S L Q Pblic.deliberation: Pluralism, complexity, and debancbaicige; London: MIT Press.
Fishkin, J. S. & Laslett, P. (2D8Bjating deliberative demockéalglen, Mass.: Blackwell.
4 MR -W E EBBadgue and the art of thinking toget@df =SVO 'YVVIRG]



6.2 The D+D process

The D+D process is premised on the basic idea that dialogue can open up space for more meaningful deliberation.
| dedicate this section to propose a rationale for it that builds on what | have said so far.

Figure 2 —The D+D process

DIALOGUE
Inquiry dynamics

DELIBERATION
Advocacy dynamics

- Exploring and learnin
- - - - Exchanging public reasons

- Weighting alternatives
- Making decisions

- Co-creating shared meaning

- Building understanding and
relationships

The idea is to infuse real world deliberative vocabularies and meanings. In other words, useful to separate methodologically and
processes with spaces for a range of they fear that dialogue may focus so much temporarily the stages for dialogue and
communication patterns. It can be done, foron common ground that it leaves the status deliberation.
instance, by !ncludlng a preparatory ph_ase quo l_Jnscathed.Thls is an |mp_or_t§nt point. ItOn the one hand, it is crucial that dialogue
where participants share personal stories highlights not only the impossibility, but also.” " .
. . . . .- is oriented towards discovery and not to
and map the landscape of perspectives andhe inappropriateness, of dialogue in situations . - -
; ] e S ) .. decision-making. 2SX FIMRK TVIWWIH
feelings. The goal here is to allow participants blatant injustice or huge power inequalities; T .
- " . murder the alternative’ is what makes it
to learn about diverse understandings As ever, the scope for dialogue depends on - .
possible to engage in open-ended patterns

and experiences of the issue in a context context. o= -
of communication that enable reciprocal

that warrants the suspension of automatic , . S .
. . . . .-~ However, what's been proposed here exploration, active listening, honesty, and
judgement. This constitutes an ‘expressive . I ; : NN
- . S .pertains to more pluralistic public disclosure. On the other hand, it is critical
stage’ in which participants can convey theiP - . .
feelings and explore their social identities inengagement processes. Many of them can that deliberation encompasses trying to
BIRI%X JVSQ E GSQFMRE X \w&8uiaseledch WHREX tnvetge dwards a
safe space. . L ] . o .
foster different patterns of communication. particular conclusion or decision. Being able
Some critics doubt that dialogue should be To avoid the risk dbo much dialog(hat to give and take reasons in order to change
part of deliberative processes at dllhey is, too little room to challenge perspectives) preferences is what makes it possible to
fear that too much emphasis on dialogue we can conceive processes where these twehallenge assumptions and views, and make
diminishes the role that classic advocacy forms of communication coexist without  collective decisions.
can play in challenging dominant cultural becoming dominant. Therefore, it can be

P. 290 in Fischer, F. (200@mocracy and expertise: reorienting policy@nxdoiidy Oxford University Press.

*SV MRWXERGI 8SRR ;IPWL UYSXIH MR TT MR ,IMHPIFEYKL 2 . CoRrAurc At RedEyR H TYFP MG
27-50.

=EROIPSZM@LLI(QEKMG SJ HMEPSKY!l XVERWOSREBRK2GSRBREW MMREPIGSSTIVEXMSR



In the D+D framework, dialogue constitutes function may be better served by the spirit ofistrumental deliberatibraracterised by
more than a programmatic complement inquiry that guides public dialogue. mechanisms for negotiation and decision;
to deliberation. If deliberation is the art . o anddialogic deliberationwhich ‘identity and
. . . Heidlebaugh has concluded that ‘neither . . )
of analysing alternatives in order to make . . ) . difference, sense of community, and public
. N dialogic models’ nor ‘rival advocacy models ,
decisions, prior dialogue enhances that . reason are constructed.
. can stand alone, either to account for or
process through the open exploration of . o \ . . . L
. . tg |lead to enriched public discourse. This requires the creation of communication
languages, worldviews, values, and experiences - . . ;
. - IS strengthens the argument to spaces for dialogically generative dynamics.
that underpin the alternatives. Furthermore, . . . - . -
. . enlarge deliberative processes so that In practice, deliberation often entails
because dialogue formats strive to enable . . . i
. - . they are understood and designed as a the pervasive advancement of a priori
safe spaces for dissention and difference, the o . i . N S .
. . communication continuum, including a rang®pinions’, and hence it is ‘rhetorical rather
can foster the creation of shared meaning S ) . L .
on the basis of disparate forms of knowin of communication patterns. Between the  than dialogically generativeXccordingly,
IS Ot disp ; g ideal types of dialogue and deliberation, pubit | PMFIVEXMZI TVSGIWWIW QE]
and experiencing. When they achieve such, = h . .
- . engagement practitioners can experiment period of dialogue, understood as an open-
dialogue processes can stimulate unexpected - ; S . "
. o with a variety of hybrid forums and ended conversation in which participants
collective creativity. . . - . - . .
processes (e.g. deliberative dialogue, in whistrive to understand their experiences,
Dryzek wrote that deliberation ‘is different participants engage in co-inquiry in order tolanguages, and ways of thinking. This kind of
from adversarial debate.The initial aim is  reach a conclusion). process can bring up previously unrealised
not to win, but to understand. Deliberation common ground within the group. In addition,
allows that people are open to changing leaving decision making for a later stage frees

In this framework, public deliberation is
their minds.” However, the question is: can the participants from the urgency of selling

understood not only in terms of exchanging

TYFPMG HIFEXI EW [l 2RH F’M':i{? @?éso%ﬁ_?nq( Qfg'WﬂleCtlve . or defending their positions, and thus it allows
. decisions, ‘but also as a process of producmlgp] ) . s
perform such an exploratory function? The em to bring different ways of knowing ‘to
bear on a common problem, and that can

confrontational communication that is often public reasons ,and reaching mutual .
: understanding.’ Consequently, following : - -
at the heart of polarised debate does not . . . . ; result in a more sophisticated analysis of any
t<|m & Kim, deliberative public engagement

seem to enable such dynamics. Instead, thaentails two dimensions, On the one hand, public issue.
-WEEGW ; 8S[EVH ER E Gi{evhatRnad 1oBnal oSRLbHCM drinBaaie—748.
4 MR (V]™O . 7 8LI %YW XV EP M E RuthaboPUbRADEIIBEMMMEQ IRX E [SVPH %VWX
*SV E KSSH I\EQTPI SJ E PEVKI HME P SKbii¢ dial0GLE akd partiipatat d&eR&eragy. The Cupertino Commupity Projeat/ 1] ,EQTXSR 4VIWW
4 MR ,IMHPIFEYKL 2 . -RZIRXMSR ERH TYF Reh@nunibhEdR SHeaty PIWWSRW JVSQ VLIXSVMGEP XLISVMIW
4 MR /MQ . /MQ ) . -FMH 8LISVMAMRK HMEPSKMG HIPMFIVEXMSR )ZIV]HE] TSPMXMGEP XEPO EW GSQ
4 MR -FMH
4 MR &YVOLEPXIV 7 +EWXMP . /IPWLE[ 8 % GSRGITXYEP HI%RMXMSR ERH XLISVIXMGEP QSHIP
4 MR -FMH



Box 16 — Creating D+D rituals. Excerpt from Forester (2009, p133)

?2(( TVEGXMXMSRIVWAOGVIEXI|I XLIWI TVSGIWWIW RSX XS IVEWI GSR¥%ZMGX RSX XS C
differences - but to enable more than the talk, talk, talk of business as usual, to enable a new exploration of strategies to address
materially the pressing interests at stake. By bringing participants together across lines of interests, class, ethnicity, and gender, these
deliberative conversations can begin practically and substantisidlyetlifferences of experience, stereotype, established relationships,

and conventional expectations.

By evoking deeply felt concerns and senses of possibility, interests, and emotions, these processes of dealing with difference, these

deliberative rituals, can cultivate a partially shared political imagination, or ... ‘collaborative learning’ rather than legalistic argumentation —
a cogenerated practical judgement instead of doctrinal persuasion... These processes often encourage more dialogue, less degbate, more
PIEVRMRK PIWW TSRXM%“GEXMRK QSVI TVEGXMGEP RIKSXMEXMRK PIWW KVERHWX

A D+D process, therefore, includes dialogueThis requires a safe space where participankdoving from single to double loop learning
formats geared towards the exploration feel free to explore and question each otherntails moving down through the Ladder of

of public reasons, and deliberative formats assumptions. Inference that we saw earlier on.This level

in which those public reasons are put to of learning broadens the perspectives of

work towards making decisions. In addition participants. When dialogic dynamics succeed,
dialogue before deliberation can help to some kind of double loop learning is likely to
construct a safe space that may hold the Pccur.

participants together through the posterior
decision-making process. Decision-making
processes are rarely about the data per se,
but rather, they are about underlying values
and interpretations. Therefore, it is importan
to recognise that before alternatives and
recommendations can be considered, the
very determination of what ‘the problem’is
depends on interpersonal communication.

The early stage of a D+D process is crucial
"because it provides opportunities for
collective learning.To talk about collective
learning, it is useful to borrow the concept o
single and double Idearning from Argyris 3 RI %ZREP EVKYQIRX MR JEZSYV
& Schon. In a D+D context, single loop framework is that it takes seriously the role

learning entails understanditmtothers S IQSXMSRW MR GMXM?IR TEV.
think (views, positions), whereas double Fischer illustrates the importance of attending

oop learning involves understandiogy to emotions and communication dynamics in

others think, (taken-for-granted assumptionsprder to understand how citizens’ experience
underpinning values, frames of reference). SJ TEVXMGMTEXMSR MR%YIRGI)

Box 17 —The importance of emotions in public engagement. Excerpt from Fischer (2009:{5. 287)

We need to carefully consider the ways in which deeply felt concerns and beliefs are related to basic social identities, whether those of a
GSQQYRMX] SV XLI WTIGMY-G MRHMZMHYEPW [LS PMZI MR MX 8LI TSMRX MW TEV XM(
to heated deliberation, more comes into play than just the topics under discussion; the very protection of the individual’s self is at stake.

-R XLI TVSGIWW SJ NTVIWWMRK XLIMV TVIJIVIRGIW ERH MRXIVIWXW EW &PEYK

as a criticism of themselves and, in the process, asses the views of other participants in just the same way. The hurt feelings that easily
result ... can make ‘deliberative fora...dangerous places’ for some people, ‘and if they become too dangerous, they will, quite rationally,

FI EZSMHIH F] TEVXMGMTERXW" 2SX IZIV]SRI [MPP FI GSQJSVXEFPI [MXL WYGL GPE
exchanges; others will be excluded by the group, the result of which undercuts the legitimacy of the deliberative process. For thjs reason,
how to manage emotional issues becomes an essential question.

Forester, J. (200Bealing with differences: dramas of mediating public @isipute ©xford University Press.
Fischer, F. (200Bemocracy and expertise: reorienting policy@xdoiidy Oxford University Press.

%VKI]VMW ' 7 G LT8dvry (n Pactice. Increasing Professional Efféaiivémiesipssey-Bass Publishers.
Fischer, F. (200Bemocracy and expertise: reorienting policy@xdoiidy Oxford University Press.



It is often assumed that more public confrontational deliberation with people

processes where debate and polarised

engagement spaces will enable more dialogwbo think differently may deter them from argument often prevalil. In contrast, dialogue

and deliberation. to take place. However,

wanting to participate at all. This does little tpractitioners strive to craft spaces where

this overlooks the importance of the citizen foster democratic spaces where citizens leaparticipants can welcome dissent and
experience of engaging with othersinthose EFSY X XLIMV HMJJIVIRGIW diEf&ehcpRy gartDivtie [Sasriguelpeniende.
spaces. In participatory processes participaMereover, it diminishes opportunities to valuemdeed, much of the time invested in

are exposed to diverse points of view that pluralism and diversity.
may put into question their perspectives .
and values. Mutz has shown that this type If one of the factors that keep citizens

SJ NTSWYVI XS GSR%MGXWQ’R‘*?%?W%‘EZX{AW% ipn that the

discourages participationln other process may be threatening, then caring

I - . about communication patterns becomes
words, citizens are keener to participate in

initiatives that involve like-minded individuai{undamental for public engagement

.. practitioners. It is important to note that
and therefore the prospect of engaging in Mutz’s research refers to deliberative

preparations goes into encouraging certain
mindsets and framing the encounter as a
meeting of minds, rather than as a contest of
opposites.

To sum up, D+D processes aim to enable a
rich mix of communication patterns that build
on, rather than clash with, each other.

Box 18 — The case for D+D. Excerpt from Levine, Gastil and Fung (2005, p. 282:283)

4AYFPMG HIPMFIVEXMSR GER FI

two-thirds majority rule.
;LIR E KVSYT WIIOW XS HIPMFEIVEXI

potentially deliberative body ...

one another’s views.

deep underlying differences.

SR E TYFPMG MWWYI
as concerned with solving a problem as with bridging linguistic, social, and epistemological chasms between different subgroups of the

HI%2RIH EW E TVSFPIQ WSPZMRK JSVQ SJ HMWGSYV\
and identifying and weighing alternative solutions. Through respectful, egalitarian, and conscientious process, a deliberative body aims fc
reasoned consensus but often settles, at least provisionally, for a judicious result based on a more humble decision rule, such|as simple

LS[IZIV MX QE] FI RIGIWW

Whereas deliberation focuses on policy choices, dialogue seeks accommodation, reconciliation, mutual understanding, or at the very lea
informed tolerance ... The general method is to create a group environment that is conducive to honest self-expression, careful self-
VI%#IGXMSR ERH XLSYKLXJYP TVSFMRK ERH TIVWTIGXMZI
XLVSYKL E WIVMIW SJ QYXYEP UYIWXMSRMRK ERH VI¥%IGXMSR WIWWMSRW -X GER
stages and arrive at the point where participants truly understand one another’s standpoints and appreciate the history and cpnviction o

XEOMRK (MEPSKYIl KIRIV

Once each subgroup understands how the others think, talk, and reason, it is easier to avoid conceptual confusions, symbolic|battles, an
epistemological thickets that could otherwise derail a deliberative process. This dialogic phase does not resolve moral disputess or advan
policy goals; rather, it prepares group members for the necessary but challenging process of making common decisions together despite

4 MR 1Y X" [fedring the other side: deliberative versus participatory déambraye: Cambridge University Press.

Levine, P, Fung, A. & Gastil, J. (2005) Future directions for public deliber&tons - 0
IRKEKIQIRX MR XLI XJdrRPXdncisaoWoss&/iBagsY V |

0) : - ZThe 4leliberBe democracy handbook: Strategies for effective civic






There are excellent toolkits and handbooks TEV XM GMTEXSV] TV SGIWW budkletid & tedretidal-tdmpanior®erhat is

offering facilitation tips as well as practical good example is Faulknéiglogue in Public why here | will only focus on communication

advice on how to design, organise, and hostEngagemeythe handbook to which this dynamics and micro-practices that relate
mostly to small-group facilitation.

LI JEGMPMXEXSV EW E VI3

Developing facilitation skills is a matter of social animals, we are generally pretty goodmbrning, evening or weekend?); and space
practice. There are techniques that can be reading others and acting accordingly duringjis it a university venue, a pub, a community
learned, of course, and there are hands-  social interaction. 8L1 % VWX WXIT cehtré®.Ydy] BtheX Bmes we may simply

on training courses like the ones we do at build on what you are already good at basedorget about certain participants who should
Edinburgh Beltane. In my opinion, however, on your life experiences.The second step isbe there for a D+D process to be substantial.
the best way is to learn by doing. In this sensetake any opportunity that you can get to And sometimes that forgetfulness reproduces
facilitation is more an art or a craft than a learn by doing: practice, practice, and practitiee privileges or injustices of the context in

science.There is a good reason for this: every . . . . which we operate.
S ur observations, feelings and interpretations
person, group and context is different.

guide your actions as a facilitator. Facilitatioll;he key goal of a facilitator is to help
Your main tool in facilitation work is not XLIVIISVI VIUYMVIW VI% | GpaNcpants\tdrtoXeMh@ torwEr¥ation
an object or a technique.You are the main must be aware of the powerful position EPSRK F] EZSMHMRK SFWXVYG X
tool: your presence, body language, speechthat you momentarily occupy. This may of communication. The facilitator must
and ability to engage with individuals and  sound obvious, but | have seen processes serve simultaneously the needs of each
groups. Facilitating is not unlike playing ruined by reckless facilitators who either TEVXMGMTERX ERH XLI KVSYT
football or grafting a tree.You may have donbecame dominant speakers, or unashamedlgommunication and the needs of participants,
it a hundred times, and yet you know that disrespected participants’ views. vary from dialogue to deliberation. In
every time will be different. Every time will . . . moments of dialogue, explains Forester, we
" . very time you organize and facilitate a . . i
require ongoing engagement and on-the-sp(I)Et . . seek understanding of meanings, sentiments,
Buth engagement process you are making

readings of various conditions.You may try to_ - . - and perspectives (‘where they’re coming
- » . .2 < political choices all the way. Efforts to ) . o .
anticipate:‘l could try this or that. This might : o from’). Accordingly, we need ‘skilfully attentive
, B carefully engineer participatory spaces are . 2 .

be useful’ And then evaluate:‘l see what | di . . and probing facilitators to help us clarify
o not uncommon, especially in the area of .

there.That worked well. That didn’t.” However, . : meaning rather than have hot-button words
R . ... “Controversial science and technology. For \

facilitating is an in-the-moment practice; you. : . ) . lead us astray.’ In contrast, to foster debate
o instance, | studied a deliberative dialogue . T .

cannot plan or anticipate every move, turn, . . . ~and deliberation ‘we encourage parties

. " : in which the organisers put a lot of care in .

or contingency. A facilitator at work, like in ad.and diverse it to sharpen their arguments, and we need
ER] VI#%IGXMZI TVEGXMXMSf?{ng\l/IW. R?‘Kjéj T8C KPR y skilful work not so much of facilitating

. . . o of inquiry, but it was only by invitatirin . . .
ongoing conversation with the situation at L - . but of moderating an adversarial series of
their view, this would allow better quality of . . .

hand. . claims and refutations, counterclaims and
engagement. Arguably, this can be necessary . )

. . . . ounterrefutations.

The most experienced facilitators | have  around topics that may cause mddiareor

met, despite their different working contextsmiss-representation. Sometimes that is whatn my view, facilitators should be focussed
often shared the same advice: follow your giittakes to create a safe space where complex process, rather than content, as well as
instincts. At the end of the day, many of the issues can begin to be explored. be nonpartisan, rather than neutral. They are
skills we use as facilitators are social skills t F] . there to care about participants and process,
. . er times, however, people are excluded . .

we use in our everyday lives as members o rather than to remain neutral in the face of
families, teams, communities, and so on. As unproductive communication patterns.

'ioy the characteristics of the process itself:
for instance, time (who can attend in the

7GLSR ( LI VI%IGXMZI TVEGXMXMSRIV , Alds¢hatAshga WMSREPW XLMRO MR EGXMSR
+SJJQER Behaviorin public places: Notes on the social organization of gathpring8/ O 8LI *VII 4VIWW

2 YWGSFEV 3 E 7GMIRGI HIPMFIVEXMSR ERH TSPMG] QE O MtR Ron&tenc ¥fEHd RuroQeBrKQoisértigv & PSiticy] FEEXMArch T W X V
August, University of Iceland, Reykjavik.

4 MR *SVIWD¢alng with differences: dramas of mediating public @sjoute ©xford University Press.



7.2 Facilitation dynamics and resources

8LI HI" RMRK NSF SJ E HMEPSKMG JEGMPMXEXSVY MW XS HMWXVMFYXI STTSVXYRMXN
GSQQYRMGEXMSR TEXXIVRW ERH XS IREFPI TEVXMGMTERXW XS GLERKI XLIQ [LIR YF

7.2.1 First steps

8LI VWX WXIT MW XS G P E VrMhE] cohtekt Bf\stientsW wasking on a To facilitate D+D on a controversial issue, it
the encounter.This is a good opportunity controversial technology, and lay-citizens, or often helps to do some preparatory work well
for facilitators to propose to participants indeed any situation involving experts and  before the session. For instance, you may want
a particular frame of mind for interaction. non-experts, asking participants to present to begin by mapping:
Dependlng on leether_ it is a single encountethems_elv_es in more than Jus_t their professm_nal XLl MWWYI ERH MXW GSRXI\XW
a dialogue or deliberation format, or part of acapacity invites them to begin to contextualise . . o

. A ! . perspectives, narratives, stories;
broader D+D process, there may be a range their perspectives. Often, conversations in
of purposes, for instance: this type of group are not only about the " WXEOILSPHIVW SV GSQQYRMX
~ 0IEVRMRK technical aspects of an issue, but about the interest, practice, or place);

ethics that surround it. Accordingly, scientists .
" 3ZIVGSQMRK WXIVISX]TIW orexperts often give input beyond the realm ERH T.EXXIV.RW SJ GSQQRYRMGE
characterised previous encounters.

- f‘ttl{e hni hmz it is important
IRHIVWXERHMRK MWWYI at Hé?rc\/a\)t;ﬁg l}pjggtive is brought up Although facilitators should focus on process,

" &YMPHMRK VIPEXMSRWL M 0panly (as opposed to it being hidden behindmore than content, in situations of heated
R the smokescreen of expertise).This kind of  controversy they do well in getting acquainted
"MRHMRK E GSQQSR PERK#&ilion work can begin with one or more  with the key lines of division amat-button
" _RZIWXMKEXMRK rounds of introductions that forces participanigordsThis knowledge will allow them to
., to introduce themselves as multi-dimensionalread the unfolding conversation (including
S GVIEXMRK GS TVSHYGMRKTP| VEXLIV XLER FIMRK ihSeRd6d}, bHd s itervene when necessary.

~ ok stereotypical roles that come with their
SVQMRK E GSRWIRWYW P R EHHMXMSR GSR%MGX VIWSP)

positions, jobs, or perspectives. ' o )

" 1EOMRK VIGSQQIRHEXMSRW often co-design the session in collaboration

. In other occasions, however, some participanigith the participants. The motto ‘people

(IGMHMRK will seem uncomfortable until they can identifyupport what they create’ captures the

It is important to have a round of quick themselves and their expertise or perspectiveationale for this.The point is to foster the

introductions. Here you have some choices. Hpfleed, some people feels uneasy about not shared ownership of the process by the

instance, you may ask for typical information:k”ﬁWi”?’l‘(’h(zaa !riv?I'i) istsitting a(;tht?]table. 4 TEVXMGMTERXW ERH PIX XLIQ C

i isati ~ Others like their status to precede them, and _

gznnli’tﬂaefh%@;f,zs}:c;g’uoﬁﬁ:; I;:E?g; e won't feel comfortable until they let us be NTIGXEXMSRW ERH SV SENIGXH

something more atypical; e.g.: can you say aware ofwhothey gre.Therefore,din ?pm? el T JSVQEXW XMQI WTEGI WXVYCG
i i occasions it may be counterproductive to delay

{ﬁ;rhn;ﬂ%ﬁggsgﬂitm% t;Oaer\,c\),grlLﬁe;;t formal introductions. In this case, it is best to let GSQQRYRMGEXMSR EKVIIQIRXW

inviting people to share something beyond the peacocking rititake place, and thentryto ~ x| | JEGMPMXEXSV W VSPI

e 0
XLIMV SJ%GMEP TSWMXMS RIS EFIONPRONVEK X LI LYQER The question of how much a facilitator should

dimension of every participant. Sometimes tcijitaion s e%gractice made of myriad microintervene is an important one. Some situations

c:/\\//e(r?csrr?nz slfe(rae:)(ty,\f)essel'hics; cEaI: bE Lsﬁftllingﬁa\{ti\é\éé 1tY¥ Edsf 131l kepted B Buer-  call for strong facilitation, others for a lighter
; : IRKMRIIV XLI WIWWMSR 1] %%Wd&cMﬂqwrmééBMnmweﬁrﬁe%@MH
groups t_hat include experts and non-experts,.gz|v JEGMPMXEXMRK 2SX 1Z G IV XM SR\ MILBY M I B X4 W T S
or participants from two opposed camps  kinq of facilitation described in this chapter. In of misreading the unfolding situation can be
(€.9. pro-life and pro-choice). most cases, it will be enough to work with afewx LEX XLI GSRZIVWEXMSR FIGSQI
The Public Conversations Project has used Simple rules of engagement. Sometimes thosegoes astray. Some facilitators intervene more
variations of this introductory move in their  fules don't even need to be stated, they are  strongly at the beginning in order to model
dialogues on abortion. For example, they ofteready shared by participants. That is the casenterventions (e.g. regarding sharing air-time),
allow participants to mingle over coffee prior for instance, in forums attended by like-mindecby foster certain communication patterns (e.g.
to the session, without letting them reveal ~ People. In contexts were participants have a - asking open questions: how do you see this
their militancy. That small exchange of persorfiiptory of animosity, however, the needs will  issue? as opposed to loaded questions: do you
details and chit-chat begins to lay the groundbe different.This generally applies to situationsreally believe that?)
for the re-humanisation of ‘the other’ that is Where participants hold substantially different
involved in overcoming stereotypes. values and positions. As ever, context will be the

prime matter for your craft.



Box 19 — Good facilitators...

" *MRH XLIMV S[R WX]PI XLVSYKL VI¥%IGXMZI TVEGXMGI
" %VI %I\MFPI VIWTSRWMZI ERH STIR VEXLIV XLER QIGLERMWXMG MQTIVGITXMZI
" ;SVO GSPPEFSVEXMZIP] XLI] HS JEGMPMXEXMSR [MXL XLI KVSYT RSX XS XLI KVS)
" %VI EFPI XS 3VIEH  TISTPI ERH WMXYEXMSRW [LIR MR HSYFX XLI] EWO MRWXIEH .
" -RZIWX XMQI MR TVITEVEXMSR IWTIGMEPP] MJ XLIVI MW E LMWXSV] SJ YRTIVSHYG
"1EREKI XMQI WLEVMRK IUYEP STTSVXYRMXMIW XS WTIEO

" 1SXMZEXI TEVXMGMTERXW XS PMWXIR GEVIJYPP]

" 'LIGO XLEX TEVXMGMTERXW YRHIVWXERH [LEX XLI] LIEV

" -HIRXMJ] TEXXIVRW SJ GSQQYRMGEXMSR

" JIPT TEVXMGMTERXW XS EPXIV TEXXIVRW SJ GSQQYRMGEXMSR [LIR RIIHIH
" 71VZMGI XLl RIITHW SJ IEGL MRHMZMHYEP ERH XLI KVSYT

"1MRMQMWI MRXIVZIRXMSR

" %MQ XS FI HMWTIRWEFPI

7.2.2 Facilitation resources

Communication agreements " &] XEPOMRK EFSYX XLI T\O8hSv@/rbl féel iPis\Whnecessary to
participants are prompted to think about state any rules at all. As | said, that is the
their communication habits, as wellas  most common option in public engagement
‘collaboratively adopted ground rifés. about the communication patterns that  activities where participants are Iike-_minded.

) XLIT 2RH JVYWXVEXMRK Butwe should not assume that that is always
These rules of engagement should be

ETTPMIH %I\MFP] %W &YVFYBLWVIVTPHBIM'R\X/\SFMP!PVWIE/IFR{HeEC@Sﬁ\HS Ve Oéﬁ"]fe]’rlgaluydiverse

o . . . . e group is the more relational work it will
communication are pragmatic, and following the group to recognise shortcomings. L
. ) S . need. In any case, communication agreements
them in conversation entails interpretation, .

iudgement. and the sensitive application of 8LSWI WXERHEVHW EVI XIAVI BEX8GH2Z{SSR ISV VI#%IGXMS
ueg . bp Rrocess and can be changed accordingly @3 to think about conversational habits, and

Many argue that in order to foster ‘new ways
to think and talk together’, D+D requires

gener_al guidelines to particular cases, includi Heeded by the group. about our expectations for the session at
knowing when to break a rule for the sake

of some more general communicative "6YPIW EVI TEVXMGYPEVPTaQ(‘NIJYP HYVMRK SHMEPSKY|I
purposez” breakdowng% In that case the facilitator You may see examples of such agreements in

can refer to them (‘we agreed that...’ or  the following tables. Table 30 reproduces the

‘do we want to re-visit the agreements?’), communication agreement set collaboratively

and use them as a heat-breaker, that is, afor an inquiry group (including practitioners
distraction which stops the escalatonor ERH VIWIEVGLIVW XLEX - JEGM

In general, the D+D game requires that
participants agree to a setrafes®The
functions of such communication agreements

are varied: . .
diffuses the heat. offers an example of the sort of brief | have
shared with volunteers facilitating sessions on
controversial issues.
2024 MR -RRIW . ) &LmaningMvitli complexity: an introduction to collaborative rationality for pdblElddRd¢ HSR 21 =SVO 6SYXPIHKI

2054 MR &Y VFY P DMlogue In teaching: theory and pracit¢ =SVO 8IEGLIVW 'SPPIKI 4VIWW
204 Here | follow pp. 83-84 in Ibid.
205 P84 in Ibid.



'SR2LHIRXMEPMX] | K 3'LEXLEQ ,SYWI 6YPIW’
2. Listening actively - suspend automatic response and rushed judgement
3. Speaking dialogically
a. Speaking to be understood, rather than to prevail
b. If possible, connect what you say to your own experience (storytelling is encouraged)
c. Avoid hostalysiet's agree to disagree
d. Recognise many points of view, rather than polarizing two
e. Express doubts and uncertainties
f. Acknowledge complexity, avoid oversimplifying
4. Identify common ground
8EOI HMJJIVIRGI ERH GSR¥%-MGX EW MRZMXEXMSRW JSV JYVXLIV HIITIV I\TH

6MKLX XS TEWW

1. MINDSET FOR FACILITATION

" =SYV KSEP EW E JEGMPMXEXSV MW XS JSGYW SR XLI GSQQYRMGEXMSR TV,
towards your personal interests. You need to assist the groups to have productive conversations on their own terms.

" *SGYW SR WIVZMGMRK XLI RIITHW SJ

PSVEXN

SGIWW

0 The group. For instance: use open questions to move the conversation along when it dries up; re-frame issues in ways that open

the conversation instead of blocking it; intervene to stop the escalation of blame-games.

o Each participant. For instance: make sure everyone gets a fair chance to participate (use structured go-rounds, manage time); ma

sure no one is silenced or personally attacked (if you must intervene refer to the communication agreements).
-2863(9'-28+) 7)77-32

The purpose of dialogue is to explore and understand a range of views. Accordingly, we are not here to rehearse slogans or se
consensus, but to:

“WII MJ [I GER PIEVR WSQIXLMRK RI[
"ERH XS I\TPSVI XLI XSTMG JVSQ E VERKI SJ TIVWTIGXMZIW

?'SR¥%UWMGX MW E GIRXVEP IPIQIRX MR HMEPSKYIl FYX GSRJVSRXEXMSR MW RS
forward, and thus hinders mutual learning, fosters shallow exchanges, and leaves the issues underexplored. Avoiding confrontg
HIREQMGW HSIW RSX QIER SZIVPSSOMRK GSR¥%-MGX -X QIERW XEOMRK MX EW
LMW QIERW XVIEXMRK GSR¥»ZMGXMZI MWWYIW EW EVIEW [LMGL VIUYMVI GSP
QIERMRKJYP HMEPSKYI JVSQ VILIEVWIH QSRSPSKYIW A

To enable this kind of dialogue, it sometimes helps to agree a set of ground rules. My job as a facilitator is to ensure that every
them during the session. | propose the following:

" )ZIV]SRI LEW WSQIXLMRK XS GSRXVMFYXI|I PMWXIR EGXMZIP] ERH GEVIJYP
" +MZI IZIV]SRI WTEGI XS WTIEO 3SRI ZSMGI EX E XMQI~

" 1EOI ]SYV TSMRXW GSRGMWIP] ERH HSR X PIX JSYVWIPJ HSQMREXI XLI GS
" 7LEVI GSQQSR KVSYRH ERH XVIEX HMJJIVIRGIW EW STTSVXYRMXMIW JSV
"B6IWTIGX HMJJIVIRX ZMI[W XV] XS YRHIVWXERH XLIQ FIXXIV MRWXIEH SJ X
"'LEXLEQ ,SYWI VYPI ETTPMIW MRXIVZIRXMSRW EVI RSR EXXVMFYXEFPI W

Do these rules seem reasonable? If so, let's get started, we've got a lot of critical issues to explore. [If there’s no agreement, in
XS EHH SV VIQSZI VYPIW EGGSVHMRKP]A

X 'SR
ational

V E TSN
PEFSVE

one honors

P] XS |

RZIVW
JYVXLI
VIMRK
S XLEX

ite the gro




There are many examples of these types of key sign of respect for everyone in the group. summarise what the previous speaker has
ground rules for a variety of contexts (see lin&metimes | say to participants: ‘Time is said before they can make their point.
XS HS[RPSEHEFPI VIWSYV G pwbabliRoéh madst Rddrivk\resource here,so  They must summarise accurately and
Recently | facilitated a series of table sessionglease help me to make sure everyone gets a without judging, before they can actually
as part of a world-café event on community- fair share of time, don't let yourself dominate  share their opinions.
owned renewable eqergy assets. .the' conversation; if you have a pressing thoug,ht0 MQMX VI WESiBra/oMW U riosity,
| assumed that we didn’t need to make grourjdt it down for later so that now you can focus

L . . . , [LMGL QYWX 3FI EHHVIWWIH XS
rules explicit. This worked well for the two  on listening to others.

%BVWX KVSYTW 8LI XLMVH SRI MR GSRXVEWX GSYPH must be limited to things that person
ime and focus go'hand in hand-Sometimes actually said, cannot be rhetorical, and must
have used them. Suddenly, | found myself

trving to pronose rules half way through participants get anxious when interventions  be motivated by a sincere desire to know
e C%nvgrsgﬁon oS one of tho articig s F1GSQI XSS PSRK ERH XLI] Vo NMkislcEibe ueRil @i a group
' P P the focus.You must read the signs,andtryto MW %RHMRK MX LEVH XS IRKEK
became a target for the rest (he was a . ; .
consultant) move the conversation accordingly. Another  than advocacy, dynamics.
' HMJ%GYPX MWWYI MW XLI VﬁPI SJ WMPIRG.h '%RWXVYGXMZI
Th . . . All of these moves can stiffen the
e conversation never got back on track. | conversations often require thoughtful pause%. cati S ould use
tried to reframe the situation:‘lt seemsthat 8LI] IRGSYVEKI VI%IGXMSR Y 3?%0 SV %ﬁsh
. . ; . : them only when they are really necessary —
many of you had bad experiences with somereactions, and promote better listening. But . . o
consultants. This forum aims to provide a spacmking everyone feel comfortable with silenggF'{nata';C:/l‘ Solr/eép\lfogn)g(; c\c;r:t;o;e)r(s'lﬂa |SIS;U®SL MT\
where those experiences can be shared. Butcan be challenging. 2

. " the possibility of callingime-oytespecially
we also want provide opportunities for people . . . L
\ istening, go-round structures, and time-outs when communication agreements have
who often don't talk to each other to do so. It

seems that we could do that here.We could There are various ways in which you may heE)een seriously breached, or when a situation

- : . ecomes extremely emotional.
try to get beyond stereotypes and actually  participants to concentrate on listening. y
try to understand each other’s perspective in . Discursive resources

order to learn more about these issues.’ In the StTUCt”””@e c(;)nversgtlonf% F(i.r |nsbtance, Th .  di . t
end, we did have a set of monologues about using go-rounds can be effective because,There are a series of discursive resources al

XLl VSPI TPE]IH F] GSRWYPX %)pr&lw; Iﬁ?ﬁjrgrf_r%%h?/ﬁlﬁbw FY X the disposal of any facilitator. For example:

it never became a process of co-inquiry. Clear St(r)LTZtirrseazggscle;rjee?, g]c?;/tigrrl?sw\(/jviiir:lghh Paraphrasinif we repeat what we have
ground rules from the beginning could have P ’ heard in our own words, we can check that

fostered different patterns of communication. reduces anxiety. The structu_r N clearl)_/ . we understood correctly and show that we
separates the acts of speaking and Ilstenlng,are listening carefully

Work appreciatively which makes it easier to listen with full

SLMW QIERW EZSMHMRK 3HI %%twngggdﬁ?é?ﬁg Tno i I‘ﬁt&/ou will Summarizinovides ways for the facilitator

appreciative of people’s contributions, and not rup ormat aiso creates _to

maintaining a positive attitude throu kllout For E+PIZIP TPE]JMRK %IPH? MR TLMGL | IchLSEQI I‘E'\ollv ki

. _g P I _g : equal access to the “group ear."This can be 0'récap on what nhas been said, making sure
instance, instead of naming infractions, you

: : that everyone is up to speed,
may deal with them indirectly by suggesting Important in groups where the presence

alternatives, e.g.: if someone dominates, ask of one or two outspoken é.md expansive 0 bring out connections that may have
others who have not spoken if they want a members usually results in some people emerged,

. WTIEOMRK »%¥WX SV PSRKIV "’ . . .
chance. Your tone of voice and body language 0 and give participants the opportunity to
are your tools here. " 9W MtRlkndsstickBLMW 2EXMZI1 % Q Igudifs & Bdd points.

. . ritual ensures that only one person . L .
Working appreciatively has become a popular (whoever holds it) speaks at the time. Using QuestionsiffgGadamer regarded questions

idea spearheaded by those who proposed the as the heart of dialogic communication.
participatory format Appreciative Inquiry. . | WEMH XLEX MX MW QSVI HMJ
ay tovgrk vyith oup where '
8LI] EVKYIl XLEX 3HI%GMX PERLKY yt-gvlglhw Ta\w ¥ guestions than to answer thenThe more
. participants struggle with turn-taking. ) . .
down, and that much can be gained by interesting questions are usually open-ended
orienting participants towards thinking about ~ - R Zridt¥-taking\s | said above, this helps  because they are often more generative
positive actions. Thinking about what makes — some participants to park unrelated ideas  (can evoke new insight) and less rhetorical
a difference and what works, they argue, for later, and concentrate on listening. (questions that are not questions but
produces energy to change what doesn’t. | disguised points or attacks).

any object that may act as a talking stick can

9 Wsbimmarisatiaxercises. When it's
Keeping the time and focus extremely hard for participants to listen  As ever, there is no formula. What may seem
to each other without interrupting, a perfectly reasonable or genuine question

Get the group to appreciate that air-time is . . T
group PP the facilitator may ask each speakerto in one situation could be taken as an offense

a precious resource and that sharing it is a

711 TVMZEWXZE 7 ' S SAppvecidliveIanégenent and leadership: the power of positive thought and action in dfgaRizatMBSRGMWGS . SWWI] &EWW
Cooperrider, D. L. & Whitney, D. K. (20@)preciative inquiry: a positive revolution in 8harfgancisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler.

27 4T ~ MR 4YFPMG 'SRZIVOoanEtUMiE&RMversagaNd @bxut challenging times. A guide to commuasedtalogulA: Public Conversations Project. Available:
www.publicconversations.org/resources/guide® G G | W W | H 7TITXIQFIV A

2084 MR OMXXPINSLR 7 ;)RKEQMRKGHEHSQQYRMGEXMSRhdMBanG O&k3sMi@Idh: Sapd X IQMG TVEGXMGI
209 For advice on questioning see pp. 38—44 in Ibid.
4 MR +EHEQIVTryth and metho® I[ =SVO 'VSWWVSEH



elsewhere. Open questions often begin with =~ Reframing is helpful on 2 levels. work prior to the session: Work which
whatandhow(How do you feel about this?) is focussed on building support from

and leave a broad margin of manoeuvre for participants for an alternative way of

the speaker. In contrast, closed questions engaging; work which reframes previous
narrow the scope of the answer and tend to unproductive engagement as a problem

corner the speaker (Do you feel ashamed MR MXWIPJ ERH “REPP] [SV(
about this?), although in deliberation this can a collaborative ethos, a ‘We’ that may

be a legitimate challenge. As a facilitator you'll sustain the project.

do well to have a few questions up your sleeve
just in case the conversation is drying up and

o Reframing interventions during the
conversatiof facilitator can reframe
phrases in order to foster certain
patterns of communication. For instance,
if a participant says: ‘These meetings are a
waste of time’, a facilitator may ask: ‘What
would have to happen for this meeting
to be worthwhile to you?’ In this case,the  During the session we can insist on

: facilitator turns a critical comment into using the languageadf-inquirg.gwe
your mind goes blank. L
an invitation to explore what matters to are not here to repeat slogans, but to
In extremely acrimonious groups you may participants.You may see other examples  see ifwecanlearnsomething thave
begin with a session that sees every participant of reframing in Box 22. didn’t actuallgnowSome ground rules

answering, in turn, the same set of questions,

without being allowed to interrupt or respond

to each other. The point is to achieve 2 simple

things: that they sit around the same table,

and that they begin to make an effort to listen

to each other. Sometimes, motivated by the . As co-inquiry begins to unfold, facilitators

. B process as a whole.That means looking ; .
desire to explore each other’s points, and after L ; . ) can work on the process of ‘reframing
; ; at it in a different light, and presenting L ;

they have seen that it can be done in a safe . o . from individual interests to shared needs
it as such.This will take considerable e

way, they may want to move towards more and vulnerabilities.

meaningful dialogic inquiry.

may helpus Let'svork outf we can

agree on them'. Good facilitators are

able to motivate participants to take the
experimental and challenging nature of a
dialogue session as a learning experience.

o Reframing the process as a whole
situations where participants have a
history of unproductive debates and
gladiatorial show-offs, we may want to
begin by reframing the engagement

Box 22 - Reframing a contentious or disruptive contribution. Excerpt from Faulkner (28drid examples from Ackland (199%)

The point of re-framing is to regain a positive focus for the discussion. Done well, it can be a powerful technique for moving people
from a negative stance to seeing a positive way forward. There are three basic steps:

" %GORS[PIHKI [LEX LEW FIIR WEMH
" %WO ER STIR UYIWXMSR XLEX WIIOW XS KIX EX XLI LIEVX SJ XLI TVSFPIQ
" -RZSPZI SXLIV QIQFIVW SJ XLI KVSYT MR WSPZMRK XLI TVSFPIQ

The following examples illustrate the kinds of shifts one can make in order to move from a negative statement to a positive quiestion.

" =SY EVI WS RIKEXMZI EFSYX XLMW TVSTSWEP " ,S[ QMKLX [I I ZEPYEXI| TVSTSWEP
(shift from you/me to we)

" - SFNIGX XS PERH%PP WMXIW " ,S[ QMKLX [I HIEP [MXL GSQQYRMX] [EWXI#
(shift from closed to open)

" 8LI TVSNIGX SJ¥%GIV LEW RSX FIIR OIITMRK YW MRJSVQIH " ,S[ QMKLX [I MQTVSZ|
(shift from personalised to depersonalised)

"O0EWX XMQI - [IRX XS E [SVOWLST MX [EW E GSQTPIXI [EWXI] SJ XMQI " ;LEX MR T

overcome this here?
(shift from past problems to future opportunities)

"8LMW MW XLI VIWTSRWMFEMPMX] SJ KSZIVRQIRX " ;LEX GSYPH LETTIR EX E PSGE
WLMJIX JVSQ KIRIVEP XS WTIGM¥»%G
51 WLSYPH KS XS XLI TVIWW EFSYX XLMW JEMPYVI " ;LEX [SYPH ]SY PMOI XS LEZ

WLMJIX JVSQ XLVIEX XS EJ2VQEXMSR

3R JVEQMRK WII 7GLSR*VEQAIMR:IGEXMSR 8S[EVH XLI VIWSPYXM$RSYOMREKWHNGX&E 80 WS PAARIHGERIRKOBSZ | VW M
21[ =SVO 3\JSVH 3\JSVH 9RMZIVWMX] 4VIWW

4 MR *SVIWD¢aNng with differences: dramas of mediating public @isjoute ©xford University Press.
4 MR *EY P ORiaMgue in public engagement: A han&lddturgh: Edinburgh Beltane (Beacons for Public Engagement).
%GOPERH % ; SVOMRK [MXL ]SYV 7XEOILSPHIVW 6IWSPZMRK 'SR¥%MGX ERH &YMPHMRK 'SRWIRWYW SR



~ Connecting ideds we paraphrase,
summarise, and reframe, we often proposBepending on other factors, this may be a
connections between what's been said. good idea, or actually too much to ask.
Another way of suggesting connections

to do more relational work with their bodies.In this manner, energy can be channelled

towards the task at hand, creating a certain
alignment of purpose in the group. Projecting
ideas onto the wall also allows participants

is byscoping in and outThis is inspired
by systems thinking. We czoope imand
focus on subsystems (the smaller parts
that make up an issue), as if we were

ASSOMRK MR XS »RH RYEWETF hey el ?‘E"}%Ofrtﬁbfe-)(ﬁtﬁther

. . . . times, those familiarspaces may stimulate
we are discussing policy against poverty, ye d§3mmunication

QE] [ERX XS ~SSQ MR SR %;tﬁenﬂﬁ%};%@fw

poverty or the analysis of causes implicit erns, and thetacilitator may v_vant to Sticky notes can alsc_) bg helpful as a r_)arallel

that policy. Or we cascope oyand look (r:hange the nature of the setting in order to channel for communl_catl_on.Th_ey provide

at a larger system that includes the issue create asense of novelty that may dislocateanother way of contr_lbutlng points f(_)r tho_se
assumptions about the process. who are silent, feel silenced, or feel inhibited.

and its connections. For instance, we may }
. . -, For instance, they can be added anonymously
want to explore poverty not only in terms Communication practitioners often recall . .
to aparking spacg®mewhere in the

of the economy, but also in terms of the Austin’s observation that ‘people do things -
. . : - ; room. The facilitator can then collect those
political system. with words’; we looked at this earlier. What I .
. o contributions and bring them to the group.
we tend to forget, however, is that ‘settings
do things with people too. Therefore, in There are many materials available to help
Most facilitators agree that the circle isa  setting the stage for D+D, facilitators would facilitate D+D processesAs ever, practical
key symbol of dialogue. Accordingly, many do well to consider a range of physical judgment, and contextual constraints, guide
prefer circular layouts in which every factors, including the venue, the layout, and facilitators in making the call of what may be
participant can see each other, and no one the size and composition of the groups. As needed. In any case, the key message here is
occupies a spatially prominent position. In  Davies notes, ‘anything from the venue publiX LEX 1ZIR XLI WMQTPIWX SFNIG
large deliberative processes this spirit can bengagement activities are held in — a bar orscene. Indeed, materials and practices are
preserved by using concentric circles. a school? — to the way that participants are inextricable. In the next section | will give an
In D+D small details can make big a introduced creates dynamics which shape tlexample to illustrate this point in relation
9 content of discussion; it is worth, then, beingto the challenges of writing up or recording

dlffe_re_nce. For instance, | have S€EN  mindful of the minutiae of dialogue in all its contributions during D+D sessions (see
participants that felt uncomfortable sitting N orms. Box 25)

a bare circle of chairs, with no tables offering
some sort of protective barrier. Some peopl®epending on the situation, materials such For now, let me close this chapter on

feel exposed in such situations. On the otherEW % MTGLEV XW [EPP QE T ¥Cciligtionwaviss@@yirg $odi site@iaR
hand, removing that ‘protective barrier’ may be indispensable, or actually a distraction. to examples of dynamics of facilitation-in-
help in orienting participants towards each *SV I\EQTPI E % MTGLEV X SdtiohmardralsoEdifthelidoR for participants
other in terms of body language, e.g.: they be useful as part of a strategy to defuse  reproduced from toolkits by the Public

may lean towards the speaker as they listenconfrontational or polarising dynamics. By Conversations Project (see Box 23 and 24).
or make more eye contact (instead of staringsking participants to occasionally direct their

at the table or their notes).The absence of EXXIRXMSR XS XLI #MTGLEVX XLI JEGMPMXEXSV GER
such protective barriers can force participartseate thoughtful impasses in the interaction.

Sometimes, the facilitator may want to to put to the group sensitive issues without
reproduce the conventions of the spaces tha? P group

are familiar to the participants, so that they needing to single out a particular respondent.

GER FIKMR HMJ¥»%»GYPX GSRt%E%ME%YthRV%W-I—RGWE)\(% IJQ?}I((V\PER

cus of the conversation, to visualise
arguments and connections, and to leave an
accurate trail.

Space and objects

OMXXPINSLR 7 (SRKEMBRK/GSQQYRMGEXMS RhtuBan@ Sdk3:Mi@oh: Sapd/ X IQMG TVEGXMGI

See for instance the venues at the innovative Wosk Centre for Dialagusfu.ca/dialog? % GGIWWIH  7ITXIQFIV A

4 MR ,ENIV 1 % 7IXXMRK XLI WXEKIAd#nistratBiQESOYManK] SJ TSPMG] HIPMFIVEXMSR

4 MR (EZMIW 7 6 8LI VYPIW SJ IRKEKIQIR XPubliUndeERihting B StEEPAWHBRL VR SRPEBPRSIKY ILEA B X W
See for instance KETSO, a participatory tool developed by a scholar-prastitieketso.com ? % GG IWWIH % YKY W X A



Box 23 — Facilitation moves. Excerpts from Public Conversations Project (2011, pp22°4-15)

Suppose Susan’s comments in two go-rounds strongly suggest (in your mind) that anyone who doesn’t agree with her is immoral or

dangerously unrealistic. Susan hasn't directly criticized another participant or what people said; nonetheless her tone and some of her
language makes you feel uncertain about whether she is implicitly insulting the intelligence and morality of those who have expressed
different views.

Rather than saying, “Susan, you're violating an agreement,” you can express curiosity about the needs of the group by saying,['Susan, it
sounds like you have really strong feelings about this. How are those of you who have different views hearing what Susan is saying? Are
you feeling criticized or shut down or are you still able to listen? How is your resilience holding up?” By taking this approach, you remain
WUYEVIP] MR XLI VSPI SJ WIVZERX XS XLI KVSYT =SY KMZI XLI WTIEOIV MRHMVIGX
to give him or her direct feedback. Finally, you are “walking the talk” by resisting the impulse to assume knowledge of others’intentions or
impact on others and modelling genuine inquiry.

You can also serve the group by helping people stay focused. For example, if Joan responds to a question in a way that seems unrelatec
to the question, don’t assume it is unrelated. Ask. For example, “Joan, I'm having trouble connecting what you're saying with the question.
Can you help me make the connection?”

If you're noticing a pattern in the group that may be problematic, you can comment on what you are noticing and see what peagple

think. For example, “We're about half way through our discussion time and | notice that we've stayed focused on Dan’s questign about

\ 8LEX QE] FI Rl [MXL IZIV]SRI FYX - [ERX XS GLIGO XS WII MJ ER] SJ ]SY [|VI LST
a subgroup, e.g.,“The conversation has been going at a really fast pace among you three and | wonder if you (other) three are having a
hard time getting a word in or are just choosing to listen right now.”

Box 24 — Self-help tools for participants. Source: Public Conversations Project (199%p. 12)

If you feelcut off WE] WS SV SZIVVMHI XLI MRXIVVYTXMSR +-"H PMOI XS RMWL |2

2.1f you feelmisunderstopdarify what you mean. (“Let me put this another way...”)
3.If you feelmisheard EWO XLI PMWXIRIV XS VITIEX [LEX WLI LIEVH ]SY WE] XLIR EJ®4VQ SV

4.1f you feelhurt or disrespectesdy so. If possible, describe exactly what you heard or saw that evoked hurt feelings. (“When you
WEMH \ - JIPX ] +* -J MX MW LEVH XS XLMRO SJ [LEX XS WE] XV] XS %RH |E [E] X

5.1f you feelangryexpress the anger directly (e.g.,"l felt angry when | heard you say x...") rather than expressing it or acting it(out
indirectly (e.g., by trashing another person’s statement or asking a sarcastic or rhetorical question.)

If you feelconfused JVEQI E UYIWXMSR XLEX WIIOW GPEVM“ZGEXMSR SV QSVI MRJSVQEXM
heard. (“Are you saying that...?”)

7.1f you feeluncomfortabieith the process, state your discomfort and check in with the group to see how others are experiencijng
what is happening. (“I'm not comfortable with the tension I'm feeling in the room right now and I’'m wondering how others are
feeling.”) If others share your concerns and you have an idea about what would help, offer that idea. (“How about taking a one-
QMRYXI 8MQI 3YX XS VI#4IGX SR [LEX [I EVI XV]MRK XS HS XSKIXLIV#?2

8.1f you feel the conversation going off traclshare your perception, and check in with others. (“I thought we were going to
discuss x before moving to y, but it seems that we bypassed x and are focussing on y. Is that right?”) If so (“I'd like to get back to x
and hear from more people about it.”)
8LIWI WIPJ LIPT XSSPW [IVI HIVMZIH JVSQ HMWGYWWMSRW [MXL TEVXMGMTERXW E
in similar situations.

20 AYFPMG 'SRZIVW E XOdBRIivd boBUeisatidns about challenging times. A guide to commiagedtaloguiglA: Public Conversations Project.
Availablenww.publicconversations.org/resources/guide@®6 G G | W W | H 7TITXIQFIV A
AYFPMG 'SRZIVWE XACB RadgdetG&NY@tXrtown, MA: Public Conversations Project. Avahihléwww.publicconversations.org/resources/pcp-dialogue-tool-box
?%GGIWWIH 7ITXIQFIV A



7.3Common facilitation pitfalls in public engagemen

7.3.1 The challenge of creating communication dynamics where criticism can be taken as
an invitation, rather than as an attack

The arguments | have made for preventing A different response is likely to elicit differentblame games” to generating proposals
confrontational dynamics should not be taketynamics. So instead of reacting automaticatign be. Blaming quickly becomes personal,

as arguments against critical interventions. the participants and/or facilitator canwork JYIPPMRK HIJIRWMZIRIWW NYW
On the contrary, critical engagement is SR WYWTIRHMRK VI%I\ VIW do8rievaigimebtRaskiy farprop&sals opens
fundamental for meaningful D+D. Otherwiseexplore the critique/attack. They may begin lp possibilities of crafting agreements. So
processes can become dominated by a focussking: Can you tell us a little bit more aboutmediators know the risks of accusatory “you”

on common ground that may disrespect ~ what makes you think that? How does that language, and they try to create space for
HMJJIVIRGI SZIVPSSO G S Rédwe@Xhe BoRit? WHaVidX@deBidhGek hald participants to ask and explore variants of the
status quo. made you think/feel that way? Can you give essential What if...? questifis.’

. . . . . .. an example that will help us to understand
What distinguishes dialogic communication P P

MW XLEX HMJJIVIRGI ERH cézéégf%g 2% SOeUDEs s Kind of

FIGSQI QSVI HMJ%GYPX TVIGMW]
. . answer comes$'as asurprise 1o the
sites for further exploration. When someone

i . BIIH XLIQ QSWX 2IYVSWGMIRGI
. e o critical speaker.That element of surprise, tha . . .
raises a critical issue, or initiates what could us to shine a light on some of these issues.

be seen by others as an attack, the faciIit;suc;PW[atIon to dialogue, can be a game-chang?\rpparemly, the human animal is ‘hardwired
and the group must work hard to take it as Often, when we're making a critical point JSV GSR¥%LMGX" %W &IGOIV I\TP
an open invitation. An invitation to explore we get physically and mentally ready for the is a lot at stake and we feel under attack, the
something which is of profound concern  ensuing battle. If instead of a counterattack werain and central nervous system release
for that participant. Suatvitationbecome face further questioning that shows genuine hormones designed to keep us hyper-vigilant,
critical junctures. curiosity, a spirit of co-inquiry can beginto  with physiological (a racing heart rate, cold,
There are several ways of responding to ther9I1evelop. In those situations, our gladiatorial sweaty palms) and psychological effects. Our
and those responses will invite subsequent HM WT SWMXMSRW E \{I V IRH I.‘GIETEEJM)X( PE® KYWTRSOVERH VI3%IG
patterns of communication. So, for example Knowing thgt others have a genuine |ntere§t ifl TVITE V.I JSV %LKLX % M. KLX SV
when in the midst of a sessionlsomeone Sa;/und.erstandlng pur frustration, and‘ thg storiesstate, she contlnyes, ‘we gre unable to listen
something that other participants feel is dired ehind our feelings and thoughts, |.nV|.tes‘ us tand learn. Our hlgher brain ;huts doyvn and
attack to their values or positions, they have fespond differently. It becomes an invitation tave are not receptive to new information.

; : o explain where we are coming from, and it is This affects our capacity for a constructive
several choices. One is to respond with a

- - s .
defence/rebuttal that often contains a countelr'-kely o invite further co-inquiry. exchange

attack.This is likely to invite a back and forth Sometimes the facilitator may help this There is no intention here to suggest that
of (pre-packaged) well-rehearsed argumentsprocess by reframing critical contributions we should take on the task of changing
that everyone will probably be familiar with. in ways that turn them into something that human nature. More humbly, facilitators can
2SXLMRK RI[ MW PMOIP] XSthelgPuisaR Wdrk 8. Here again, we try to foster spaces that invite constructive
exchange will probably evolve into a predicabiteay draw lessons from mediation practice. communication patterns.

scoring contest between participants focusseis Forester explains, ‘mediators know and

on winning the argument. teach us how critical the turn from escalating

To sum up the challenge: conversations

22 4 MR *SVIWD¢alng with differences: dramas of mediating public @isjpute ©xford University Press.
25 | XXT [[[ TYFPMGGSRZIVWEXMSRW SVK FPOKGIRIWWIMXIMR ZEVKIMMM GSR¥%LMGX



7.3.2 The challenge of recording

My preference is to separate the jobs of thetheir respective interventions and their the challenge qfrocessingarious forms of
facilitator and the recorder (or scribe), so  engagement as a group. knowledge so that they can be incorporated

that the former can focus on process, and the | oy, 111y w oywx FI Ew vIIESPRIY A APCFIRETRRY REKE G
latter on creating a trail of the conversation. .
However sometimes both activities can worThey are at the centre of what | call the There are also problems around the ways in
' . MGVS TSPMXMGW. Bt i% P X iWithRh¢ parariketet d/bd Myhhe BriyaRisers
well together. Recording can be used as a -, = — ; . ) .
e . the political activity of selecting, ignoring, anthay determine what sorts of things will
facilitation tool that forces participants to . o ) . . . -
: . . tweaking that is involved in recording. For arbe perceived by participants as legitimate,
explain points clearly, pause and think, and . . ; ; X . "
explore underlying assumptions illustration of this point please see Figure 35easible, or acceptable in the eye of the
y ) Recorders, therefore, are not only faced withsponsors’. The danger here is that this

The recorder’s job is to leave a trail of the challenge of creating an accurate trail, perception may structure the participants’
points, questions, and argumentsthatdo FY X EPWS SJ REZMKE XM R Kanswirs@nd dragdsalsXMdsse Mustkaes this
justice to the conversation.To achieve this, politics of that creation. with the case of a participatory process in

t checl pal which local people chose a particular type _of

B oo™ simlevays of epesening partpats 122 5 DA 1l because ey e
. P .  way contributions. Smith-Merry has documented ption, y

phrasing, and meanings. If we must summarjse that that was the type of tree that could

or paraphrase, then we must check: Is this the way In which some contributions never e fund t n isers
paraphrase, . : QEOI MX XS %REP VITSVX r\fﬁg @Qﬁ&ﬁ?@ﬁ)@ﬁaﬁ‘ﬁ ’
what you meant? Is this a good summary cilitators,”and recorders ‘must work together

of your argument? Does this make justice p.rocesse_s.becau’se they are not easy to CO(ﬁ/avoid such self-defeating dynamics.
to what you said? A good record is one (i.e. practitioners’ knowledge shared through

XLEX TEVXMGMTERXW E KV PP R P RIFPHNE Gseqes about

the recorder m heck with participan .
€ recorder must chec th participants Furthermore, sometimes there may not be

Box 25 — Materials and practices: The power of ink and paper

Sometimes | ask students of facilitation: what do you think can be one of the most powerful tools in a participatory process? One of the
QSWX GVMXMGEP MRWXVYQIRXW MR ( ( MW SJXIR XLI WQEPPIWX SFNIGX MR XLI VS

Who is in charge of using it to record input from participants? How accurately are they recording? Are they checking with participants if
what's recorded corresponds with what was meant? What goes unrecorded? Why? Who will transcribe, translate, or transform \what's bee
recorded into a report? How will the recorder decide how to interpret the points? Where will the report go?

These processes of recording, ignoring, interpreting and translating con§it€a& S TSP M XM G W tfatmigterx pkofduRdly ERH H N
in D+D processes. As an illustration, I'll share an example from a consultation event on EU Research & Development that | attended in
Brussels some time ago.

The program for the day included various talks and panels, followed by some break out discussions. During those small group |sessions

XLI JEGMPMXEXSVW EHSTXIH E VIQEVOEFP] WXVSRK 3SWXIIVMRK” VSPI 1EVOIV MR L
participants’ contributions into pre-determined boxes and headings. Comments that did not fall neatly into such categories went
unrecorded. Unsurprisingly, those comments often included critical observations about the assumptions behind those very headings and
categories.

As a consequence of combining a strong facilitation style and a loosely licensed marker, the oral summary given by the facilitators at the
plenary included a great deal of unchecked interpretations. In other words, the facilitators*farisateds said in the break-out
sessions so that nuanced and diverse contents were turned into coherent narratives that served as a surprisingly neat response to the
consultation questions.

9RJIJSVXYREXIP] QER] TSMRXW [IVI RSX VIGSVHIH WMQTP] FIGEYWI XLI] HMH RSX %X
consultation may tell a coherent story, but is that the story told by the participants?

8LMW OMRH SJ JEGMPMXEXMSR ERHMRKE ERHVIRM WXIM VR MORKG (BE D SW MLV GSW S IS B X IG
question the authenticity of the engagement process.

26 711 7QMXL 11VV] . J\TIVMIRXMEP ORS[PIHKI MBnmEigishatPaEperGAdRIVEYiBWY FomKheTKNENERAVEUMS: & Redeaic ProfeStP M G |

2 711 TT MR 1SWWI ( 341STPI'W ORS[PIHKI" TEVXMGMTEXMSR ERH TECOORBR B.K&IKOFAHARIAX®EISRW ERH VI
Participation.The new tyrahfRHSR >IH &SSOW

Escobar, O. (2009a) A consultation in Brussels — EU Research & Development: Share today to win tomorrow. 3 December 2009, Scotland House, Brussels: Interim report for
Edinburgh Beltane (BFPE).

227 On ‘translation’ see Freeman, R. (2009) What is ‘translgtim®fce & Policy: A Journal of Research, Debate ajfe| B2etiEy.



7.3.3 The Chairperson model vs. the Facilitator model

D+D entails small choices with critical impa¢he problems caused by specialist jargon, can be so counterproductive to the process

I will use here the example of a process | and did very little in bridging the language of deliberation that they can have a lethal
took part in.This was a long deliberative  gap between the experts and non-experts. effect on its quality ... Once these individuals
dialogue with a series of stages and sessiorighis, in addition to the lack of proper are given practical control of small-group

SR E GSRXVSZIVWMEP W G MddritdtiriaBeares a 8ése ofXrusk atiorEiRdeliberation, the groups tend to reproduce
ambitious and well organised process, but irmost participants. Everyone around the tablthe inequalities and silences that characterize
Q] ZMI[ XLIVI [EW ER MQT S tidErRad thebdyBlariguage, apart fromth& YV PEVKIV WSGMIX] © 8L1 WMK
organisers choose a Chairperson model of Chairman, who was too busy entertaining hidesign comes to the fore when we realize
facilitation, which is familiar to many, but is nobncerns. In addition, there were problems that potentially self-defeating dynamics such
necessarily the best choice in D+D. around the feedback from our table to the as these can be easily circumvented. Even
TPIREV] EW XLI VITSVXW [minbrguXi®liseR o BiovpasPalidt belecting

by the Chairmen'’s focus. moderators and the moderator’s function can
make a major difference here, and an even
stronger remedy ... is in-depth moderator
training prior to a deliberative procé&ss.’

The choice of the Chairperson — rather
than the Facilitator — model had important
consequences for the communication The Chairperson model is generally a bad
dynamics during small table discussions. choice for D+D processes.We are all

-R XLI X[S VWX WIWWM S Rfavmillat viatK the Bndelldhélitdrationale.
there were two very outspoken Chairmen Someone, on the back of her/his expertise In hindsight, some of the table discussions
who dominated the exchange.They were and reputation, is appointed to facilitate a in the deliberative dialogue of my example
academic experts with a lot to say, and so discussion. But, why would you put someoneuffered from this malaise. Sometimes the
they paid little attention to facilitating a who surely has a lot to contribute to the hard work that PE practitioners put into a
conversation that would include everyone. conversation in charge of moving it along? process can be tainted by apparently small
This accentuated problems of exclusion, wit details. Many of the Chairs that they chose

a few expert voices (3 out of 7) dominating decided not to wear a facilitative hat. But why
both of these table sessions. would they? They had a lot to say. Instead,

. . - . . . 27" the organisers could have trained facilitators
The Chairmen made no effort to ensure  can ‘constrain the quality of deliberation who attend ‘solely to group process, rather

everyone had opp_ortumnes to speak. In_anyto thq point tha_t it may exacerbate th_e_ than combining facilitation with content
case, many participants may have had little tynicism and disengagement of participants., - o50 . .
. . . ; . ) expertise?® Separating these roles is

say given the specialised nature of the issue3ften, Chairpersons ‘consider themselves . .

. . . ; . . -~ considered to be a basic tenet of good
that the Chairmen emphasised for discussioexperts on the subject, they “love to talk, facilitation
They never checked that everyone could they have strong feelings about how the '
understand the exchange, which accentuated VSFPIQ RIIHW XS FI EHHVIWWIH © ?8LMWA

l:fhis is a point often made by deliberative
scholar-practitioners. The Chairperson
approach, as Kadlec and Friedman argue

264 - MR /EHPIG % *VMIHQER ; (IPMFIVEXMZI (IQSGVEG] ERH XLI 4VSFPIQ SJ 4S[IV .SYVREP SJ 4Y|

29 4 MR /VERX" 6 7 '"IGPIW SJ VIJSVQ MR 4SV XS % P | K\Dedpénihg HEnbbtabySIRstitufionat hRovatidns in gbnpowdred 3 IHW
participatory governand@SRHSR ERH 21[ =SVO :IVWS



7.3.4 The science communicator dilemma: advocating or facilitating?

A lot of public engagement in the UK the mindset required to develop their As Rogers-Hayden and Pidgeon have argued:
happens in the world of science and new role.The traditional task of science ‘All of this sets a dilemma for the design and
technology. Science communicators communicators is to disseminate, discuss conduct of upstream engagement processes,
have become an important professional and advocate science and technology. Theysince it is hard to see how the goals of

group, and many scientists have seen roll out large school outreach programs,  opening up the research agenda to more
their roles expanded to include science mount large operations such as science  public scrutiny on the one hand can be
communicatioff® However, thePublic festivals, and participate in the media. reconciled with a push to use engagement to

Understanding of Sciegree with its emphasis

in ‘communicating the science’is seen by L - . . . .
e agement practitioniert facilitate The science communicator dilemma is,
many as obsolete. In that sense, and especia g

in controversial science. that traditional spaces for dialogue and deliberation. The therefore, a dilemma of identity in situated
QSHIP SJ WGMIRXM%G P MXPGHE E?i” tﬁ‘ﬁ‘?t% ROERPR: fRFLRag GR{\?C“CE' It presents itself at the crossroads
has — in theory — diven wav to the Public content. Arguably, they cannot wear a of job descriptions, professional loyalties,
y-9 y facilitative and an advocate hat at the same personal skills, and normative orientations.

In contrast, one of their new taskgablic shape public discourses on the other.

Engage_ment_model, which includes dlal()gu%me.Therefore, many PE practitioners So, can PE practitioners be advocates and
and deliberation. . . i~ .
see themselves juggling the demands of  facilitators at the same time? Some research
In the last decade, therefore, macignce contradictory roles. Today they write a suggests that there is confusion around this
communicatohgve becomeublic press release praising new research by theiiMWW Y| EQSRKWX TVSFIWWMSRE

engagement professiordald with this new  organisation, and tomorrow they organise This can affect the quality of PE processes.
role have come new dilemmas. | wantto  a D+D process where participants must  Facilitating D+D requires a clear mindset.
highlight one in particular. It has to do with appraise the technology involved.

%0 4MIGM"OE 1 JWGSFEV 3 F (MEPSKYl -RRSZEXMSR N®h TokeMEe oDtRePMicH FEURlibs AskdgibtibhiR/[GYSWKAW o2 ) 4RIKE K
1 JWGSFEV 3 G 8LI IRKEKIVW 8LI TVSJIWWMSR E P Ml §cieht8 &ndShke Puigie/ 0 dhfehmpesiaF ©dieGe BRKIEIKN® MRISEUMR 7 G S)
London.
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| have made reference to power-related issuesknowledge. Some see power as emanating froamd the micro-politics of D+D. Accordingly,
XLVSYKLSYX ,IVI - [MPP VIXYV R FINGMIZE G RXKSYQ | BIL IV W Ralrcloagh avidesid §ood Yoirt of Baparfure:
them.There are various ways of understandingort of a matrix in which power is seen in term&ower in discourse is to do with powerful
power. A traditional approach would suggest thaf relationships. participants controlling and constraining the
power has to do with the capacity to coerce ) . . . contributions of non-powerful participafts.’
| will combine basic ideas from various

others. A more current interpretation would also ; o
. . pproaches to outline key power dynamics in
emphasise the connection between power an ) o
+D. My focus remains on communication

8.1 Two critigues of dialogue: manipulation and
status quo

Let’s begin by looking at two important the works by senior management. At their Here again, PE practitioners must read

critiques of dialogue. | focus here on practical worst, they are simply different  the context in which they work.There are

dialogue because | have outlined critiques ofabels for committee meetings. At their situations in which there is so much difference
deliberation in an earlier section. Dialogue isnost insidious, they represent the collectve ERH GSR¥%MGX XLEX WIEVGLMR/
a term with positive connotations. As a resulfprums for manufactured consent... concerteVSYRH FIGSQIW ER MRHMWTIR
it is often used to label processes that bear control... or team tyranny. This enables participants to build relationships

little resemblance to the type of engageme that may sustain subsequent co-inquiry.

that most would consider dialogic. As nﬁ-he second critique is about dynamics

. . . during dialogue sessions. In particular,it ~ That is the rationale | have made earlier
Wierzbicka has warned, the transformative . . . . S S
X . . highlights ways in which certain widespreadfor an episodic process of D+D.The latter
potential of the concept is at risk, and may ) . . . . .
L ; : assumptions about dialogue practice may deliberative phase provides the stage for
end up meaning ‘manipulation, propaganda or g " ; -
S work to protect the status quo. In this line, critically evaluating arguments and positions,
pseudo-communicatiG. ; . ; . )
Deetz and Simpson have made a compellings well as for generating new articulations of
For instance, there has been substantial ~ argument about the micro-politics of an issue and challenging ‘the vocabularies of
criticism about how dialogue has been communication patterns: ‘Dialogic models thdbminant ideologie<¥
used in some organisational settings. In thisfavour a quest for common ground inherentl . N . .
. . o et there may still be situations in which
context, dialogue can be even seen as part favour the already-dominant position of S .
o L . injustice is so blatant that there is no
of a management fashidhAs Bokeno institutional privilege... People at the margins ; . -
o ) . . scope for dialogue or deliberation. In those
and Gantt put it: ‘The terntBalogu@nd must learn not only to navigate their own ituation ; ial actian.wil
dialogithave recently become rather abused GYPXYVEP XIVVEMR FYX QS\} cf-I’ W/ éo FT Q%ﬁ? ﬁlﬁ 'R £( Ll
. o - . . . . probably be more appropriate and fair. As
in organizational practice, particularly in theworkings of the dominant culture... Calls rester ar Sitis listic and unfair
way they are used to market moreorless JSV tGSQMRK XSKIXLIV?Z E I{ﬂ E%ﬁﬂ%iﬁe%dﬁ%?gggﬁ

! N o . 0 ask groups a n to take on

conventional episodic communication eventgiround” de facto reproduce the status quo .
. : also the burden of trying to understand,
encounters, and experiences. ldeally, the  because the ground that is common between .
. - . . and making themselves understood by,
terms represent open and freely negotiated participants is that of the dominant culture.
. : - . o . LSWI [LS LEVQ XLIQ SV FIRI¥%X
interaction ... At their practical best,they  This inhibits, rather than supports, the radica] = . .
- . ) . . . eprivatior®:

solicit employee or other involvement in disruption of self that is central to our

decisions, strategy, and innovation already iproductive understanding of dialogtie.

=4 MR *E MYV G PALang#age @nd powdarlow: Longman.
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8.2 Making, shaping and taking participatory spaces

Cornwall and her colleagues have provided be imposed on participatory processes by % \IH IRXMXMIW 3R XLI GSRXVEV
useful tools for critically analysing the many powerful agents, in opposition to more open into spaces that are different from the original
spaces for participation that have mushroomédtiatives developed collaboratively by the  blueprint. Indeed, spaces are not only made,

globally in the last two decades. One of grassroots. Some have argued that much of thg they can also be shaped and taken over.

the simplest distinctions she makes is that failure of some PE processes in the UK stemS€ommunication patterns play a central role in
between invited and invented spaces.The  from their top-down nature.The proliferation the making, shaping, and taking of participatory
former are spaces that are created top-downof invited spaces has created the suspiciontht TEGIW -R XLI [SVHW SJ 'SVRJ[E
by an institution or organisation, and to whichsome of them are disguised public relations old spaces can transform their possibilities, just
participants are invited.The latter refers to  exercises, instead of genuine opportunities fas old ways in new spaces can perpetuate the

participatory spaces that are co-created citizen participation. status qué®This begins to shift our attention
bottom-up by participants. . L to the role of communication in power
Pby P P However, neither invited top-down spaces, dynamics P

The contrast betweeimvitecandinvented nor invented bottom-up spaces are static or
spaceX® reminds us of the limits that can

8.3 Communication and power in D+D

8.3.1 A communication perspective

PE practitioners often worry about how stakeseeké&?) in the room. This is what Youngstorytelling. | have also insisted on the way

to create D+D processes that reduce to a  calls ‘internal exclusiihFor example, an in which dialogic deliberation creates space
minimum the socio-economic barriers that emphasis on logical argument will privilege for emotionality and alternative forms of

can hinder inclusive participation. Therefore, the interventions of those who are more knowledge (i.e. experiential, local). To be clear,
broad societal factors are often important in articulated. In the same vein, an emphasis oham not arguing that public dialogue and
their analysis. However, from a communicatigational rhetoric will dismiss the contribution deliberation can do without logical reason
perspective, it is also critical to consider of those who are unable to conform to such and articulated argument. Indeed, we all know
what happens during the process.That standard, and who may resort, for instance, tihat narratives and emotions can be deceiving.
means thinking about the micro-politics of ~experience-based storytelling or emotional But let us not forget that arguments can be
communication implicit in certain patterns. testimony. In many cases, less articulated deceiving as wéltWhat | have stressed is

For instance, as | mentioned earlier, we musparticipants may be unwittingly silenced; or that articulate arguments must co-exist with
pay attention to what forms of expression areven worse, they may recur to self-censorshgiher modes of expression, and that a safe
privileged and which ones are excluded.  in order to avoid frustration, embarrassmentspace for D+D should foster various forms of
or dismissal by the group. engagement, so that everyone’s views can be

This concern with communication dynamics heard in spite of the manner in which they are

becomes central when we understand Throughout the booklet | have outlined ways )
- . . : . . expressed. Searching for a common language
that dynamics of exclusion can still take to avoid these kinds of dynamics in D+D. For. . .
. . : in order to co-create meaning that informs
place even when we have managed to instance, | have mentioned the importance

: s decisions is for the latter stages of D+D.
get every stakeholder (and even every of narrative forms of communication such as g

8.3.2 The role of expertise

D+D practice is especially challenging and lay citizens. D+D scholar-practitioners For instanceitizen juriesare a good
in policy areas that involve a range of have long pondered over how to counter theexample of a deliberative format designed to
participants (with different power and dominance of expert knowledge in policy  give participants control over the process.The

knowledge) trying to deal with complex deliberation. Accordingly, there has been  expert’s role here is to answer questions and
issues. PE practitioners are often concernedgubstantial experimentation with formats  challenges, to present evidence, and to provide
EFSYX XLI HMJY%GYPXMIW XvhiEh<seleR tovakdr tkb&Rtiofallhierarchies advice when it is required by the members of

interaction between policy makers, experts of knowledge. the jury. The underlying principle is that
20 'SVR[EPP % 1EOMRK WTEGIW GLERKMRK WTEGIW WMXYEXMRK TEVXMGMTEXMSR MR HIZIPSTQIRX -(7 ;SVON
practice€ ommunity Development Journal %2( 'SVR[EPP % E (IQSGVEXMWMRK IRKEKIQIRX ;LEX XLI 9/ GER PIEVR JVS!

Cornwall, A. (2008a) Democratising engagement. What the UK can learn from international experience. London: DEMOS.
242 P 7 in Cornwall, A. (2002) Making spaces, changing spaces: situating participation in did8l@yprieng Paper
2 SPAIV & 8YVRMRK WXEOIWIIOIVW MRXS WXEOILSPHIVW % TSP MYWSERLSEBEPMXMSR TIVWTIGXMZI SR
24 Young, |. M. (2000 clusion and democré&pford: Oxford University Press.
2% Pp. 77-80 in Ibid.
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taking only the knowledge of the experts

into account ‘is inadequate to the resolution must relinquish its ‘elaborately constructed wisely*

of policy problems, since the issues such  aura of expertise’ and ‘the reluctance
problems raise are also political and etiical. to include lay citizens in technical policy

The tension between professional expertise

D+D facilitators spend considerable time

deliberations.” trying to help participants to discover

and democratic participation is a crucial This change in the role played by experts (i.e. specialised jargon, style, articulation),

di

strive to create scenarios where citizens’ voicsd practices, but also the abandonment of
are not neutralised by asymmetric relations some of the privileges afforded by traditional

mension of our tim&®é D+D facilitators suggests not only a change of values, attitudesp-create shared meanings. In D+D, skilfu

with experts. Privileging expertise, as Fischehierarchies of knowledge. Conventional When this happens, experts can become

argues, prevents the inclusion of other formspublic debate, where the voice of experts is
of knowledge (i.e. local, experience-based) aoflen dominant, can prevent a more socially

al

In contrast, opening spaces where profession
knowledge and lived experience are
combined&® helps to form an interpretive
community which seeks ‘a persuasive
understanding of the issues under
investigatioff® For this to be possible in

policy-related arenas, policy-making culture are excellent for dealing with this knowledge

common ground, overcome language barriers

and
I

facilitation can help experts to get beyond the
closed vocabularies of their usual networks.

key collaborators in the process of inquiry,
assisting other experts and non-experts in the

ternative interpretations in the process.  informed take on public issues. In contrast, ‘problematization and exploration of their own

DaTD processes aim to bring to the decision- concerns and interests.’
making table a diverse range of data, values,

interpretations, and local and personal .
. . these dynamics. Fortunately, some agend
experiences. In the words of Yankelovich: ? .
setters in the public engagement world ar

‘The methods of science and professional o A
. . beginning to emphasise that we must pay
expertise are excellent for generating factually

based knowledge; the methods of dialogue public dialogui*

8.3.3 Relational power in D+D

Earlier | mentioned Cornwall’'s analysis of hausettle the status quo. In this sense, the

In reality, it is extremely challenging to foster

a-
e

careful consideration to the use of experts in

One of the strongest claims about dialogic

participatory spaces can be made, shaped, discourse of dialogue and deliberation can communication is that it may enhance our
and taken over.To add to this, in a study be used to ‘dislocate or open up relations capacity to engage in conversations that

of dialogue ast@chnology of government

can

of power. This reminds us that even when change the status quo. Some psychologists

Karlsen and Villadsen, remind us of the ‘tactitted intentions behind a D+D initiative aren’t have found arguments to support this claim.
polyvalence of discour$&That is to say genuine, that process opens a new space 711 &S\
that D+D cannot only be manipulated by thewhich — despite its constraints — can become
powerful. Indeed, it can also be used tacticablysite for the contestation and renegotiation

by those who were to be manipulated,to  of boundaries.

B

ox 26 — A study of power in intergroup dynamics. Excerpt from Saguy, Dovidio and Pratto3¥2008)

As predicted, across both studies, the desire to talk about power was greater among members of disadvantaged than of advantaged
8LMW HMJJIVIRGI [EW QIHMEXIH F] QSXMZEXMSR JSV GLERKI MR KVSYT FEWIH TS
of disadvantaged groups wanted to talk about power more. Members of advantaged groups generally preferred to talk about commo
FIX[IIR XLI KVSYTW QSVI XLER EFSYX KVSYT FEWIH TS[IV ERH XLMW HIWMVI [EW

their group’s advantage was illegitimate increased the desire of advantaged group members to address power in intergroup interacti

One way that disadvantaged groups can promote social change to improve their group position is to alter public discourse to bring in
the illegitimacy of power differences into people’s conscious awareness. For example, a major tool used by the civil rights movement
TXEXIW [EW XS NTPMGMXP] GLEPPIRKI XLI PIKMXMQEG] SJ VEGMEP STTVIWWMSR
independence and South Africa’s struggle to throw off apartheid, were aimed at raising public awareness and attention to the illegitim
status quo.Thus, changes in power throughout the world illustrate that explicitly addressing the illegitimate aspect of group based po

the disadvantaged group members'’ interest in social change.

groups.
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We further note that members of disadvantaged groups may not want to avoid addressing commonalities altogether when interacting with

QIQFIVW SJ EHZERXEKIH KVSYTW (VE[MRK EXXIRXMSR XS GSQQSREPMXMIW GER FI F
connections with those of higher status and greater power in society. In addition, members of disadvantaged groups can sensitize members
advantaged groups to issues of social injustice by emphasizing common connections between the groups while simultaneously making grot
disparities salient.

By now we have left behind the notion of  “within” often refers to gaining the sense of on an issue where they feel they should.
power as a simple matter of force or coerciornVIPJ MHIRXMX] GSR¥%“HIRGITHeR i3 nb Wayaun tvs XrLrngyX/idw WE
Power is instead depicted here as a relational precondition for action. Power “with” refers practitioners face the choice of being either
concept. Our everyday language is rather to the synergy which can emerge through advocates or facilitators. | cannot imagine
revealing in this respect. The word ‘power’  partnerships and collaboration with others, how they might wear both hats at the same
is often accompanied by other descriptive  or through processes of collective action andime during the same process. Personally, |
words. Gaventa explains: ‘Power “over” refersalliance buildirtgf’ agree with Lederach’s take on this dilemma:
to the ability of the powerful to affect the ‘Advocacy chooses to stand by one side for
actions and thought of the powerless.The justice’s sake. Mediation chooses to stand in
power “to” is important for the capacity to connection to all sides for justice’s $eides’
act, to exercise agency and to realise the I1ZIV GSRXI\X ERH VI3%IGXMZI TV
potential of rights, citizenship or voice. Powe names of the game.

| observed earlier that sometimes D+D
might not be the best course of action. |
have met PE practitioners who dread the
Possibility of being seen as not taking sides

8.4 Egalitarian reciprocity: the cornerstone in D+D

A lot of thinking about D+D is focussed possibilities of dialogue — on the contrary, =~ )EGL QYWX LEZI ER IUYEP GLE
on ensuring that the process is just, while it often helps explain why partners are make assertions, recommendations, and
assuming that a just process produces drawn into relation with one another’. And explanations.
Ji,lSt results._That is why political tiieorlsts he conclu_des: Two other chara_cteristlc_s ~ %PP QYWX LEZI IUYEP GLERG
like Benhabib argue that respect is more  are more important than equality for this Lo . .

their wishes, desires, and feelings.

important than equality in forging and dialogical relation to succeed.There must
maintaining a dialogic relationship. As Burbubessome level of reciprocity that bindsthe ~ % RH % REPP] [MXLMR XLI WMX
puts it,‘people will not know the same thinggartners together in a mutual relation of speakers must feel free to thematize those

or the same amount; they will not always  concern and respect (a relation that is fully ~ power relations which in ordinary contexts

agree with one another, or always understarmbgnizant of their differences); and there mustwould constrain the wholly free articulation

one another. If exact similarity or compatibilibe a real chance for everyone concerned to  of opinions and positions.

were necessary for dialogue, it would rarely participate in, contribute to, or withdraw from_

happen. But in place of these, respect for orthe discussion. 8SKIXL .I v . XLIWI GSRHMXMSRW

another can sustain the relation even in the Summing u litari . itvan b 0; coml_muiilcatlor_i that_ C?n be named one

face of sharp differences in knowledge, valug g uggalitarianeciprocityan be seen  of egalitarian reciprocity.

or belief’ as the corner_ston_e oi‘ D+.D process_es.The
essence of this principle is summarised by

Therefore, continues Burbules, ‘equality Benhabib as follows:

per se is not necessary for dialogue to

exist’. Moreover, the fact that participants

‘are unequal in knowledge, experience

or intelligence is not a detriment to the

All'in all, power issues are at the very
centre of policy-related D+D practice, and
dialogic public engagement in general. Here,
"3)EGL TEVXMGMTERX QY WeXpdriengéd pRactitidnekskften follow on the
chance to initiate and to continue steps of classic pragmatism:‘Dealing with our
communication. differences means, then, to recognize power
differences but not to resign ourselves to
them, so we can come to see difference as
ineradicable and yet not paralyzing.’

84 MR +EZIRXE . *MRHMRK XLI WIdgsEBalletih-hstivwtesof BeReddpmignt Biiflied EREP]JWMW
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P.27 in Ibid.
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9.1 Spaces for D+D in research and policy contexts

If we understand communication as‘the  are academic/public interfaces (e.g. Edinburagendas (i.e. Public Engagement, Knowledge
observable part of a relationshiphen IRMZIVWMX]"W 4YFPMG 4S EXxi@hga,Copsnémialisation). For these and
it is imperative to think about the kinds of www.publicpolicynetwork.ed.ac.uwhose other reasons, facilitating civic participation is
relationships fostered by the current public work is premised on the idea of recasting nowhere near the top of the agenda.
engagement (PE) agenda in UK universitiesuniversities as public spaces for informed
A - - Furthermore, some even argue that
and research organisations. There are talk.That is, of course, not only academically- . ; .
: . . . academic settings are not necessarily safe
obvious differences between approaches informed talk, but also conversations that . : S .
) . . - . havens for dialogic communication: ‘academic
in which academia talks down to therld bring together multiple forms of knowledge .
. L . culture often rewards an aggressive style
and others in which it tries to createrldly  based on personal and professional Lo L
o . ; : : of communication, epitomized by an
spaces for collaborative inquiry. Both have experiences, stories, testimonies, and . o
' SRR . adversary method” which assumes that the
different political implications for our work emotions.

as researchers and PE practitioners, as well best way to evaluate another's ideas is to
practitioners, " 2YHKMRK EGEHIQME XS XE aithck tHei8.VTheE iaXdtdbkeen, however,
as for the role that our organisations play in

democrac role in fostering civic participation is not my own experience. On the contrary, |
4 an easy task. Most of our institutions work often witness how researchers and PE
Public dialogue and deliberation remain comfortably within technocratic cultures thafpractitioners strive to create the sort of

relatively marginal activities within the privilege elite-led policy-making. Moreover, spaces for dialogic inquiry that would very
mainstream PE agenddyut their they are often hard-pressed by the demandsQY GL FIRI% X SXLIV GSRXI\XW M
prominence is increasing. There are many of the latest managerial turn (&mpac}, WTLIVI 2SRIXLIPIWW QER] SJ >
initiatives opening pathways in that direction[ LM GL SJXIR G SR XV MFY X1 Wagdisst & Yidée XfL.cbviveat®RsypEepdices, and

EW ]SY GER WII MR % TTIR Hdifférent Z So@xétiids 2ontr&dictory — misunderstandings that can make dialogic

engagement an uphill struggle.

Box 27 — Academia, politics, and music. Excerpt from Forester (2009 25 76)

Our political and academic institutions train us to treat disputes as fuel for debate.\We need to resist that training and instead encourage,
model, and experiment with dialogical and negotiated alternatives that might produce real mutual gains for adversarial stakeholders.

We might think more here about how musicians settle disputes in a performing trio or quartet — and less about how poker players play
their hands. With no shortage of strong and deep feelings, when musicians differ about the almost inexpressible, they seem to|debate
less and listen more:‘Let’s try this way, ‘What if we played it like this?' They might teach us about dealing with deep differences: sketch ar
suggest, probe and explore more, rationalize and argue less.

4 MR 41R Q ERecdhistructing communicating: looking to afuttitefl EL 2. OE[VIRGI )VPFEYQ %WWSGMEXIW
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In thinking about how we can make public often handed down from the pedestal of our to observe one thing, the more complete will
engagement more dialogic, we are setting privileged positions. our “concept” of this thing, our “objectivity”,
SYVWIPZIW E HMJ%GYPX XEW (R 1 F Rl/. SJ le be’. From this perspective, objectivity is not
. L . n alternative vision, howev r, has already . ) ; . o
in organisations that do not necessarily see . . the ‘contemplation without interest’ implied in
i, o . been articulated in the social sciences. A
citizens, stakeholders, communities, or publlcdc.alo ic social science incorporates aﬁd some uses of the term, but the employment
as partners in a collaborative relationship. 9 P of ‘a variety of perspectives and affective
|f successful, is itself incorporated into a . : - .
Instead, they are often seen as targets for ou oI hony of voices, with no one voice, interpretations in the service of knowle&§e.
work, or as mere bystanders.This may seemPOYPIONY This is the idea of objectivity that underpins
o Including that of the researcher, claiming R
appropriate in some areas, but that may not L REP EY Xhesa/ddas]stem from co-inquiry, and that stakes out the case for
be the case in many others (see an exampleZMIX"WGLI’W XEO| SR SFNIEQ%LM\?[%N? EFQI % iT/
in Box 38). Indeed, much of our research has the more affects we allow to speak about on the I|n men and th
ethical and political dimensions that should thing, the more eyes, dlfferentg es. we can u‘?lsephant that we saw earlier (Box 7).
be publicly discussed. Instead, research is to 9 y y

Box 28 — Building a community of inquiry to deal with the ethics and politics of technology:
The Brain Imaging Deliberative Dialogtie

8LI &VEMR -QEKMRK (IPMFIVEXMZI (MEPSKYIl &-(( XSSO TPEGI MR 7TGSXPERH HYV]
scientists, health practitioners, sociologists, philosophers, ethicists, religious representatives, political scientists, citizens, policy makers,
and legal experts in a series of deliberative events about new, non-medical uses of Brain Imaging Technologies around the world (e.g.

neuro-marketing, neuro-security, lie detection, etc).

The BIDD represented an effort to create a community of inquiry to explore the ethical and political implications of current and
future uses of the technology, in order to contribute to policy deliberation in Scotland. Accordingly, the BIDD offers an example of a
WGMIRXM¥%G GSQQYRMX] VIEGLMRK FI]SRH XLIMV GSQJSVX ~"SRI MR SVHIV XS

"INTPSVI XLI WSGMIXEP MQTPMGEXMSRW SJ XLIMV VIWIEVGL
" FI STIR XS TYFPMG WGVYXMR]
" JSWXIV MRXIVHMWGMTPMREV] HIPMFIVEXMSR

" KEXLIV MRXIPPMKIRGI JVSQ HMZIVWI WSQIXMQIW STTSWIH TIVWTIGXMZIW
" TVSZMHI XLI KVSYRH[SVO JSV JYVXLIV TYFPMG ERH TSPMG] HIPMFIVEXMSR
*P]ZFNIVK & % TIVIWXVSMOER WXVE[ QER ERW[IMW7FB®&Q [EZMH' %B)MX MERKERHHHY ¢SeRdXMaBrW SGMEP W

Debating knowledge, research, and m&h¢d=SVO ERH OSRHSR 2I[ =SVO 9RMZIV W M Mikihy saialscien2d matel \MRNSOZiE inguiry fails and how
it can succeed agdlrambridge: Cambridge University Press.
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its impact on socieBlasgow: Scottish Universities Insight Institute. Avatilpislesvw. scottishinsight.ac.uk/Programmes/Pastprogrammes/Brainimaging/Documents.aspx
?%GGIWWIH .ERYEV] A %2( ;EVHPE[ . 1 3"'SRRIPP + 7LYPIV [/ (I;MPHI . L,EPI] . )J)WGSFEV 3 1Y
it read my mind? What do the public and experts think of the current (mis)uses of neurdfubliing®rary of Science, PLoS One, | %2( WGSFEV 3 E
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Our organisations do not operate in a party politics, elected representatives, Some argue that D+D does not suit
vacuum. Ultimately, their PE activity dependsechnocratic and elitist policy making) policy-making contexts because they

on broader contexts, including policy-makingnd new arrangements of participatory are characterised by short-term cycles.
cultures.The PE agenda itself is not an isolatedhocracy (collaborative policy-making, = Depending on a range of factors (nature of
phenomenon. It is connected to broader  D+D processes, citizen empowerment) is  the issues, scale of participation, etc), D+D

social and political changes from traditional not an easy one.The practical frictions can take longer than standard consultation,
models of technocratic government to new between both models are beginning to be expert committees, or unilateral decision-
arrangements of participatory and networkedell documenteéf* making. However, some traditional forms of
governance.These changes have reshaped the policy making can produce or accentuate

Iaﬂ my view, PE practitioners tasked with
creating spaces for D+D are at the forefront
Yof the processes where those frictions are
negotiated on a daily basis. For instance,
even when they manage to set in motion
substantial D+D, it is seldom clear how it ~ One of the reasons | wanted to write

is then connected to ongoing policy and  this booklet is because calling for more
tecision making. Indeed, one of the biggest opportunities for citizen participation
challenges that they face stems from the ladk no longer enough. There are a lot of

of capacity in many policy-making arenas toopportunities out there. But there are also
uptakethe results of D+D process€s. some worrying dynamics at play, as we begin
to question the quality of communication

and process that characterises those
prortunities. Forester puts it this way:
‘Citizens...have been “civically dulled.”There’s
a way in which representative democracy
has invented ways for citizen participation
"Ihat are antithetical to that participation. They
turn people off, they make it so “peanuts” for
people to engage in civic life that most people
won’t do it because they think it's going to be
a meeting like those meetings that they once
participated in and hatéd.

landscape of entire policy areas such as loc
governance, health, science and technolog
planning, or the environment. Although
there is a well-rehearsed, self-referential
narrative in the academic world about
the move from the model of Public
Understanding of Science (public education
one-way communication) to that of Public
Engagement (public participation, two-way
communication), the PE academic agenda
cannot be understood without considering
those broader changes that have beenin  To be sure, | am not suggesting that
the making for the past half-century. In otheecision-makers must always, and under an
words, it is inseparable from the processes @ircumstance, follow the recommendations
steady renegotiation of democratic practiceproduced in a D+D process. In fact, as
in a variety of context&. Kadlec and Friedman put it, ‘given the
horrendous conditions for public deliberatio
that typically prevail and the resulting
incoherent, inarticulate and confused state
{gpublic opinion and discourse, it would

irresponsible of leaders not to look long
and critically at anything that passes across
their desk bearing the imprint “the public’s
will.”"We do think, however, that leaders and In sum, as PE practitioners, we must focus
experts are well served, and in a very real not only on fostering genuine (purposeful)
]obligated — as leaders, citizens and participatory processes, but also on
%BGMEVMIW SJ E HIQS GhoBEpiblicGengagednkht Xakes paseXHe O |
Similarly — in terms of dynamics between seriously sincere and carefully constructed experiential and communicative dimension
idealised models — the relationship betweendeliberations by citizens and to respond to that has been the focus of this booklet.
traditional representative democracy (i.e. them in authentic ways that move the policy

process and debate forward.’

GSR%MGXW [LMGL ER][E] QE] G
extend the length of the process (see the
IWNEQTPI MR WIGXMSR )ZIR
may result in blockage and, ultimately, inaction.

To be clear, | am not arguing here that there
has been some sort of clear-cut transition
between clear-cut models. Instead, they
coexist, collide, and evolve as they reciprocag
shape each other through myriad practices
on the ground. For instance, the PE agenda
has not supplanted PUS but, arguably, has
added a layer of sophistication to what still
seems a mainstream quest for improved
WGMIRXM%GTYFPMG PMXl?fL—?;?I
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9.2 0ur role as D+D facilitators

Academics, researchers, and knowledge a process of inquiry that seeks to summon &nce we accept the political and
exchange and PE practitioners can play an ‘polyphony of voice’s? argumentative dimension of the policy-

important role as organisers and facilitators . related areas where we work, our roles as
As researchers, we develop projects that haye

of D+D processes. This is nothing really newE R MOTEGX SR E VERKI SJ g/zs??)rf_rws nji afﬁ%tgé%%ﬁ can be

v
The idea of the university as a beacon for o . séen in a different li € complexity of
. . : . In some areas, our traditional standing as . . S

meaningful talk is a centuries-old project. Otérx erts stilbuts ifThe researcher’s qoal is many social problems, and the impossibility
universities and research organisations can perts ) 9 SJ TYVIP] XIGLRMGEP WSPYXMS

: ; -~ to illuminate those areas and contribute " -
provide much needed mediated spaces in : ) e o has carved up a space for citizen participation

: to discussions within communities of - . . ;

the policy contexts where we do research, in policy makir§®That is to say, once we

- lace, practice, or interest. However, in :
knowledge exchange, and public engagement. : move to a scenario where we understand
many other areas, our understanding of o :
that values (and not only ‘evidence’) are

Fostering spaces for D+D in academic and the intertwinement between power and S . . .

. . : . intrinsic to all policy action, then democratic
policy contexts requires a particular type  knowledge has eroded the traditional aura HIPMFIVEXMSR FIGSQIW GIRXVE
of leadership. At organisational level, it callsof expertise. For instance, policy decisions justify that only experts and decision makers
JSV VIPEXMSREP PIEHIV W Lthaffard preSentXd ds takea BrMeRtigical d Y expert ioh :
task is to develop collaborative ‘webs of SV WGMIRXM»G KVSYRHW IS:{J\?JI i@ﬁljﬁ%ﬂ%ﬁ Eelz\gnlcan?jrivg?ch
relationships with others rather than handinge full of political choices and value-laden Eavey rofound s’ocietal im-licatic;ns This is
down visions, strategies, and pté&his is implications. We cannot get away from erhaps one of the most Fz)werful a.r uments
increasingly common as our organisations the role of values in public policy: There is P P P 9

EHETX XS XLI RIX[SVOIH R B thiBg aX puiel ieefihidal solutions ty PUPC D+D. From this perspective,

where they operate. Similarly, fostering D+rDWSGMEP TVSFPIQW RSV Z Ed\;qll%\r@ )?r?\/tE'ePStWSﬁ;Of\ﬂ??Qﬂli G

. e . . e development of collective capacity for
processes requires facilitative leadetship. endeavours or technological advaf@es. oP - pactly
. . qemocratlc problem-solving becomes central
This means that, when we take on the role Insofar as we are human, we are social. Insgtar
o L T ; o see Box 29).
of D+D facilitators we try to relinquish our as we live in society, we are political, and th

privileges as experts and become curators wélue-ladeft®

Box 29 - Three strategies to deal with wicked issues. Excerpt from Roberts (20022%5. 10)

How does one cope with wicked situations? Three strategies are possible: competitive, authoritative, and collaborative ... A competitive
WXVEXIK] TMXW SRI TEVX] EKEMRWX ERSXLIV YRXMP SRI MW HIGPEVIH XLI [MRRIV
the problem and to impose their preferred solution on to everyone else. An authoritative strategy attempts to ‘tame’ wicked problems

by turning them over to an authority or to experts who have the power to frame the problem and chose their preferred solution.
Others then defer to the ruling of the authorities and experts on what the problem is and how it will be resolved. A collaborative
WXVEXIK] WIIOW XS FVMRK EPP WXEOILSPHIVW SV XLIMV VITVIWIRXEXMZIW [XSKIXL
HIEPMRK [MXL MX 7MRGI [MGOIH WMXYEXMSRW EVI WSGMEPP] HI“2RIH MX WXERHYV
intelligence and sense making capability of all concerned rather than just winners or powerholders and experts.

4 MR =EROIPSZIMGLEKMG SJ HMEPSKYl XVERWOSREBRK2G&SRBREBEW MREPIGSSTIVEXMSR
2% 3R JEGMPMXEXMZI PIEHIVWLMT Wealing &ithXifférenddskdra®as|aiixeldiating public Qisjoute ©xford University Press.
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An interesting alternative role for researcher®ialogical meaning is about the joint creatidhere is another option emerging from the
and PE practitioners is, therefore, to act as of meaning, and the genuine attempt to GLEPPIRKIW [I JEGI MR SYV %IP
facilitators of dialogic inquiry. The idea is to overcome failures of communication betweeWe can choose to become facilitators that
become, ‘engaged change ag&higio work societal group®? create D+D spaces, and thus focus not on
on creating collaborative interfaces. Our job Spresenting our preferred alternative, but on
here is not to provide a recipe or expert . . . crafting a participatory process that explores
. in three important ways. Firstly, we can . . :
solution, but to foster D+D processes where . ; - 2 a range of alternatives collaboratively. A third,
e N o participate in communities of inquiry and . . L -
communities of inquiry can be built in order - o . interesting option is to combine both our
; share the insight and implications that derive . : .
to co-create meaning that enables further . foles as researchers and facilitators in what is
; S : from our research (or, depending on the . L
action. In sum, it is about becoming curatorscomext lobby for our preferred polic often called action research or participatory
of participatory processes oriented towards ' Y P policy research In whatever role we undertake, a

dialogic meaning-making. Following Wagen%:ret :!soen)aié/t\i/\?itri]::?o?zirr]ngeet?ri;alge%%%%Iat communication perspective on D+D should
: Y be helpful.

In sum, we can contribute to D+D processe

274 MR ;EKIR E BManjng in action. Interpretation and dialogue in policyAamaip&id_ondon: M.E.Sharpe.
288 P 38 in Ibid.

% 711 JSV MRWXERGI 61EW S RHafdbodk dfEaEtiBrreskparch : participative inquiry and @&8®eélSR 8LSYWERH 3EOW 'EPMJ T7EKI %2( 1
Participatory action resedifobiisand Oaks and London: Sage Publications.



9.3 Coda

Where there is more participation, there is more dialogue and deliberation, more chances to develop bonds of personal trust and
PS]JEPX] ERH KVIEXIV GETEGMX] XS [SVO SYX GSR¥%*MGXW [MXL QE\MQEP GSRWMH

There are many different varieties, forms, and patterns of communication. It is our belief that participatory democracy works best
when there is a complex array of communication patterns available, each intersecting with the others to create a robust and vibrant

TYFPMG WTLIVI 7TTERS T
The belief in dialogue and deliberation is  In this booklet, | have focussed on deliberation, and citizen participation. Follow
politically rooted in ideas about participatoryinterpersonal communication, and on XLIQ XS 2RH XIGLRMUYIW QIXL

democracy and social justice. It implies bringing together ideas about dialogue and studies of various processes around the
caring about the social fabric of communitiesleliberation that may help us to understandworld. In this booklet, | have tried to provide
and recognizing our collective problem- and enhance interaction in public engagemet overview of the communication patterns
solving capacity as citizens. Or as Dewey processes. My focus has been motivated bywhich bring those formats and processes to
put it, it implies accepting that we lay ‘in the personal and professional experiences. Thelie.

lap of an immense intelligence’, and that  is a sizeable body of literature on citizen
often ‘that intelligence is dormant and its ~ engagement, but it often ignores that which
communications are broken, inarticulate ands at the heart of participatory processes,
faint until it possesses the local community ammely, face-to-face communication.

Of course, much of what | have said
presupposes that there is clarity about what
our universities, governments, and public and
third sector organisations, seek to achieve

its mediunt?®? . .

We are not short of techniques and formatsthrough public engagement. Unfortunately,
There are many projects that work with for PE and participatory policy-making. we still lack that sort of clarity in many of the
this premise in mind. For example, citizens’ What | have tried to highlight is that we contexts where PE practitioners work.
assembly initiatives constitute a relatively must also pay careful attention to the qualityPE ractitioners relv on their knowledae
new but promising phenomen®?iThe of communication that unfolds in those practit y ! wieag

(local, political, professional, experiential,
emotional) in order to strive in complex

and politically charged environments. Their
approach to D+D often echoes pragmatist
hilosophy: they engage with practice, learn
ow practice shapes and is shaped by

rﬁe}ét, and navigate the tensions involved.
is booklet has hopefully provided a map
of those tensions, and some ideas on how to

initiatives vary.There are assemblies that formats and processes. | have differentiated
work in invited spaces like in British Columb@ialogue, which is focused on building

WII &S\ 8LIVI EVI SXLIVundexstaBdng<avicrelationships, from
from invented (uninvited) spaces like the  deliberation, which is focused on evaluating
WXYHIRXW™ EWWIQFPMIW MReriddiRXaMEdeSsiovrhak& in order t(ﬁ
or more recently in SpaittAnd there are emphasise that they entail different patterns
XLSWI XLEX HIJ] XLMW GPEwmm%iGaﬁonMIﬁh%aBNsMgge&ﬂé(Exﬁ
in invented spaces that then develop into  that they can be combined for constructive
SJ%GMEP MRMXNMBXMHIW ENRpatios | PERH

characteristics of these assemblies are their negotiate alternative routes.
. . S % TTIRHM\ TVSZMHIW E PMWX SJ VIWSYVGIW
non-partisanship, their diverse membership,

and their use of D+D processes. These (websites, handbooks, toolkits, case studies,
and many other projects are rekindling the networks, pamphlets) which, in addition JHMRFYVKL ERH ;VSGPE[ 3GXSF

o .~ to the bibliography, present a range of
century-old pragmatist vision of deepening . )
TR . perspectives and approaches to dialogue,
democracy through communication in publi

forums.
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