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Intergroup Dialogue in Higher
Education: Deﬁnition, Origins,
and Practices

I

NTERGROUP DIALOGUE IS AN INNOVATIVE PRACTICE IN
higher education that promotes student engagement across cultural
and social divides, fostering learning about social diversity and inequalities and cultivating an ethos of social responsibility. This approach to diversity education on college and university campuses responds to a growing
need for educational practices that prepares students to live, work, and lead
in a complex, diverse, and stratified society (Banks, 2002; Chesler, Lewis,
and Crowfoot, 2005; Guarasci and Cornwell, 1997; Gurin, 1999; hooks,
1994; Hurtado, Milem, Clayton-Pedersen, and Allen, 1999; Sleeter and
McLaren, 1995; Stephan and Stephan, 2001; Schoem, Frankel, Zúñiga,
and Lewis, 1993; Tatum, 1997).
Intergroup dialogue (IGD), the focus of this monograph, is one of several
dialogue and deliberation practices currently being used on college and university campuses in the United States. Many of these practices seek to foster
conversation about contentious issues in collaborative ways (Schoem and
others, 2001; Zúñiga and Nagda, 2001). One model, Study Circles
(Flavin-McDonald and Barrett, 1999; McCoy and Sherman, 1994; McCoy
and McCormick, 2001), emphasizes community building and social action.
Study Circles bring community members together in small groups to build relationships, deliberate about community issues, and explore actions to effect change
in their communities (also see http://www.studycircles.org). Another model,
Sustained Dialogue (Parker, 2006; Saunders, 1999, 2003), draws from work in
international conﬂict resolution and peace building. In Sustained Dialogue, students of diverse backgrounds come together to build mutual respect, identify
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issues of conﬂict, and generate action plans, including workable agreements to
conflicts or disputes (also see http://www.sustaineddialogue.org). We focus on
intergroup dialogue in this monograph for several reasons. First, intergroup dialogue is the only approach to campus dialogue that originated and was developed on college and university campuses. Other approaches to dialogue and
deliberation have been adapted for campus use but were initially developed as
community-based interventions. Because of its roots in higher education, intergroup dialogue is grounded in the theories, knowledge, research, and pedagogical principles drawn from the scholarship of teaching and learning. The
intergroup dialogue approach has also been more systematically researched
than any other campus-based dialogue practice. Finally, the authors of
this monograph were among those who originally designed and developed
intergroup dialogue at the University of Michigan and are among those now
implementing intergroup dialogue programs at other institutions of higher
learning. Thus, our presentation and discussion of intergroup dialogue in this
monograph is informed by our own accumulated knowledge, experience, and
scholarship in this area.

Deﬁning Intergroup Dialogue
Intergroup dialogue is a distinct approach to dialogue across differences in
higher education. It can be broadly deﬁned as a face-to-face facilitated learning experience that brings together students from different social identity
groups over a sustained period of time to understand their commonalities and
differences, examine the nature and impact of societal inequalities, and explore
ways of working together toward greater equality and justice.
Intergroup dialogue was developed in the 1980s at the University of
Michigan–Ann Arbor during a period of racial strife and conﬂict on many college campuses in the United States. It is now being implemented at a number
of colleges and universities around the country. On some campuses, intergroup
dialogues are stand-alone cocurricular activities, but at others, they are offered
as part of a course in psychology, sociology, education, communication, or
social work. IGD programs are currently operating at a number of institutions, including Arizona State University; Bucknell University; Mount
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Holyoke College; Occidental College; Portland Community College;
Spelman College; Syracuse University; University of California, San Diego;
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign; University of Maryland,
College Park; University of Massachusetts Amherst; University of Michigan,
Ann Arbor; University of New Hampshire; University of Texas at Austin;
University of Vermont; and University of Washington, Seattle (see Schoem
and Hurtado, 2001, for descriptions of selected programs).
Intergroup dialogue brings together twelve to eighteen people from two
or more social identity groups: men and women; white people, biracial/
multiracial/ethnic people, and people of color; blacks, Latinos/as, and Native
Americans; Arabs and Jews; lesbians, gay men, bisexual and heterosexual
people; people from working-, middle-, and upper-socioeconomic class backgrounds; and Christians, Muslims, and Jews. These meetings are supported
and guided by a skilled team of cofacilitators that use an educational curriculum integrating cognitive, affective, and behavioral dimensions of learning.
The cofacilitators are chosen to reflect the composition of the dialogue; for
example, a dialogue involving men and women would have one male and one
female cofacilitator.
Intergroup dialogue is marked by its critical-dialogic approach to exploring commonalities and differences in and between social identity groups, its
reliance on sustained communication and involvement to bridge differences and
move participants to deeper and more meaningful levels of engagement,
and its intergroup focus. By recognizing the centrality of social group affiliation based on race, gender, sexual orientation, religion, and other socially
constructed categories, intergroup dialogue fosters a critical examination of
the impact of power relations and social inequality on intergroup relations
(Nagda and others, 1999; Zúñiga and Nagda, 2001).
Intergroup dialogue is grounded in the assumptions that interpersonal and
cross-group relations on campus are affected by the histories and current realities of intergroup conﬂict in the United States and that these conﬂicts must
be explored through dialogic encounters. In contrast to “banking” approaches
to diversity education in which the teacher-expert deposits knowledge into
students as if they were empty vessels waiting to be ﬁlled (Freire, 1970), dialogic interaction promotes active, generative, and transformative connections
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and explorations among participants and between participants and facilitators. Intergroup dialogue recognizes the importance of listening and speaking
honestly and openly to encourage shared meaning and improved interpersonal
communication and relationships (Ellinor and Gerard, 1998; Weiler, 1994).
Communication flows in many directions as thoughts and feelings
are shared and questions and issues are posed for everyone to consider.
Dialogue involves “periods of lots of noise as people share and lots of silence as
people muse” (Wink, 2005, p. 41). Different from “mere talk” or casual conversations, dialogue is an intentional, facilitated process that has a focus and a
purpose (Brookﬁeld and Preskill, 2005; Chesler, Lewis, and Crowfoot, 2005;
Romney, 2003). Dialogue differs from debate, where one party tries to
convince the other party (or an audience) of the correctness of his or her own
position as well as the incorrectness of the other position. Dialogue, unlike
debate, builds a relationship between participants that engages the heart as
well as the intellect (Huang-Nissen, 1999; Romney, 2003).
Communication across social identity–based differences can be emotionally difficult, and tensions may develop between participants as they explore
their differing experiences and the social and historical forces that divide them.
Working through these tensions and achieving understanding require sustained
communication and involvement, not just a one-time workshop or event.
Intergroup dialogue requires a series of eight to twelve structured, facilitated
meetings to promote meaningful dialogue and learning and to build relationships over time.
The emphasis on interpersonal communication and learning is expanded
in intergroup dialogue to include an intergroup focus that recognizes that members of social identity groups have different locations in systems of advantage
and disadvantage. Unequal social statuses, which have inﬂuenced participants’
past perceptions and experiences and their groups’ histories and present opportunities and access to resources, also affect interpersonal relationships.
The relationships between the groups, not just the individuals, participating
in the intergroup dialogue are addressed as participants work through conﬂict
and critically examine the cultural, political, and economic bases of institutionalized discrimination and privilege. Participants in intergroup dialogue do
not simply learn about the sociopolitical environment in which their social
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identity groups interact; they also develop a critical analytic perspective on
why these environments exist and operate in the way they do and who beneﬁts and suffers from these arrangements. This critical examination encourages
participants to take action to change these societal structures as a necessary
condition for the improvement of relationships among social groups and
individuals.
In summary, the focus on sustained communication about intergroup
issues from a critical-dialogic perspective differentiates intergroup dialogue
from other diversity education efforts that emphasize, for example, content
assimilation about contemporary race or gender relations in the United States.
It is also distinct from curricular activities that promote intergroup communication without explicitly addressing power relations or problem-solving
workshops that seek to identify strategies to address speciﬁc conﬂicts or interest group issues. Thus, intergroup dialogue integrates cognitive learning about
identity, difference, and inequality with affective involvement of oneself and
others through sharing intimate personal reﬂections and meaningful critical
dialogues.

Historical Roots of and Contemporary Inﬂuences
on Intergroup Dialogue
Intergroup dialogue has its roots in philosophical and cultural traditions that
have valued dialogue as a method of communication and inquiry (Zúñiga and
Nagda, 2001). These traditions gave rise to the democratic, experiential education, and intergroup education movements of the last century (McGee
Banks, 2005; Stephan and Stephan, 2001; Zúñiga, Nagda, and Sevig, 2002).
Dialogue as a communication practice has been used in many cultural and
discourse traditions to support inquiry and explore shared concerns.
The practice of dialogue in education can be traced to the progressive
democratic education movement inspired by the work of John Dewey and
other influential educators working at Teachers College during the 1930s
and 1940s. These educational pioneers conceptualized dialogue as the practice
of deliberative democracy and sought to foster in learners the capacity and disposition to participate in such deliberations (Burbules, 2000). Dewey believed
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that “the theory and practice of democracy should be nourished by the power
of pedagogy” (Wink, 2005, p. 106). Democratic educators, by offering
students the opportunity to work on real situations and problems, stimulated
reﬂection on the real world (Brockbank and McGill, 2000). Citizenship education and learner-centered pedagogies and experiential learning methods are
legacies of this movement (Adams, 1997; Banks, 2004). For instance, Paulo
Freire, Myles Horton, and others applied many of Dewey’s ideas in the popular education movement in an effort to empower marginalized peoples to
challenge social inequities in the United States and other societies (Horton
and Freire, 1990). More recently, critical theorists have questioned Dewey’s
idea that dialogue as a form of communication can by itself foster democratic
practices in a liberal democracy. From this perspective, Habermas (1981)
argues that because democracy is an “unﬁnished project” marked by cultural
and status differences, the preservation of the democratic process requires the
development of speech situations that allow people to communicate across
differences to reshape prevailing power relations (Morrow and Torres, 2002).
Freire’s writings (1970) about dialogue as a liberatory educational practice have
inﬂuenced the work of critical, feminist, and antiracist theorists in education
(hooks, 1994; Sleeter and McLaren, 1995; Weiler, 1993).
The intergroup education movement of the 1940s and 1950s also inﬂuenced efforts aimed at bridging differences across social identity groups. Intergroup education drew from Allport’s conditions for positive intergroup
contact—equal status, acquaintance potential, and interdependency (Allport,
1954; Pettigrew, 1998). This movement grew out of the social unrest following the U.S. “great migration,” when large numbers of African Americans from
the South moved to industrial cities in the North. Parallel efforts took place
in the Southwest in response to the large migration of Mexican Americans
after World War II (Castañeda, 2004). Intergroup education is also considered a precursor to contemporary practices oriented toward antibias, antiracist,
multicultural, or social justice education (Adams, 1997; McGee Banks, 2005).
Two approaches to multicultural education rooted in intergroup education—
a human relations approach and education that is multicultural and social
reconstructionist—have also influenced intergroup dialogue theory and
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practice (Sleeter and Grant, 1999). Although intergroup dialogue is not strictly
aligned with either approach, it draws elements from both. The human relations approach, focused on intergroup understanding and harmony, aims to
improve relationships between groups through personalization, building
acquaintances and friendships, and engaging in cooperative projects. These
educational activities and processes may reduce individual prejudice but are
not directed toward greater social justice and addressing inequalities. In contrast, education that is critical, multicultural, and social reconstructionist, such
as social justice education, holds central the analysis of social inequalities
and the role members of both privileged and disadvantaged groups can take
in creating change (Adams, Bell, and Griffin, 1997; Sleeter and Grant, 1999).
In reconciling the tension between approaches that emphasize fostering
positive intergroup relations and those that emphasize critical understanding
of social inequalities, intergroup dialogue draws from two other sources in
articulating its speciﬁc pedagogical practices. First, work in conﬂict transformation and peace building (Norman, 1991, 1994; Lederach, 1995; Saunders,
1999, 2003) provides important lessons that are incorporated into intergroup
dialogue (for example, building collaborative ties among conﬂicting parties in
small-group contexts). Although conﬂicts in communication, perceptions, and
understanding across differences are located in larger systems of social inequality, conﬂict transformation practitioners foster collaborative ties to promote
more equal and just relationships among participating groups. Thus, participants explore individual or group actions aimed at transforming their intergroup hostilities with the goal of changing unjust situations. Second, feminist
pedagogy (hooks, 1994; Romney, Tatum, and Jones, 1992; Schniedewind,
1992) and social justice education theory and practice (Adams, Bell, and
Griffin, 1997) have centered on the integration of content and process in
teaching and learning about social justice issues. In intergroup dialogue, for
example, although understanding systems of inequalities and ways of challenging those inequalities is critical, attention also is focused on understanding and articulating how the process of learning about such knowledge is
designed and facilitated to foster self and collective awareness, affective ties,
and social justice commitments.
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Organization of This Monograph
This introductory chapter has introduced intergroup dialogue, its historical
roots, its location among similar diversity education practices, and its core
components. The subsequent chapters provide readers with a detailed discussion about theory, practice, and research on intergroup dialogue as well as
information needed to implement an IGD program on the college campus.
The next chapter, “Educational Goals of Intergroup Dialogue,” describes the
three core educational goals of intergroup dialogue as a critical-dialogic practice—
consciousness raising, relationship building across differences and conﬂict, and
strengthening individual and collective capacities to promote social justice—
and discusses the constitutive elements of each goal. “Design and Practice
Principles in Intergroup Dialogue” presents the design elements and practice principles that guide the enactment of these goals. “Facilitating Intergroup
Dialogues” builds on the previous two chapters and focuses on facilitation in
intergroup dialogue. It describes the importance of cofacilitation and the role of
facilitators as well as their requisite competencies and training. It also discusses
the particular challenges that IGD facilitators face in their work. “Research on
Outcomes and Processes of Intergroup Dialogue” reviews current research on the
educational beneﬁts of intergroup dialogue, highlighting the range of outcomes
and factors that inﬂuence achieving those outcomes. It also proposes areas of further research. “Program Development, Implementation, and Institutional Impact”
discusses issues to address in developing and implementing dialogue programs
on college campuses as well as their institutional impact. After a brief conclusion,
the monograph presents an appendix of educational resources that includes structured activities and methods to foster intergroup dialogue and learning about
social identity and social inequality and tools to support the training of facilitators in intergroup dialogue.
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Educational Goals
of Intergroup Dialogue

I

NTERGROUP DIALOGUE IS A CRITICAL-DIALOGICAL APPROACH
that integrates three core educational goals: consciousness raising, building
relationships across differences and conﬂicts, and strengthening individual and
collective capacities to promote social justice. These goals provide a conceptual framework for the design and practice of intergroup dialogue. This chapter describes each of these goals, its philosophical and pedagogical roots, and
its use in IGD efforts.

Consciousness Raising
Although this goal draws from the work of Freire (1970) and others, consciousness raising has a speciﬁc meaning in the context of intergroup dialogue.
Consciousness raising has been thought of as an educational process by which
members of oppressed groups come to understand the history and circumstances of their oppression. But intergroup dialogue aims at raising the
consciousness of all participants, not only those who are members of the lessadvantaged groups. For a genuine dialogue to occur, it is just as important for
members of privileged groups to understand how they and others have been
affected by privilege as it is for members of less-advantaged groups to understand how they have been affected by subordination. All participants need to
grapple with understanding their own social identity group’s history, involvement in patterns of privilege or oppression, and the impact of this history on
themselves and others. Members of both advantaged and disadvantaged groups
must gain a deeper understanding of each other’s situations and grapple with
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effects of privilege and subordination on their relationships (Collins, 1993).
This kind of consciousness raising occurs in individuals and groups and between
groups. Eventually, everyone must learn that “the ‘we’ that’s in trouble is all
of us” (Johnson, 2001, p. 9).
Moreover, all people are members of several different social identity groups,
some of which place them in positions of privilege (in the United States, for
example, being white, male, owning or upper class, Christian, and heterosexual) and others that place them in positions of disadvantage (being a person
of color, female, a member of a lower economic class, a religious minority, or
gay). In dialogues, participants are encouraged to recognize their multiple
identities and the relationships among them while focusing on one particular
identity to intentionally explore a particular line of intergroup difference. For
instance, in a gender dialogue, participants primarily focus on gender relationships while acknowledging the inﬂuence of other group identities such as
race and ethnicity or sexual orientation. In a race/ethnicity dialogue, members of each group also examine intragroup differences in gender, religion,
class, or sexual orientation. These within-group differences affect how members of the groups relate with one another in the intergroup dialogue as well
as in the broader social context. Participants must examine these multiple identities and their relation to one another if they are to understand what it means
to be a member of a socially situated identity group. Such an approach is, by
deﬁnition, multidimensional and complex and strives to reﬂect a multicentric
viewpoint (Nagda, Zúñiga, and Sevig, 1995).
The educational goal of consciousness raising in intergroup dialogue takes
place through the parallel and interrelated processes of developing awareness
and acquiring social system knowledge. Through discussion of readings, experiential activities, reflection, and analysis, participants are invited to explore
the origins and contemporary consequences of how group differences are dealt
with (for example, history, cultural heritage, social status). Participants take
inventory of their experiences as members of social identity groups, examine
the origins and effects of stereotypes and information or misinformation about
themselves and others, and delve into the dynamics of power, privilege, and
exclusion in campus and community life. The conjunction of both cognitive
and affective explorations helps participants understand how and why certain
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patterns of intergroup dominance and subordination exist and how these
patterns affect them personally. With the support of information and guided
facilitation, participants are encouraged to question personal biases and preconceptions and begin to understand each other’s perspectives and experiences
in a larger social context.

Developing Personal and Social Identity Awareness
Theorists suggest that the process of understanding one’s social identities in
relation to systems of oppression such as racism and sexism generally moves
from unawareness to exploration to awareness of the impact of social group
membership on the self and ﬁnally toward internalizing and integrating this
awareness (Bennett, Atkinson, and Rowe, 1993; Hardiman and Jackson, 1992;
Helms, 1990; Tatum, 1992, 1997). This process of development is not linear.
People may move back and forth between stages and may even remain in the
same stage for some time. Moreover, both individuals and groups of participants often have different levels of knowledge and awareness about their own
and other social identity groups and readiness to actively engage issues of social
identity affiliation (Zúñiga, Vasques-Scalera, Sevig, and Nagda, 1996). For
example, participants from privileged social identity groups typically report
knowing less about the ramiﬁcations or impact of their own group membership on others than do people of disadvantaged groups (Zúñiga, Nagda, and
Sevig, 2002).
In the process of developing awareness at multiple levels, participants
become clearer and more reﬂective about the meaning of their social identities and their groups’ relationships with other groups. Intergroup dialogue
acknowledges the centrality of understanding social identity group memberships in light of each group’s history and contemporary status. Participants are
challenged to consider certain questions: What does it mean to be a member
of a specific social identity group? How is who we are shaped by our socialization into speciﬁc social statuses in society? How do we beneﬁt from certain
identities, and how are we limited or constrained by others? How do we relate
to social identity groups that are differentially situated from us? Intergroup dialogue uses both personal and sociopolitical lenses to examine such questions
by engaging participants in developing personal awareness, group awareness,
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and awareness of the privileges and disadvantages of group membership in a
variety of contexts.

Social System Knowledge
Consciousness raising also requires the awareness that membership in a social
group is only one factor inﬂuencing how people see the world. Indeed, individuals’ experiences of social inequality and injustice are inﬂuenced by their
intellectual understanding of the dynamics of social oppression and vice versa.
Relationships between groups and the respective statuses of groups in the larger
society are shaped and affected by interpersonal, institutional, and societal
privilege and power dynamics as well as the groups’ histories and present environment. Participants are challenged to consider how the relationship between
the social identity groups has been shaped by history and by economic systems and how the relationship continues to be reinforced and reproduced by
social institutions and institutional barriers. Increased knowledge of social
systems helps participants clarify the meaning and scope of prejudice,
discrimination, and oppression and explore the institutional web of discrimination that reinforces the dynamics of power and privilege in educational,
judicial, and economic systems. By explicitly attending to social identity at the
personal level, patterns of conﬂict or collaboration at the intergroup level, and
systems of inequality at the societal level, participants are often able to see some
of the ways systems of oppression (racism, sexism, classism, or heterosexism)
shape people’s lives. Gradually they may understand that the conflicts in
perceptions, tensions, and misunderstandings that surface between individuals and between different social identity groups do not happen in a vacuum
or randomly but are a result of the historical and institutional dynamics of
privilege and disadvantage.

Building Relationships Across Differences
and Conﬂicts
A second educational goal of intergroup dialogue focuses on building relationships between and among participants from two or more social identity
groups with a history of estrangement or conﬂict. Because intergroup dialogue
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focuses on people’s learning as individuals and as members of social identity
groups, the ways that participants interact and relate with each other are
important. A key feature of relationship building is the explicit recognition
that relationships in the dialogue group are likely to be affected by the asymmetrical relationships and history of conﬂict or potential conﬂicts between the
social identity groups involved (Maoz, 2001). Consequently, intergroup dialogue focuses on how relationships occur among people in full recognition of
their social group identities. Forging relationships across differences is encouraged through building the capacity for sustained communication and bridging differences.

Building Capacity for Sustained Communication
Members of different groups may come to the dialogic encounter with different and often conflicting knowledge, experiences, and goals. For instance,
Duster (1991) reports that white participants often enter intergroup communications with a desire to get to know other people and to build contacts.
Participants of color, on the other hand, often enter such conversations with
an eye toward getting support for concerted action to alter systems of discrimination and oppression. Under such circumstances, members of privileged
groups often report feeling confused about the anger expressed (sometimes
toward them) by members of disadvantaged groups in the dialogue. They may
feel naive about the realities of life experienced by members of disadvantaged
groups and feel innocent of responsibility for their own and others’ location
in systems of oppression. On the other hand, participants from less-privileged
social groups may be disturbed by the limited knowledge that privileged group
members have about particular forms of oppression.
Such encounters can easily turn into polarizing debates that seek advantage or conversion or polite conversations that avoid talking about differences
or difficult issues. Intergroup dialogue differs fundamentally from polarizing
communication (like policy debates) or mere talk, neither of which promotes
meaningful communication. It also differs from one-time training sessions
and single in-depth encounters that do not offer sustained contact. Unlike
these common variants of intergroup communication and learning, the
IGD model relies on extended meetings among participants to develop deeper
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intergroup understanding (even if it is about why there is conﬂict between the
groups), mutual respect, and empathic connection between participants.
As participants continue to listen to each other’s experiences and perspectives
(even conﬂictual perspectives) over time, they can think through issues together.
Because intergroup dialogue is not an event or an isolated encounter but a
process that takes place over time, it can create an open space in which people
can engage with one another honestly and seriously with a desire to understand
and care rather than to win or lose. Moreover, multisession, sustained, face-toface dialogic communication fosters deeper levels of mutual understanding across
lines of difference. By actively listening to one another, sharing personal experiences and views, asking and answering difficult questions, and questioning each
other’s ideas and beliefs, participants in intergroup dialogue gain perspective into
each other’s worlds and explore the social context in which they live.
Moving from polite (or impolite) interactions to meaningful engagement
can be challenging and frustrating. Creating a conducive climate for learning
across differences requires a group environment that supports building relationships in the here and now. It also requires a process that challenges and
overcomes patterns of intergroup communication that reflect only, or primarily, the dominant group’s norms and styles. By using dialogic methods such
as speaking and listening activities and talking circles, participants gradually
develop the capacity to listen attentively to each other, talk openly and honestly, appreciate different perspectives, and ask naive or politically incorrect
questions. Through planned and sequentially structured activities that provide participants with experiences that increase in difficulty, intensity, and intimacy, relationships are built as the curriculum unfolds. These experiences
occur in a structured and bounded (by membership, guidelines, time, and
space) environment. Schoem and others (2001) note that trust in this type of
group process grows and is tested as dialogue participants feel freer and more
conﬁdent to raise difficult questions, challenge each other, express anger, offer
support, and continue the conversation.

Bridging Differences
The development of relationships across and within social identity groups
offers more than just an opportunity for people from different social identity
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groups to come together and learn about each other. Unlike feel-good types
of cross-group encounters that attempt to promote understanding by avoiding, masking, or overcoming conflicts, intergroup dialogue recognizes that
communicating about and, if possible, working through conﬂict are both positive and necessary parts of the intergroup encounter. Such disagreements and
conﬂicts can become valuable opportunities for participants to engage in signiﬁcant conversations about different perspectives and tensions shaping their
relationships.
Given that participants from the social identity groups participating in
an intergroup dialogue come from different societal locations and experiences,
they may slip into traditional dysfunctional patterns of conversation and
interaction in which (1) privileged group members express their goodwill
and sense of innocence, ask many questions, and retreat into silence when
questioned or challenged; (2) privileged group members deny any responsibility for the impact of their accumulated advantages on others; (3) disadvantaged group members feel (or are made to feel) responsible for educating
members of privileged groups and feel constrained to defend their group from
what may be perceived as hostile or naive questioning; (4) disadvantaged
group members fail to look beyond their sense of oppression to acknowledge
problems in their own communities or potential advantages of group membership; (5) all parties try to rank their own or others’ oppression; and (6) no
one seeks alliances with anyone. These patterns are all sources of immediate
conﬂict among dialogue participants, but they also constitute an agenda for
learning. Examining such patterns of interactions can help participants discover some of the intergroup dynamics shaping their relationships. If done
with care and connection, even when participants’ lived experience is drastically different, the IGD process can build relationships across those lines
of difference.
Honest, deep, and sustained conversations about issues of social identity
and social stratification inevitably shed light on the complex dynamics of
connection and disconnection that result from estranged or hostile
relationships between members of social groups in the larger society. Such conflicts become valuable opportunities for participants to engage in heart-toheart conversations and to ﬁgure out new ways of thinking and relating across
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difference, building bridges between and among individuals across group
boundaries (Zúñiga, 2003). Such bridging may occur when a white man or a
man of color in a gender dialogue acknowledges his own privileged status as
a man with more self-knowledge, openness, and sensitivity to the experiences
shared by the women in the group and is willing to take responsibility for
issues of safety and violence against women on the campus. Intragroup differences also may be bridged, for example, when a heterosexual woman of
color in a dialogue about race and ethnicity who had previously challenged
gay men of color for failing to participate in organizations involving students
of color on campus listens attentively to their experiences with homophobia
in the residence halls and asks how she could be supportive or advocate for
them. Intergroup dialogue offers participants a space to experiment with such
bridging behaviors as well as to cultivate conﬁdence and commitment to continue such bridging across differences outside the dialogue setting.

Strengthening Individual and Collective
Capacities to Promote Social Justice
The third educational goal of intergroup dialogue, strengthening individual
and collective capacities to promote social justice, is made possible by the other
two. By supporting new ways of thinking about oneself and others and the
social structure in which both exist, intergroup dialogue promotes thinking
about and acting for social change. The capacity to act together rests on developing commitments to fellow dialogue members and a sense of shared responsibility for challenging discrimination and creating greater justice. The process
of building bridges across and within differences in social identity groups provides a structure that can empower participants to improve intergroup relations on campus and to take more responsibility for promoting equity and
social justice in society at large.
Action commitments in intergroup dialogue go beyond preparing members of privileged groups to become allies with members of disadvantaged
groups or empowering disadvantaged groups to enact change. Members of
privileged groups can also take action on their own to counter or disown

16

privilege, and members of less-privileged groups can forge alliances with
one another. Intergroup dialogue fosters a critical understanding and
enactment of alliances across differences that challenge all forms of domination and oppression. Participants are encouraged to ask questions: How do
my or our actions affect others or the other group? How are my or our actions
empowering or disempowering others?
Intergroup dialogue can contribute to a more socially and economically
just society by graduating participants who have a commitment to social
change and the skills and dispositions needed to work with other groups to
make positive changes. Participants become more aware, active, critical
thinkers who value their own and other people’s voices. By engaging deeply
with people different from themselves and by recognizing how their own identities and social locations affect themselves and others, participants learn to
care about how people from both privileged and disadvantaged groups are
affected by social injustice, to feel responsible for social injustice, to feel confident in their skills and abilities to develop and sustain relationships even
when conflicts exist, and to feel hopeful about the possibilities of working
together across differences toward a shared vision of social justice.
Toward these ends, participants in the dialogue are provided opportunities to explore actions they can take that challenge exclusion, discrimination,
and institutional oppression. For example, participants are invited to examine
their spheres of inﬂuence (self, friends, family, school, work, community) and
identify actions they can take to intervene in unjust or hostile situations
(Goodman and Schapiro, 1997). They may decide to band together with other
groups to effect change, join a social justice organization on campus, take more
courses on topics of identity and social justice or change, become a resident
assistant to create a more inclusive intergroup climate on campus, educate
members of privileged groups about their privileged location, or actively confront racism, sexism, and homophobia in their resident halls or in the local
community. They can also prioritize actions and identify possible strategies
and risks. Doing so moves the learning process from dialogue and reﬂection
to visualizing actual steps to effect change. In some instances, participants practice intergroup collaboration through the planning and implementation of
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action projects (Zúñiga, 2004). Participating in a dialogue about these
potential and real actions can help participants to reﬂect on the extent to which
they feel ready to take action for social justice and to identify the kind of
support they may need. In envisioning and then taking action, participants
create opportunities to continue to learn and to carry the skills and commitments they have developed in intergroup dialogue to settings outside and
beyond the dialogue.
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Design and Practice Principles
in Intergroup Dialogue

T

HIS CHAPTER DISCUSSES DESIGN ELEMENTS, the four-stage
design, and core principles of practice used in intergroup dialogue to
achieve the goals described in the previous chapter. It begins by outlining the
pedagogical assumption that informs the IGD educational design and then
highlights key design elements guiding the IGD curriculum, including the fourstage design. The chapter concludes with a discussion of three principles of
practice that weave together the various design elements of intergroup dialogue.

A Key Pedagogical Assumption
The learning process in intergroup dialogue is conceived as a social process that
is coconstructed and sociopolitically and historically situated (Brookfield
and Preskill, 2005; Freire, 1970; hooks, 1994, 2003; Stage, Muller, Kinzie, and
Simmons, 1998). In contrast to banking approaches to education, where knowledge is transmitted to students by the teacher expert, intergroup dialogue relies
on student-centered pedagogies that assume students can cocreate knowledge
through active learning processes that value learning from experience as well as
from content materials (Lewin, 1951; Stage, Muller, Kinzie, and Simmons,
1998). Participants learn to name and describe their personal and identity-based
experiences and worldviews. They use historical and conceptual frameworks to
critically situate their experiences in the context of systems of power and privilege. They learn to listen and care about their relationships with others by asking
questions, identifying disagreements and conﬂicts, and further exploring differences and commonalities in and across social identity groups.
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Design Elements
In the divided and contentious society in which we live, critical and reﬂective
dialogue between members of social identity groups does not occur naturally
or easily. A well-designed educational approach is necessary if participants are
to critically explore the often hidden and contested territory of social identities and intergroup relationships. Moving from polite and superﬁcial conversations to meaningful and honest dialogue across lines of difference requires
direct and active involvement by both individuals and the group. A sequential design that aligns goals, concepts, and structured activities with dialogic
methods can foster individual participants’ learning as well the group’s
development (Bell and Griffin, 1997; Brooks-Harris and Stock-Ward, 1999;
Saunders, 1999; Weber, 1982). We rely on four design elements to structure
the learning in intergroup dialogue: (1) sustained and intimate engagement
across differences, (2) explicit attention to issues of process and content,
(3) intentional selection of structured activities and dialogic methods to support both content and process, and (4) sequencing of dialogue and learning.
Together these design considerations, which represent the distinctive features
of intergroup dialogue, provide coherence and continuity to individual and
group learning over time.

Sustained and Intimate Engagement Across Differences
Intergroup dialogue is premised on the consistent ﬁnding that for intergroup
contact to be positive, it has to allow for intimate sharing over a sustained
period of time (Pettigrew, 1998). Intergroup dialogue draws on many of
Allport’s original conditions (1954) for positive intergroup contact—equal
status, acquaintance potential, and interdependency. The composition of the
membership in IGD groups mirrors the social identity groups participating
so as to foster a sense of equal status inside the dialogue. In intergroup dialogues we see acquaintance potential, later reconceptualized as friendship
potential (Pettigrew, 1998), manifested in the personal sharing and dialoguing processes themselves (Yeakley, 1998). Students share their own experiences, listen to and learn about others, and reflect on the similarities and
differences. In so doing, they move from exposure and contact to real engagement. Combining such intimacy with interdependency in learning about
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social inequalities and forging intergroup collaborations empowers students to
build friendships and create alliances for greater social justice (Nagda, 2006).

Explicit Attention to Content and Process
Explicit attention to blending content and process is critical to support cognitive, behavioral, and affective growth when addressing issues that are both personal and sociopolitically situated (Adams, Bell, and Griffin, 1997; Beale and
Schoem, 2001; Romney, Tatum, and Jones, 1992). Content typically refers to
concepts, conceptual frameworks, literature, theory, empirical data, and personal
stories that challenge assumptions or misinformation or stimulate questions,
reﬂections, observations, or new behaviors (Beale and Schoem, 2001; Zúñiga,
Nagda, and Sevig, 2002). Process, on the other hand, refers to the intrapersonal
and interpersonal reactions, interactions, and reﬂections stimulated by experiential learning or exploration of controversial issues or hot topics such as immigration, reproductive rights, gay marriage and civil unions, and affirmative
action. In this context, concern for process is associated with the quality of the
learning process as well as the interpersonal and intergroup relationships established in the group (Beale and Schoem, 2001; Brockbank and McGill, 2000).
What (content) and how (process) participants reﬂect on and discuss with
one another are essential to the way they generate meaning, work together to
explore controversial questions, and critically examine social identity–based
relations and the issues that divide them. The IGD educational design encourages participants to share their own experiences and insights (experiential content), to contextualize these experiences using materials such as relevant
readings, demographic data, and conceptual frameworks to the goals of intergroup dialogue (knowledge content), and to build and actively engage in
cogenerative processes with diverse peers (active learning process). All dimensions of learning—cognitive, affective, and behavioral—are woven together in
an intentional IGD educational design.

Structured Activities and Dialogic Methods
The IGD design integrates structured activities and dialogic methods to support content and process learning. Structured activities help introduce concepts such as socialization, explore and reflect on experience (for example,
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growing up as a boy or a girl or as a white person or a person of color), and
apply new knowledge and awareness to the examination of a controversial
issue. Structured activities such as icebreakers, story telling, and gallery walks
can support recalling and reﬂecting on a past or present experience; ﬁshbowls,
read-arounds, and historical timelines can help participants share and acquire
new information; role plays and speaking and listening activities aid the practice of new knowledge or skills; and action plans assist in planning for application of new knowledge, awareness, or skills (Brooks-Harris and Stock-Ward,
1999). In selecting structured activities, it is helpful to consider various learning modalities and participation styles to actively support all students in the
dialogue (Bell and Griffin, 1997; Brooks-Harris and Stock-Ward, 1999;
Svinicki and Dixon, 1987).
Readings and conceptual organizers also help introduce new information
in the dialogue. Readings can support participants’ learning about a topic from
various perspectives or can further challenge participants to consider experiences and perspectives other than their own. Conceptual organizers introduce
concepts or frameworks for participants to use in developing speciﬁc competencies or examining their own and others’ experiences in systems of advantage
(Bell and Griffin, 1997). For instance, we use Bohm’s building blocks of dialogue (1990)—suspending judgments, deep listening, identifying assumptions,
and reﬂection and inquiry—as a conceptual organizer early in the educational
design to help convey some of the skills involved in fruitful dialogue (see the
appendix). Subsequently, we may ask participants to read Jeanne Weiler’s interview of Linda Teurfs (1994), a well-known dialogue practitioner, which reviews
Bohm’s building blocks in preparation for the skill-building segment scheduled
in the upcoming session. When addressing issues related to social identity, we
offer Harro’s cycle of socialization (2000b) to help participants take stock of
their experiences growing up as members of a particular social identity group
and to help contextualize socialized attitudes and behaviors. We may then structure a social identity–based affinity group discussion to encourage intragroup
dialogue on socializing messages received while growing up as men, women,
white people, or people of color. In this way, a conceptual organizer can help
frame a structured activity and ground the conversation that may evolve from
processing or debrieﬁng participants’ reactions to an activity.
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Debrieﬁng structured activities can stimulate inquiry, reﬂection, and conversation (Bell and Griffin, 1997; Brooks-Harris and Stock-Ward, 1999;
Steinwachs, 1992). Dialogue methods can help unfold meaning by keeping a
conversation going through deeper questioning, active listening, and connected
responding (Brookﬁeld and Preskill, 2005). Questions can help crystallize overt
or covert issues by helping participants get more involved in deeper examination of emerging patterns of thoughts and feelings, and disagreements and
conﬂicts. The kinds of questions we ask and the ways in which we ask them
can make a difference in how a conversation unfolds (Brookﬁeld and Preskill,
2005). Although some conversations may not go far, others will evolve into a
“complex communal dialogue that bounces all around the room” (Palmer,
1998, p. 134). For instance, questions that ask for clariﬁcation or that encourage building on each other’s comments or questions can foster mutual understanding and connected dialogue. Questions that ask for assumptions can
encourage participants to articulate more explicitly the reasoning or values
behind thoughts and feelings (Brookﬁeld and Preskill, 2005) (see the appendix). Listening with the purpose of understanding can foster perspective taking
and empathy and stimulate new questions that can further the conversation. It
can also help participants identify common ground and points of conﬂict. The
extent to which participants acknowledge and respond to each other’s observations or questions can create “conversational momentum and continuity
that may lend new meaning and purpose to discussion” (Brookfield and
Preskill, 2005, p. 100).
A variety of formats can be used to structure these conversations. Dyads,
small groups, and large-group discussions all help the conversations move
beyond individual reﬂections. Other dialogic methods that help maximize participation as well as deepen the learning include “go arounds” (Silberman,
1998), “circles of voices” (Brookﬁeld and Preskill, 2005), and “ﬁshbowls” (see
the appendix). These structures help get conversations started on a specific
topic or support reﬂection on the experience. At certain points in the group
learning, it is also helpful to build in reﬂections on the dialogic process itself.
For instance, “dialogue about the dialogue” allows participants to discuss the
quality of the conversational process, identify concerns and feelings that may
be hidden or visibly troublesome such as tardiness or a few who monopolize
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the conversation, and perhaps set goals for improvement (see “Dialogue About
the Dialogue” in the appendix).

Sequencing of Dialogue and Learning
To address issues of social identity, prejudice, and oppression, intergroup dialogue builds on the idea of sequential organizers commonly used in antibias
and social justice education to introduce concepts and activities incrementally
(Bell and Griffin, 1997). These organizers help pace content and process across
sessions so that the overall ﬂow makes sense to facilitators and students.
Two content-related sequential organizers are important in structuring learning about social identities and systems knowledge (Bell and Griffin, 1997). First,
for individuals, personal to institutional sequencing conﬁrms participants’ lived and
socialized experiences as valid knowledge. These personal explorations increase
participants’ readiness to grapple with larger institutional and system dynamics.
Sharing experiences becomes the content for learning and aids further inquiry
into how group affiliations and institutions such as the educational, legal, and
political systems affect individual experiences. Second, for social groups, diversity
to justice sequencing begins by attending to commonalities and differences in and
across groups and proceeds to examining how they are structured by the dynamics of social inclusion or exclusion, privilege or oppression, and agency or
powerlessness. The focus here is on valuing and understanding personal and social
identity-based differences before proceeding to an analysis of systems of
dominance, social power, and privilege that have been built around these differences. Participants are then more open to understanding that in everyday practice
“difference is not neutral” (Bell and Griffin, 1997, p. 55). Kolb’s phases of
experiential learning—concrete experience, reflective observation, abstract
conceptualization, and active experimentation (1984)—are helpful to consider
in facilitating learning and dialogue along these two sequences: personal to institutional and diversity to justice. Facilitators may begin a unit or a session by asking
participants to reﬂect on past experiences to tap into what participants already
know about a topic. Then they may incorporate concepts or a discussion of an
assigned reading to expand the perspectives available in the group.
Other sequential organizers help participants to negotiate the IGD
experience at the affective level. Lower- to higher-risk sequencing takes into
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consideration participants’ need to feel safe so they can openly engage and
examine deeply held beliefs, feelings, or confusions. Such sequencing helps to
pace the risk level embedded in structured activities and dialogic methods so
that participants become acquainted with each other before exploring difficult and controversial questions in the large group. Moving from individual
reﬂection to dyads or small groups before engaging in large-group dialogues
can help individuals take progressively greater risks. The high priority given
to exploring difficult issues, sharing vulnerabilities, and taking risks in intergroup dialogue makes it vital that a strong foundation be built early to encourage affective ties among participants. Participants are more likely to voice their
thoughts and feelings openly and to take risks in an emotionally safe setting
where they feel for and care about one another. Even though we acknowledge
that no absolutely safe place exists in a society marked by social stratiﬁcation,
division, and hostilities, some removal from contentious debate, gaming, and
advantage seeking is essential for meaningful dialogue to occur.
Given the societal constraints that discourage honest exploration and contemporary patterns of dominance and subordination and their effects on individuals, many participants will be reluctant to step outside their comfort zones
to explore new territory without both support and challenge (the “push and
pull” dynamics of learning encounters). We therefore rely on the group developmental stages of forming, storming, norming, working, and ending (Weber,
1982) to sequence the IGD group process and learning. For instance, in the
formation stage of the group, participants may explore hopes and fears, generate group guidelines for engagement, begin to practice the habits of dialogue,
and get to know each other. In the next stage (storming), participants may
need to be challenged to question one another and prior knowledge and go
beyond prior (often stereotypic) assumptions and accustomed ways of behaving and interacting. Mapping the causes and effects of group inequality can
help clarify the relationship among the social identity groups in the dialogue.
Once norms and relations are more established in the group, inquiring into
controversial topics such as reverse discrimination, reproductive rights, and
racial proﬁling helps to uncover the complex dynamics underlying interpersonal, community, and institutional relationships across the social identity
groups participating in a dialogue.
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The Four-Stage Design of Intergroup Dialogue
The educational design of intergroup dialogue relies on stages or phases of dialogue (Saunders, 1999; Stephan and Stephan, 2001; Zúñiga and Nagda, 2001)
to map the topics and activities of the sequential design. The four stages, elaborated below, build on one another and sequence the movement in the intergroup dialogue from group beginnings to exploring differences and
commonalities to dealing with hot topics or difficult questions to considering
or taking action (see Exhibit 1). This design is a conceptual framework that
allows facilitators and participants to understand the progression of goals,
objectives, topics, and activities that support their work together.

Stage 1—Group Beginnings: Forming and Building Relationships
In the ﬁrst stage, the focus is on establishing the foundation for creating an environment conducive to honest and meaningful exchange. The main goal of this
stage is to support the formation of the dialogue group and build relationships
across differences. Facilitators focus on creating a safe space for participants to
share their thoughts and experiences. They begin to lay the groundwork for
future sessions by attending to group building as well as introducing participants
to the meaning of dialogue. Participants discuss why it is important to talk about
the focus of the dialogues (see “Why Talk About Race/Ethnicity, Gender,
or . . . ?” in the appendix) and their hopes and fears about the experience, identify needs and expectations, and establish guidelines for communication and
conﬁdentiality. Distinctions are drawn between dialogue and debate (HuangNissen, 1999; see “Dialogue and Debate” in the appendix), and the importance
of speaking clearly from the mind and heart is emphasized. Participants are introduced to the characteristics of dialogue and subsequently practice some of the
skills involved (see “Building Blocks of Dialogue” in the appendix). The activities in Stage 1 begin the process of building relationships and exploring personal
and social identities. Two to three sessions are usually scheduled for this stage.

Stage 2—Exploring Differences and Commonalities of Experience
During the second stage, social identity–group commonalities and differences
are explored. Although this stage is where the goal of consciousness raising is
given primary focus, clarifying and sharing information about multiple social
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• Establish the
foundations for honest
and meaningful
dialogue

STAGE 2
• Explore meaning of key terms such as prejudice,
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of Experience
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(3–4 sessions)
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other forms of
communication

• Build knowledge, values, and skills for dialogue

STAGE 1
Group
Beginnings:
Forming and
Building
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(2–3 sessions)

Process Objectives

Content Objectives

Stage

Content and Process Objectives

(Continued)

• Exploring multiple social identities: cultural chest
activity
• Terminology activity to generate meaning about key
terms
• Discussion of Harro’s cycle of socialization (2000b)
• Identity-based discussions and fishbowls to
encourage introspection and deeper dialogue:
web of oppression activity

• Engaging in group-building activities; exploring
goals and expectations
• Distinguishing dialogue from debate; introducing
Bohm’s four building blocks of dialogue (1990)
• Practicing interactive communication: speaking,
listening, paraphrasing, and giving and receiving
feedback (Bidol, 1986)
• Exploring personal and social identities

Structured Activities and Dialogue Starters

EXHIBIT 1
Overview of the Four-Stage Design of Intergroup Dialogue

STAGE 4
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across and in social identity groups
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Exploring and
Discussing Hot
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Process Objectives
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Stage

Content and Process Objectives

• Discussion of Harro’s cycle of liberation (2000a)
• Develop action plans and skits to illustrate various
ways of taking action for inclusion and social
justice
• Affirmation activities to bring dialogue experience to
a close

• Dialogues about controversial topics
• Hot topics vary, depending on IGD focus. They
may include interracial relationships, reproductive
rights, safety on campus, separation and
self-segregation on campus, sexuality and religion,
gender and the media, immigration, affirmative
action, marriage and civil unions.
• Use a dialogue starter to ground and open the
conversation such as movie clips, a gallery walk, or
a take-a-stand activity followed by extensive
debrieﬁng, questioning, and dialogue.

Structured Activities and Dialogue Starters

EXHIBIT 1
Overview of the Four-Stage Design of Intergroup Dialogue (Continued)

identities requires the development of mutual trust and provides another way
to build trust and relationships among group members. Moreover, consciousness raising requires understanding how those identities reﬂect systems
of social power and resource allocation and are often expressed in conﬂictual
relations among groups. In this stage, members of both privileged and disadvantaged groups begin to understand their roles in maintaining systems of
social discrimination and oppression through structured activities such as the
web of oppression (see appendix), readings, and reﬂective writing. They can
also explore both the views and interests they hold in common and those in
which they differ or conﬂict.
These issues of dominance and subordination are often played out in the
actual conduct of the dialogue. Because participants coming from different
identities and backgrounds bring with them varying amounts of social power,
generally reﬂecting their status positions in the society, some participants may
talk more often, dominate air time, and overinfluence the direction of discussion. Other students may talk less, participate less actively in group activities, or withdraw from engagement. To overcome these typical patterns, it is
necessary to foster the development of a relatively safe place where participants
can take risks in sharing and inquiring into each other’s perspectives and experiences even if it means asking “dumb” questions, departing from stifling
norms, and entering potentially conﬂictual turf. Dialogic methods and structures that encourage speaking and active listening in dyads, triads, affinity
groups, and ﬁshbowls are widely used in this stage (see the appendix). Three
to four sessions are usually scheduled for this stage.

Stage 3—Exploring and Dialoguing About Hot Topics
The third stage of intergroup dialogue involves dialogue about controversial
topics or hot-button issues that cause tension between people of different social
identity groups. The topics selected for discussion vary according to the focus
of the intergroup dialogue. For example, in a dialogue about race and ethnicity, students or facilitators may select topics such as interracial dating, separation and self-segregation on campus, racial proﬁling, immigration, affirmative
action, and racism on campus. In a gender dialogue, such topics might include
single-sex or coed residence halls, friendship between men and women, safety
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on campus, reproductive rights, gender and the media, and sexism on campus.
In a dialogue focusing on gender and sexuality, topics might include families
and relationships, gender roles, compulsory heterosexuality, sexuality and religion, marriage and civil unions, and campus policies regarding benefits for
partners and gender-neutral bathrooms.
Participants are encouraged to identify and voice their perspectives on and
experiences with such issues and then to relate their position on an issue to
the members of their social group. At the same time, participants are discouraged from stressing the rightness or wrongness of any position and encouraged to engage in dialogue, not debate. The ability to explore difficult topics
in a trusting environment depends on a continued emphasis on consciousness
raising and relationship building. It also calls for both support and challenge
for risk taking. The intentional use of various structured activities and dialogue
methods can support a range of participation styles and modes of questioning, listening, and responding to deepen the conversation (see “Getting
Conversations Started” and “Methods for Deepening the Conversation” in the
appendix). Activities such as dialogue about the dialogue can be helpful in
identifying which aspects of the dialogue process are going well and not so
well for participants. The third stage typically schedules one session per hot
topic and includes one open session during which participants may explore
emergent topics or issues or hold a question-and-answer session. Three to four
sessions are usually scheduled for this stage.

Stage 4—Action Planning and Alliance Building
The ﬁnal stage of intergroup dialogue builds on the prior stages but also shifts
the discussion from reflection and dialogue to taking individual and group
actions with others. As participants understand more about the personal and
social costs of systems of discrimination and privilege and their own enmeshment in these systems, many are moved to think about taking action and
engaging in efforts at social change. Some of these action plans or commitments may focus on individual behaviors such as one’s own discriminatory
behavior or prejudiced statements by roommates or parents, while others may
focus on institutional policies and programs such as biased admissions policies
or evidence of racism and sexism on campus. Because many of these activities
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may be undertaken in concert with others—or at least with the support and
advice of others—attention is paid to building alliances and developing collaboration in and across social identity groups. In this last stage, participants
also acknowledge everyone’s contribution to the dialogue process and celebrate
the collective effort. Two sessions are usually scheduled for this stage.
The four-stage design is not a rigid formula, and it is pedagogically important that the educational design match the ﬂow of participants’ organic learning processes. Although the stages may appear to be linear in their progression,
intergroup dialogues may ﬂow back and forth between stages as participants
address and work through relationships and issues in the dialogue. Practitioners using the design may also need to adjust the topics covered in each
stage to match specific group dynamics or participants’ needs. For instance,
intergroup dialogues launched in volatile environments may need to consider
participants’ emotional needs carefully and perhaps rely on much preparatory
work to set the stage for dialogue (see, for example, Saunders, 1999, for
methods used in high-conﬂict situations).

Practice Principles for Intergroup Dialogue
Although the four-stage educational design model provides a blueprint for the
IGD curriculum, several underlying principles inform the planning and facilitation of the intergroup dialogue. Instead of an either/or approach, these principles focus on integrating person and structure, exploring commonalities and
differences, and linking reﬂection and action. All practice principles integrate
content and process concerns.

Integrating Person and Structure
In intergroup dialogue, attention must be given to both the personal and structural aspects of social group distinctions. The intergroup focus of intergroup
dialogue requires that participants develop an understanding of the groupbased nature of differences among people and the ways in which individuals
are located in and experience systems of group privilege or subordination.
Intergroup dialogue also addresses interpersonal and intergroup experience
and analysis. By integrating and balancing these perspectives, intergroup
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dialogue invites participants to consider various manifestations and explanations of group differences. This aspect is important because of the tendency
to explain the causes and effects of racism and other forms of oppression by
focusing on the motivations and actions of individual people. Group and
structural perspectives are necessary in a society that encourages us to think
that the “social world begins and ends with individuals” (Johnson, 2001,
p. 84). Although it is important to hold individuals accountable for biased
and discriminatory actions, the prevalence of individualistic thinking can
distort understanding of social events by underscoring the notion that an individual’s values, attitudes, behaviors, and ideologies can be understood apart
from social norms and structures. Furthermore, Johnson (2001) argues, individualistic thinking can paralyze conversations between people from privileged
and targeted groups because it conveys the message that racial and gender
oppression are, for example, a person of color’s problem or a woman’s problem rather than everyone’s problem. At the same time, it is important to avoid
the suggestion that macrosocietal and historical forces so overdetermine daily
life that no personal responsibility or choice exists for individuals of more- or
less-privileged groups. Considerations of personal agency and the relevance of
both personal and structural levels of analysis can help to counter the passivity
and inertia that often result from this tendency.
As mentioned earlier, conceptual organizers such as Harro’s cycle of socialization (2000b) can be valuable in helping frame conversations that address
both personal and structural dimensions of social identity. When combined
with testimonial narratives focusing on a diverse range of socialization experiences, these activities help participants to reflect on their own and others’
experiences growing up as members of more- or less-privileged groups. The
idea that group differences are socially constructed and both emanate from
and lead to social stratification may help participants from different groups
understand why some of their experiences have been so different. Subsequent
content may examine the ways that these differences have been organized institutionally, culturally, and personally to establish and maintain patterns of societal oppression and privilege.
Person-structure integration may also occur when participants are encouraged to consider how social institutions such as the economic system, legal
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system, educational system, and organized religion shape and regulate the
attitudes and behaviors of members of advantaged and disadvantaged social
groups. Breaking away from individualistic thinking starts when participants
in the dialogue begin to realize that they are all implicated and affected in one
way or another by the patterns of inclusion and exclusion reﬂected in the operation of these systems (Hardiman and Jackson, 1992; Johnson, 2001). Structured activities such as the web of oppression can visually illustrate the
systematic nature of prejudice, discrimination, and oppression and the roles
we all play in reinforcing power and privilege (see “Web of Oppression” in the
appendix). Readings, fact sheets, cultural artifacts, and conceptual organizers
such as Katz’s levels and types of oppression (1978) can further help participants to understand and integrate the personal and structural dimensions of
power, privilege, and exclusion in educational, legal, and economic systems.

Exploring Commonalities and Differences
Intergroup dialogue strives to find a balance between exploring differences
and finding common ground. Doing so can be difficult in a pluralistic society where both difference and sameness are often emotionally loaded because
of the ways that these categories have been used or are commonly understood. The emphasis may be placed on the values and interests that people
have in common to promote social cohesion, on the one hand, or to render
invisible real differences in status, opportunity, and power, on the other. Similarly, targeted or disadvantaged groups may emphasize group differences to
resist cultural assimilation or build solidarity in their group, while this same
emphasis, taken to an extreme, may prevent recognition of shared interests
or the development of cross-group coalitions. Intergroup dialogue assumes
that it is equally important to explore the issues, values, identities, experiences, and concerns that participants hold in common as well as those that
differentiate them.
Many diversity education efforts in higher education aim for students to
develop a sociohistorical understanding of inequalities and an increased awareness of culturally and institutionally supported prejudice and discrimination.
Although necessary, Pharr (1996) argues, these educational goals are not sufﬁcient if we are to truly engage across differences. We also need to grapple with
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each other’s similar and distinct perspectives and to empathize with both joys
and struggles with the hope of redeﬁning and sharing power (Collins, 1993;
Harro, 2000a; Pharr, 1996). Intergroup dialogues bridge the critical awareness dimensions that attend to how participants are differentially affected by
systems of power and privilege through dialogic processes that are sustained
over time. This form of communication facilitates the appreciation of different
perspectives and the development of affective ties (Nagda, 2006). We discourage debates about pros and cons and discussions about right and wrong
because they promote polarized interactions, usually at the expense of one of
the sides of the argument (Huang-Nissen, 1999).
Commonalities and differences are often explored by situating participants’
experiences in the context of their social identities as men, women, white people, people of color, or as appropriate for the particular dialogue group. In initial explorations of social identities, for instance, we introduce Harro’s cycle
of socialization (2000b), which maps the interpersonal, cultural, and institutional reinforcements of socialization on individuals based on their social group
memberships. Participants then meet in social identity–based affinity groups
(Zúñiga and Nagda, 1993b), where they explore thoughts, feelings, and experiences related to their racial, ethnic, gender, or other socialization, their lives
on campus, and their interactions with members of the other group(s) in dialogue. When alone with members of their own group, targeted or disadvantaged group members often reveal the common and different ways in which
they have experienced discrimination. At times, members who have had common experiences discover that only some have understood these experiences
as a result of societal discrimination. At other times, they ﬁnd that they have
had different experiences resulting from intragroup differences based on gender, socioeconomic class, citizenship status, ﬁrst language, religion, or sexual
orientation. Similarly, members of dominant groups sometimes ﬁnd that they
can express perspectives and experiences associated with their privileged
location more openly in their affinity group. They too may ﬁnd that experiences that they thought were unique to them are actually more common with
other members of their own group. At the same time, they learn that some of
their experiences have been very different as a result of other social identities
or experiences.
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After meeting in their affinity groups, participants usually engage in a
“ﬁshbowl” activity to move the personal sharing to the large group. The purpose of a fishbowl is to support voicing and deep listening across the social
identity groups participating in an intergroup dialogue. One group, seated in
an inner circle with members of their own affinity group, dialogues about their
insights from the separate group meeting. The other group, seated in an outer
circle, listens to the dialogue but does not respond immediately. At the end of
the first group’s sharing, each member in the outer group may acknowledge
one thing that he or she heard in listening to the inner group. This format is
then repeated with the groups’ switching roles (see the appendix). Following
the structured fishbowl, participants are able to ask each other additional
questions, bring in insights from readings and conceptual frameworks, and
explore ways to deepen the dialogue as well as continue their own learning. In
this way, participants begin to understand that their social identity–group
experiences may be marked by similarities and differences across and in groups.
Furthermore, participants are encouraged at this point to remember that personal experiences are inﬂuenced by historical, political, economic, social, and
cultural dynamics.
In exploring differences and common ground, participants may also
begin to see points of connection that develop out of a discussion about real
or perceived differences. For example, participants in a gender dialogue who
have listened empathically to women describing their fear and lack of safety
walking on campus at night might learn that gay men, transgender individuals, men of color, people with physical disabilities, and others have also felt
unsafe on campus. Facilitators may invite participants to identify how and
why people feel unsafe and how such experiences might be similar
and different for different groups. The next step in a gender dialogue might
be for participants to discuss how working together to develop strategies for
increasing women’s safety on campus might be used to make the campus a
safer place for everyone.

Linking Reﬂection and Action
Although many multicultural education efforts focus on increasing knowledge
or awareness about discrimination and oppression, intergroup dialogue
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35

assumes that it is important for students to acquire knowledge and awareness
and the skills and dispositions needed to become active participants in creating a more inclusive and socially just society. This acquisition is important
because a major challenge faced by college students who want to translate their
learning into concrete actions is knowing where to begin (Zúñiga, 2000). Like
Tatum (1992), we believe it is unethical to ask students to critically examine
issues of social oppression without offering hope and practical tools for creating change.
Through active, experiential, and dialogic methods, intergroup dialogue
fosters critical reﬂection and strengthens individual and collective capacities
to work in and across groups to promote social justice. This approach to learning fosters a dynamic and multidimensional (intrapersonal, interpersonal,
intragroup, and intergroup) reﬂection process by which “an experience, in the
form of thought, feeling or action, is brought to consideration” (Brockbank
and McGill, 2000, p. 56). In intergroup dialogue, the issues brought forth
may relate to participants’ past experiences or they may involve here-and-now
events that occur in the group’s life (Marshak and Katz, 1999). Reflecting
about these experiences may occur privately (through writing) or publicly in
dyads or in the large group. Such exploration, however, involves more than
just “sharing” and “getting to know you/getting to know myself ” types of
processes. These experiences are continually linked to reading that illuminates
and analyzes the larger social, economic, cultural, and historical forces that
shape people’s perceptions and lives in different ways for different “kinds” of
people.
The four-stage design provides a number of opportunities for participants
to move from reﬂection to action. For instance, skill building, debrieﬁng, and
dialoguing support the development of dispositions and behaviors needed to
engage in active and inquiry-focused learning about themselves and others (see
“Methods for Deepening the Conversation” in the appendix). In addition, the
design allows participants to understand enough about the dialogue process
itself so that they can transfer their learning to other situations and endeavors. The opportunity to discuss the quality of interaction and discourse at the
end of a session can transform conﬂicting relationships as participants gain a
deeper understanding of why there is tension and misunderstanding and how
36

to work with each other’s realities. The ability to deal constructively with issues
of conﬂict and injustice in the dialogue may then be applied to situations outside the dialogue.
Although an increased awareness of the causes and effects of group inequality is necessary for participants to improve relationships across differences or
challenge social inequities, it does not necessarily lead to action for change
outside the dialogue group (Chesler, 2001). Experimenting and practicing
with new behaviors inside and outside the dialogue can actively support participants in developing new skills and commitments. As members of a small
group that is also a microcosm of the larger society, IGD participants experience some of the issues that arise in groups (for example, inclusion-exclusion
dynamics of norms guiding group engagement, membership, participation,
and inﬂuence) and may replicate familiar intergroup power relations. Paying
attention to and trying to change these processes in the group provides additional insights about ways participants can interrupt and change their own
and others’ behaviors that intentionally or unintentionally perpetuate oppressive group dynamics.
Even though the process of envisioning new commitments toward action
for social justice is ongoing through the four stages of intergroup dialogue, it
is most prominent in the third and fourth stages. Toward the end of Stage 2
or at the beginning of Stage 3, participants are encouraged to experiment with
new behaviors. They are invited to deepen their conversations, to consider
ways of applying what they have learned in their spheres of inﬂuence outside
the dialogue, and, in some cases, to participate in action projects (see “Stage 4”
in the appendix). They are encouraged to plan ways they can use their new
individual and group skills to take collaborative actions that promote inclusion and social justice. Such carryover requires that participants clearly understand the process as well as the content lessons embodied in intergroup
dialogue. When learning that occurs in an intergroup dialogue can be identiﬁed and named, it is more likely that participants will extend or translate these
lessons to situations outside the dialogue.
To help participants develop confidence in taking action, skill-building
activities, learning assignments, and role plays are incorporated in the design.
For example, participants are invited to examine the action continuum
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(see the appendix) and their spheres of inﬂuence (self, friends, family, school,
work, community) and to identify actions they might undertake in each sphere
to intervene in unjust or hostile situations (Goodman and Schapiro, 1997).
They can also prioritize actions and identify possible strategies and risks. This
exercise moves the learning process from awareness and reﬂection to visualizing actual steps they can take to effect change. If time allows, role-play scenarios can also be enacted in which participants can practice taking action.
Some participants will be more ready and committed than others to take
action for social justice. Toward the end of the dialogue, some participants
may be ready to change the world, while others may want to focus on learning more about social inequality and still others may be ready to alter their
own personal attitudes and behaviors.
As is evident from this discussion, the three practice principles are themselves highly interrelated. Participants’ ability to fruitfully explore commonalities and differences often relies greatly on understanding how societal
structures affect their individual, personal experiences. Similarly, the bridging
of differences can also positively affect their motivation and conﬁdence to participate in social justice efforts. And as students engage more with the society
at large, they discover more ways in which issues of inequality are manifest in
their own educational institutions, the media, and in other aspects of their
daily lives.
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Facilitating Intergroup Dialogues

I

NTERGROUP DIALOGUE IS A FACILITATED LEARNING
endeavor. This chapter discusses why facilitation is necessary, the competencies necessary for facilitation, how we prepare facilitators for their roles in
dialogues, and the major challenges in facilitation. By facilitation, we mean
active, responsive guidance, not formal instruction. Facilitators enable group
members to develop their own processes and ways of gaining knowledge.
Rather than simply presenting data, concepts, and theories, facilitators engage
individual participants and the group in reflecting, sharing, and dialoguing
about perspectives, feelings, and desires that are both personally intimate and
socially relevant. Facilitators support and challenge participants to maximize
their learning rather than evaluate individual participants on performance criteria. Facilitators are coparticipants, not experts; they learn as much, if not
more, than participants in their group. Building on this brief definition of
facilitation, the chapter discusses some of the principles of dialogue facilitation and the competencies required to perform this role. It then presents some
examples of how IGD facilitators are trained for this work and concludes with
some of the typical dilemmas and choices that facilitators confront in their
work.

Why Facilitation and Cofacilitation?
The goals of intergroup dialogue—consciousness raising, building relationships across differences and conflicts, and strengthening individual and
collective capacities to promote social justice—have strong implications for
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group functioning and leadership. Three considerations are critical here. First,
IGD’s dialogic approach to education requires cofacilitators to avoid roles as
“experts” but instead act as skilled and informed guides. Dialogic education
also means that facilitators work to enrich and enhance participants’ individual and group understandings of their lived experiences and social reality
through a combination of structured activities, dialogic methods, readings,
and conceptual information. Both in dialogue with their cofacilitator and
other group members and in facilitating interactions among group members,
facilitators model inclusiveness and fruitful engagement through listening,
sharing, reﬂection, inquiry, and collaboration.
Second, a social justice approach to dialogue involves the facilitators in contextualizing individual and group processes in larger systems of oppression and
privilege. Facilitators, as skilled group leaders, can help participants to work on
these issues in ways that move them beyond their personal experience to a fuller
appreciation of the role of oppressive social structures and hegemonic cultural
norms in deﬁning and affecting their lives. Facilitators rely on the design elements and practice principles discussed in the previous chapter to help guide
the content and process of the dialogue sessions. When interaction in the group
reflects larger sociopolitical processes (for example, men or other members
of privileged social groups dominating the dialogue session or women or
members of oppressed groups retreating into silence or erupting in anger), the
facilitators need to illuminate it constructively. Or the facilitators may introduce
concepts related to social inequality (such as prejudice, discrimination, privilege,
and oppression) or controversial intergroup issues (such as safety on campus
or affirmative action) into the group’s dialogue. At the same time, facilitators
can attend to how participants can move from reﬂection to action designed to
interrupt discrimination and to promote inclusion and social justice.
For participants to engage in sustained and meaningful conversation that
connects their own experiences about oppression and privilege to social structures and to responsibilities for engendering greater social justice, they must
be both supported and challenged. Without sensitive guidance, the dialogue
is likely to degenerate into overly cautious conversations or overly competitive
and contentious debates and ﬁghts. The dialogic approach to working across
differences calls for a partnership in facilitation—that is, cofacilitation—in
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which two facilitators reﬂect the identities of the social identity groups engaged
in the dialogue. In this way, all participants have access to someone who has
a social identity similar to their own, someone who has knowledge of their
group’s experiences, struggles, and hopes and who can empathize with the
learning edges that come up in intensive cross-group engagement.
IGD facilitators are therefore part of the learning process and not apart
from the group or the dialogues (Nagda, 2007). They are involved in their
own development and learning while facilitating, and they practice an effective use of self to support and challenge the group’s learning. Cofacilitators are
not neutral or impartial but multipartial and balanced as a team in supporting all group members. Cofacilitators share power and control with each other
and with members of the dialogue group in ways that make the best use of
everyone’s skills and abilities.

Competencies Required for Facilitators
of Intergroup Dialogue
In the preparation and support of facilitators for intergroup dialogues, the emphasis is on skills for fostering the learning of others. Speciﬁc facilitation skills include
cultivating opportunities for change in individuals and groups that foster the three
goals of intergroup dialogue: consciousness raising, building relationships across
differences and conﬂicts, and strengthening individual and collective capacities
to promote social justice. Facilitators help participants to strategically analyze individual, intergroup, and group dynamics and to intervene appropriately to improve
group functioning (see Exhibit A2 in the appendix). They collaboratively design,
plan, and facilitate weekly sessions that attend to both the content of participants’
learning and to individual and group processes. On most campuses, facilitators
use curricula speciﬁc to their intergroup dialogues rather than planning from
scratch, but they must be able to assess how the learning and dialogic process is
unfolding in the group and the impact of the educational design on individuals
and on the group, and then adjust the curricular design if necessary. Because facilitators work in pairs and in conjunction with participants in their group, they
are called on to provide positive and constructive feedback directly and openly
to one another and to ask for and receive feedback from group members.
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A key facilitation task is to transform “critical incidents” into “teaching
moments.” For instance, inquiry into issues of personal identity or social attitudes and values (or hot topics) may occasionally so heighten participants’ emotional vulnerability or sense of threat that they react dramatically—with
defensiveness, aggression, anger, yelling, tearfulness, silence, or retreat. Such
critical incidents may appear (or feel) dysfunctional to dialogue, but in fact they
can be the opportunity for meaningful learning (Zúñiga and Chesler, 1993).
Forthrightly addressing such incidents can help all participants learn more
about each other and about the signiﬁcant effects of difference, oppression, and
privilege. Facilitators may aid the development of teachable moments by asking probing questions geared to both cognitive and affective learning, by modeling risk taking in intervening in these situations, and by addressing oppressive
behaviors and dynamics in the group. Such actions allow dialogue participants
to learn about and to improve the dynamics of inequality inside and outside
the group as well as to allow others to hear about and alter their behavior.
Successful and effective facilitation requires integrating knowledge and
awareness in a timely and intentional manner (also see Beale, Thompson,
and Chesler, 2001; Nagda and others, 2001).
As to content, facilitators must have conceptual and empirical knowledge
about the nature of prejudice, discrimination, and institutionalized privilege
and oppression. They not only must know the definitions of these terms
but also understand the current debates and struggles about their meaning and
use (for example, prejudice, racism, aversive racism, color-blind racism, white
racism, institutional racism, internalized racism, racial oppression). As to
process, they must have similar facility with the differences among dialogue,
discussion, debates, and ﬁghts and knowledge of group and intergroup dynamics (Ellinor and Gerard, 1998; Huang-Nissen, 1999).
As mentioned earlier, facilitators are very much a part of the IGD learning
process even while they are facilitating others’ learning. Thus, the personal awareness they bring to the dialogue needs to be effectively mobilized to serve as a
resource. For instance, they must be in touch with and express their own awareness, empathy, and compassion for others and themselves to be effective. They
must understand and be sensitive to the impact of their social identity–group
memberships on themselves, their cofacilitation relationship on others in the
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group, and vice versa. And they must be in tune with their own learning process
in the context of the group such that it does not take over participants’ learning.
Such private awareness and public demonstrations of skill and commitment can
make the difference in the intensity, authenticity, and transformative nature of
intergroup dialogue. As a result, facilitators and participants can better work
through the challenges that necessarily arise over the duration of the dialogues.

Preparing Facilitators for Intergroup Dialogues
Providing competent facilitators for intergroup dialogues requires recruiting people who are ready to learn or use the knowledge, awareness, and skills required
and preparing them for the particular dynamics of intergroup dialogues that differ from many other team or group discussions and settings. This section discusses the recruitment and screening of potential facilitators, the need for
deliberate programs of training and support for them, examples of particularly
useful formats or learning structures for facilitators’ development, and the necessity of helping them form a supportive multicultural community as they proceed.

Recruiting and Screening Potential Facilitators
IGD programs have used different members of the college community as
facilitators. A very few have used college or university faculty. Much more common is the participation of staff members from college and university student
affairs offices. These professional colleagues—faculty and staff—often are drawn
to IGD work by a commitment to student learning about personal and social
matters, and they often have been trained in small-group facilitation skills. On
a very few campuses, graduate or undergraduate students serve as peer facilitators of other graduate or undergraduate students in intergroup dialogue.
Some colleges and universities allow all interested potential facilitators—
faculty, staff, and students—to participate in training as volunteers. Other
colleges and universities with training targeted mostly to students have creditbased classes with open enrollment. Some schools require interested students
to submit a written application and to participate in a series of individual and
group interviews. On these bases, program staffs gather more useful
and relevant information about these students ahead of time and can substantially upgrade the effectiveness of the selection process.
Intergroup Dialogue in Higher Education
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Criteria important in selecting facilitators center more on readiness for
learning and engaging in a democratic, active learning process than on proved
effectiveness to facilitate or teach; growth in the latter competencies can be
developed through training programs. Previous experience as an IGD participant or participation in other experiential or social justice education efforts is
always helpful. Although knowledge of intergroup issues is important, it also
needs to be supported by having the potential to facilitate as a guide, colearner,
and collaborator, not as an expert. Finally, it is important that facilitators as a
group are diverse and mirror the range of social identities represented in actual
dialogues. Such diversity enables them to build a multicultural community and
to demonstrate the nature and value of such a model to dialogue participants.

Preparation and Ongoing Support for Facilitator Training
Experienced leaders of intergroup dialogue generally facilitate the training.
(Some of the learning structures presented in this section are drawn directly
from Beale, Thompson, and Chesler, 2001. Permission granted by the
authors.) In most cases, two or more instructors are involved, representing
different social identity groups (based on race or ethnicity, gender, class, and
sexual orientation) and different statuses in the organizational hierarchy of
the college or university (faculty member and student affairs staff member or
graduate student). Once again, this staffing model mirrors the cofacilitation
design of the intergroup dialogues themselves. One structure for training
potential graduate and undergraduate student facilitators consists of a semesteror quarter-long course focusing on prefacilitation training and involving a
mix of weekly sessions and often a two- or three-day overnight retreat. Many
students remark on the importance of the retreat because it promotes intense
and concentrated work and allows participants to bond. At the end of the
training course, some learners are selected to facilitate intergroup dialogues.
Not everybody is quite ready for this task, whether through their own preference or the instructor’s decision. Those selected proceed to the support
sessions accompanying their actual facilitation work. In some programs, the
practicum is formalized and meets concurrently with the actual facilitation
work to provide support, debriefing opportunities, and ongoing in-service
training.
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A variety of intellectual materials help participants to explore the history
and cultural traditions of different social identity groups and the relevance of
these traditions and experiences for resultant personal styles and behaviors. An
explicit focus also must be directed to issues of domination and privilege, the
appreciation of differences, structures, and cultures of oppression, and challenges to these patterns. The examination of interpersonal, intergroup, and
societal conflict is an important ingredient of the training. Although differences and conflict are emphasized, a high priority must also be placed on
understanding communal or transidentity group issues and the history and
tactics involved in efforts to form coalitions or alliances across particular identity groupings. Exhibit 2 shows one training model.
Striking a balance between preparation in the substance of intergroup relations issues and in the skills of small-group instructional facilitation takes on
prime consideration in term-long training structures. Learning about and practicing both these sets of competencies reflect the integration of content and
process that parallels work on the issues that also come up in the intergroup
dialogue. As such, the training group serves as a living learning laboratory.
Using Multidimensional Instructional and Learning Strategies. Given that
intergroup dialogues themselves are complex in their cognitive, affective, and
action dimensions of learning, we use multiple formats in training facilitators.
Not only does this approach engage the learning styles and preferences of different facilitators and expand their learning styles, it also models for them the
different learning structures used in the intergroup dialogue itself.
Structured experiential activities allow trainees to integrate cognitive and affective dimensions of learning about intergroup issues. Role plays (dialogue
versus debate, for example), simulations (see Starpower by Shirts, 1977,
for example), and collaborative problem-solving activities (see Bavelas,
1972; Johnson and Johnson, 2003) provide a common reference point
for reﬂective and dialogic engagement of all participants. Debrieﬁng such
activities usually includes reﬂection on and examination of the formation
and maintenance (or change) in social identities, dynamics of stratiﬁcation and oppression, the transition to resistance and empowerment,
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Setting the Stage
• Provide an orientation to the course,
the instructors, and IGD facilitation.
• Get acquainted with each other and
how we work in groups.
• Reﬂect and share our passion for
engaging in IGD work.
• Assess strengths and areas of growth
for IGD facilitation.
• Articulate initial ground rules for establishing a learning community.
Conceptual and Experiential Roots of
Intergroup Dialogue
• Engage in a dialogue about our hopes
and fears.

Creating the Learning Space

Practicing Intergroup
Dialogue Facilitation
• Understand the different aspects of
facilitating educational designs.
• Practice implementation of
educational activities and group
facilitation.
• Observe facilitation/cofacilitation
practice and provide positive
and constructive feedback to
fellow facilitators.
• Continue generating improved
and new educational activities to
serve as resource for facilitators.
Coming to a Close and Transitioning to Next Term
• Wrap up IGD facilitation practice.
• Reﬂect on our learning together in
the facilitation course.

Diving Deep and Surfacing: Feeling,
Thinking, and Doing Intergroup Dialogue
Weekend Retreat
• Link Harro’s cycle of socialization (2000b)
and cycle of liberation (2000a) conceptual
organizers to IGD work.
• Understand social identity development
models and their impact on dialogues.
• Discuss communication dynamics between in
groups and out groups.
• Understand the connections between facilitation role, intergroup dynamics, and relations.
• Observe and identify group facilitation skills
and approaches throughout the retreat.
• Engage in different alliance-building activities
throughout the retreat.
• Understand the nature of conﬂict (styles,
strategies, and tactics) in groups and engage
in analyses and problem solving of conﬂict
scenarios.

EXHIBIT 2
Intergroup Dialogue Facilitation Training Design

• Begin cofacilitator team building.
• Engage in problem-solving facilitation scenarios.
• Introduce design planning and prepare for
practice for Sessions 5 to 7.
Postretreat Reconnecting
• Reﬂect and dialogue about retreat experiences
and reentry.
• Make a transition to student-led facilitation
practice.
• Make a transition to IGD facilitation in the next term.
• CELEBRATE!!

SOURCE: Developed by B. A. Nagda for the Intergroup Dialogue, Education, and Action Center, University of Washington School of Social Work.

• Lay the foundations for IGD:
(1) Freirean dialogic education (1970);
(2) Bohm’s four building blocks of
dialogue (1990) and Bidol’s interactive
communication (1986); (3) active and
experiential learning; (4) social justice
approach to dialogue.
• Practice some skills for dialogue related
to Bohm’s building blocks of dialogue
(1990).
Group Processes, Intergroup
Dynamics, and Intergroup Dialogue
Facilitation
• Introduce group dynamics, group
development, and group observation.
• Discuss the connection between group
stages and facilitation role.
• Identify pertinent facilitation skills at
different stages of intergroup dialogue.

and the development of strategies that can be used to address change
effectively and achieve more equitable allocations of power and
resources—both in the dialogue and in the organization or community
at large.
Dialogic structures use a mix of large- and small-group learning formats. Largegroup discussions are used in the beginning of the training to build a community of learners through establishing guidelines for participation,
participating in trust-building and getting-acquainted activities, and
engaging in some dialogue about the hopes and fears that facilitators bring
to the facilitation. As the training progresses, large groups become critical for sharing information, discussing readings, debrieﬁng and dialoguing about structured activities, and examining the intergroup issues and
patterns developing among participants and groups in the training course.
Large groups are also helpful in the collective exploration and processing
of facilitation dynamics. Small-group discussions and activities are helpful in building trust and safety in the group. They promote more personal
and intimate sharing about social identities and serve as an arena for organizing collective projects. Small-group structures also provide a context
for participants to experience the processes and concepts of group dynamics, observe and reﬂect on these dynamics, and learn to think more intentionally about facilitation and intervention.
Minilectures, in the form of didactic presentations and conceptual organizers,
orient trainees to the important theoretical and conceptual components
of the learning. We refer to them as minilectures intentionally; they are
not meant to be the sole or primary basis of learning but to serve as a stimulant for reflection and dialogue or as a way to synthesize the ongoing
reﬂections and dialogues.
Building a Community Among Facilitators and Instructional Leaders.
Part of the training focuses on individuals’ separate social identities, principally to help trainees better understand themselves and their own social identity group. Another part focuses on helping trainees to understand the
identities, cultures, social experiences, and outlooks of other groups. Both foci
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are part of IGD ideology and practice. Thus, a diverse group of potential
facilitators is an absolutely essential component of any training program. It
also is important for trainees to understand and appreciate one another and
to bond as a community that cuts across separate identity groups’ interests,
ideologies, or social locations. Such a community provides the trust and safety
necessary to support an intense learning experience. But it is important to
develop such a community in a real, impassioned, and committed way, not in
a way that paints over important differences and inevitable conflicts. These
dynamics also surface in the actual intergroup dialogue, but it has a much
more intense reality in the context of an intimate training program for group
facilitators—especially on a weekend retreat. Several structures and processes
help to build community.
Learning partners is a format that allows trainees to learn with and from
each other during training. Partnership provides a forum for participants to
debrief structured activities as well as to explore some of the knowledge and
awareness dimensions of facilitation. Learning partners also explore their hot
buttons related to social identity–based issues (issues that trigger their own
personal passions) and blind spots (areas of which they are not aware or have
a very limited awareness). Facilitators also draw on the partnering relationship
to bounce ideas, gain and provide feedback, and potentially prepare to be
cofacilitators.
Participating in some of the IGD activities used by the IGD educational
design (see appendix), facilitated by training instructors, allows all participants
to experience the dialogue process. Thus, if trainees have not been involved in
an intergroup dialogue, they now get ﬁrst-hand experience in what intergroup
dialogue might be like.
Practicing facilitation is critical to developing the skills for facilitation and
the conﬁdence of facilitators in engaging in what for some may be a very novel
experience. Practice facilitation can occur in different ways, both inside and
outside the instructional space:
Minifacilitation of small-group dialogues in class to get familiar with the feel
of facilitation;
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Facilitating an intergroup dialogue with members of the facilitator’s own social
identity group outside class;
In-class cofacilitation of a structured activity or session from the IGD curriculum design and use of the skills they want to improve (see Exhibit A1
in the appendix);
Partnering with another trainee of a different social identity group, convening several members of both those identity groups, and cofacilitating a
discussion of a hot topic outside class.
All these practice efforts also help future facilitators to explore, express, and
test the reality of their personal hopes and fears about the role they are about
to play.
Personal time allows participants to reﬂect on the training activities and to
integrate the multidimensional learning in the training. Trainees are encouraged to write about their experiences in a journal, to share with a colleague
or learning partner with whom they feel close, to draw on instructors as a
resource, or simply to spend time alone. It is important to cast this time not
as an alternative to the group experience but as a complement that can help
to deepen the dialogues.

Sustaining Structures During Facilitation
Facilitating intergroup dialogues is part of life-long learning about social identity and intergroup issues that becomes more complex and is never complete.
Given the normal pressures of collegiate and work life, the initial training
experience starts to fade if not followed by continuing meetings and work
throughout the term. Moreover, sometimes the reality of facilitating an intergroup dialogue does not hit until the facilitators are actually involved in such
work; then the opportunity for growth and development is truly great. Thus,
most programs have designed a term-long follow-up to the prefacilitation
training program that continues to work with facilitators while they conduct
dialogues. In addition, different coaching and facilitation debrieﬁng methods
engage facilitators in reflective learning processes to continue learning by
doing.
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Observation and Feedback. At some schools with well-established training
sequences and resources, training instructors sit in on one or two dialogue sessions to observe the cofacilitation team and to provide feedback. Although
strategizing ahead of time and debriefing are useful, actual observation provides new information for reﬂection and feedback.
Consultations. As part of feedback (with or without observation), many
programs schedule individual meetings to allow training instructors to work
closely with the cofacilitators and to talk about issues that are particular to the
group or participants with whom they are working. Consultation or coaching
can also assist in team building by exploring cofacilitation dynamics, working
through differences, misunderstandings, or conﬂicts, and suggesting how facilitators can support each other.
Microfacilitation. As part of in-service training in some colleges and universities, cofacilitators videotape some of the sessions they facilitate to better
assess how well they are working together facilitating the dialogue, working
with group dynamics, and so on. They can meet on their own to watch the
videotape or to identify a segment they would like to dissect and analyze in
greater depth with their consultant.

Major Issues and Challenges in Facilitating
Intergroup Dialogues and Programs
The growing literature on intergroup dialogues as well as our own experience
with them help identify a series of common issues faced by program faculty
and facilitators. These issues arise as a function of the features of intergroup
dialogue, of the very characteristics that make it an attractive and exciting
approach to intergroup learning. The issues are divided into two major
categories: (1) recruiting and training facilitators (both faculty members and
students) and (2) actually facilitating intergroup dialogues (dealing with
the nature of the facilitator’s and cofacilitator’s roles, with facilitators’
and participants’ reactions to the innovative pedagogy involved, and
connecting participants’ social identities to group dynamics).
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Issues in Recruiting and Training IGD Facilitators
Faculty Participation and Preparation. The involvement of faculty and
undergraduate students in leadership roles in IGD activities represents distinct
challenges for IGD programs.
We indicated earlier that it is relatively rare for tenured or tenure-track
faculty members to be heavily involved in IGD programs. The relative absence
of regular faculty members from this activity is probably a reﬂection of three
factors: (1) the institutional and disciplinary barriers (including lack of
rewards) for IGD facilitation; (2) the high level of energy, time, and involvement with students required by intergroup dialogue; and (3) the relative lack
of skill in this pedagogical practice among traditionally trained faculty
members. The first barrier can be addressed as IGD programs gain greater
attention on college campuses and if innovative educators are successful in
their efforts to broaden traditional and research-oriented faculty career lines.
The power of the second and third barriers also may be ameliorated as faculty
explore new pedagogies and recognize their students’ desire for alternative
instructional modes—in intergroup dialogue and elsewhere throughout the
curriculum. Nevertheless, unless institutional priorities change dramatically,
we expect that faculty involvement in intergroup dialogue will remain limited
to a relatively small and highly committed cadre.
Students as Peer Facilitators. This approach represents a more learnerfocused and democratic pedagogical structure than either staff or faculty facilitation. Peer facilitation suggests that students can learn outside the traditional
patterns of faculty control and direction of the instructional process. Thus, it
can make speciﬁc contributions to intergroup encounters and more broadly
to the empowerment of learners, both in intergroup dialogue and in other
areas of higher education. In the particularly intensive and challenging context
of intergroup dialogue, it may be easier for participants to share their confusions and hesitant inquiries and learning with a peer instructional leader than
with more traditional, higher-status, and often older faculty and staff members. Entrusting the educational leadership of their peers to trained students
involves a pedagogical challenge quite different from what students and faculty
experience in their everyday campus lives, however.
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Using trained undergraduate or graduate students as peer facilitators in
intergroup dialogue entails some distinct risks:
Despite training, they often lack a substantive knowledge base in the social
sciences, especially around issues related to prejudice, discrimination, privilege, and oppression.
They often lack skills in small-group leadership and instructional guidance.
Their authority and credibility may be challenged by their peers.
As a result of these factors, they often experience fear and anxiety about carrying out their new and unaccustomed roles, which is in itself disabling.
In addition, peer facilitators and peer-facilitated intergroup dialogue must deal
with the press of traditional institutional forces that may look askance at
undergraduate students’ having any responsibility for instructional leadership
of their peers (even though in most cases they explicitly do not have responsibility for grading their peers’ work) and may not see intergroup dialogue itself
as a viable academic experience. The press of these factors may be ameliorated
by a well-thought-through training, supervision, and support program,
especially one that helps facilitators to negotiate between their own learning
needs and those of the participants with whom they work.

Issues in Facilitating Intergroup Dialogues
Intergroup dialogue’s distinctive features provide a powerful learning opportunity for participants and facilitators. At the same time, these features carry
with them particular issues and challenges that program staff must acknowledge, develop, and rectify.
The facilitator’s authority and role are conceptualized differently in various
programs. Two critical dimensions are important to consider: educator versus
colearner and neutral versus partisan participant. Some IGD scholars and practitioners suggest that facilitators really are and should be seen as educators, while
others emphasize the colearning dynamic present when everyone is committed
to a learning process, regardless of their relative knowledge or skills. And some
suggest that facilitators always are or should be neutral in delivering substantive material or helping participants to negotiate conﬂicts and difficult issues,
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while others suggest that facilitators must always be seeking to create more
socially just conceptualizations, ways of relating with others, and ways of working in the world inside and outside the intergroup dialogue. Our own approach
has been to support facilitators in the effective use of self in the group such that
their own participation enhances rather than detracts from group learning.
Adopting and practicing a new and complex pedagogical process involves
facilitators’ sharing with participants the nature of intergroup dialogue and
the experiential learning process at its heart. It is a colearning experience, with
facilitators learning about themselves at the same time they seek to enhance
participants’ learning. One result is that facilitators as well as participants constantly are working on the edges of their own understanding to expand their
knowledge, awareness, and skills. Although many IGD programs and many
facilitators approach the task with some sort of predetermined script or syllabus, they must also be able to respond at the moment, in the moment, and
organically to issues that inevitably arise.
It is particularly important for facilitators to be on the alert to move
participants and the entire group beyond surface and trite conversation by
asking questions, probing deeper, and expanding the conversation to include
more members of the group. Additionally, probing may occur around intellectual or knowledge-based issues and assertions, but it is certainly needed
when emotional issues surface or fail to surface. Skill is involved in knowing
how to enter into and follow up on conversations to ask and probe more
deeply. Courage also is required. Facilitators are naturally concerned about
making mistakes, but the willingness to make mistakes and to ask and probe
more deeply in the interest of true intergroup dialogue is at the heart of the
entire endeavor. If facilitators are not prepared for and able to take such risks,
participants certainly cannot be expected to do so.
In addition to learning an alternative pedagogy, facilitators need to deal
with dialogue participants who also are new to this approach and who may
expect an intergroup dialogue to use traditional forms of instruction and to
involve an easy workload. Under such circumstances, participants may be surprised, perhaps resentful or alienated, by the pedagogical approach and the
amount of reading and reﬂective writing inherent in credit-bearing intergroup
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dialogues. They may also question or challenge the authority, credibility, and
credentials of the facilitator, especially a peer facilitator.
Relating with students and their expectations, facilitators also ﬁnd themselves dealing with participants involved in all the typical dynamics one can
expect in a small group. These generic group dynamics take a somewhat different shape in the context of intergroup dialogue as the power and sense of
entitlement or disadvantage and exclusion associated with different participants’ social identities come into play. Such social locations play out in intergroup dialogues through behavior that takes the form of dominant or
subordinate participation in the group, long monologues, or extended silence.
One facilitator expressed a commonly felt frustration at not knowing how to
deal with a participant who was dominating the discussion: “I was getting frustrated with A’s long soliloquies, but I didn’t know how to ask him to back off
or be quiet” (quoted in Beale, Thompson, and Chesler, 2001, p. 236).
Dealing with oneself and one’s social identity involves facilitators’ (or cofacilitators’) being aware and knowledgeable about their own multiple
social identities and being able to rely on their own personal journey into
increased awareness. Just as IGD participants come to these encounters with
misinformation and perhaps prejudices about members of other groups, they
often target the facilitator as a source of inquiry or challenge about the meaning of her or his social identity and its relationship with others. Such inquiry
or challenge may come from members of their own social identity groups as
well as from others. Moreover, all such interaction may create situations in
which facilitators are personally affected by issues connected to their salient
social identities. Awareness and skill in working with such triggers can not
only enhance facilitators’ development but also contribute to a richer group
experience (Bell, Washington, Weinstein, and Love, 1997).
Working effectively with different groups of participants involves working
with participants from diverse groups who may, in turn, have different levels
of sophistication, learning styles, trust in the process, or interest in the content of the intergroup dialogue. Bringing the group together to generate some
common expectations and to pursue some common goals involves working
with different hopes, fears, expectations, and needs and helping participants

Intergroup Dialogue in Higher Education

55

understand why they may differ. In a similar fashion, some typical small-group
dynamics may take a different shape in an intergroup dialogue (see Exhibit A2
in the appendix). As one example, facilitators must deal with power and
influence differentials among individual participants and with power issues
associated with the social identities of participants in the intergroup dialogue.
One woman facilitator expressed a concern that “the discussion was one-sided,
with all the men talking. The men weren’t dominating a discussion with the
women but more just dominating the dialogue. We should have broadened it
up more” (quoted in Beale, Thompson, and Chesler, 2001, p. 236). In terms
of social identity, facilitators need to consider what intervention this facilitator
or set of cofacilitators might have made, whether the woman or man facilitator should have made it, what different options the woman or man facilitator
might have had at his or her disposal, and what the differential effect by the
woman or man facilitator might have had on this participant and the group.
Working with conﬂict productively involves facilitators’ dealing with participants who resist the process or are being defensive about certain topics of
discussion. Much of this resistance is an expression of the desire to avoid conﬂict. But overt or covert intergroup conﬂict is what justiﬁes and leads to the
development of and participation in intergroup dialogue; as such, it cannot
be avoided. Covert dynamics of this sort must be brought into the open. In
addition to knowing how and when to surface covert conﬂict, facilitators must
be able to respond when participants engage in heated conflict across or in
identity groups.
Cofacilitation is not always easy. Dilemmas range from not fully understanding what a cofacilitator is communicating in the group to not following
the same agenda or means of accomplishing the goals of the session to using
different intervention strategies. According to one cofacilitator, “It would have
been good here to ask [the participant] ‘why does he think that?’ However,
[my cofacilitator] asked another question to get others involved. I wanted to
say, ‘Could we hold on to that question and ask this question [of the participant who just spoke]?’ The reason why I felt that I shouldn’t do that is because
it makes us look unorganized” (quoted in Beale, Thompson, and Chesler,
2001, p. 236). These dilemmas might occur in any form of group setting—work

56

groups, self-growth groups, or education groups. In intergroup dialogues, however, these issues can be magniﬁed because the cofacilitators are intentionally from
different racial or ethnic, gender, class, or sexual orientation groups; issues of
power and culture add to the normal problems of interpersonal communication
and interaction. In the absence of good preparation and debrieﬁng, facilitators
will be stuck with these sorts of dilemmas.
Finally, linking reﬂection and action remains a constant struggle for both
program staff and facilitators. Although the final stage in the dialogue does
focus on strengthening individual and collective capacities to promote social
justice, some groups may not get to that stage for a variety of reasons. For
example, in groups where there is no clear understanding or acknowledgment
of structural inequality with personal consequences, many participants may
feel that the issues do not apply to them. In other groups, controversy built
up through the ﬁrst three stages may require facilitators to engage the group
in “healing” and relationship building before the end of the dialogues.
At other times, however, participants demand to know what they can do
about the situation after being confronted with the enormity of structural
inequalities and experiencing feelings such as guilt, sadness, anger, or helplessness. Facilitators may respond by saying that it is important for the dialogue
process to unfold fully because the group will, in the final stage of the
dialogues, talk specifically about taking actions toward personal and social
change. Or they may actually start strategizing for action to retain participants’
interest. These challenges all involve balancing reﬂection, dialogue, and action,
integrating different forms of action throughout the dialogue, and reminding
participants to recognize the many ways they are indeed involved in taking
action. For the intergroup dialogue to lead to alliance building, facilitators
need to engage the group in dialogue about their actions with a view of how
those actions serve to maintain privilege and disadvantage or to challenge
power imbalances.
Facilitating intergroup dialogues is a complex endeavor that calls for a
holistic and skillful application of the knowledge, awareness, and values related
to supporting the development of social identity, fostering relationship building across differences, and linking dialogue to action. Like participants, the
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most effective facilitators are those who approach intergroup dialogues with
a learning orientation that is not only individual and self-focused but also collective and other-focused. Because intergroup dialogue relies heavily on the
active involvement of all participants, facilitators must ensure that their learning agenda does not compromise participants’ learning. At the program level,
IGD coordinators must pay careful attention to the preparation and support of
facilitators—from the initial training to actual facilitation to reﬂective learningby-doing throughout the whole process.
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Research on Outcomes and
Processes of Intergroup Dialogue

T

HIS CHAPTER REVIEWS THE RESEARCH ON INTERGROUP
dialogue in higher education. Because intergroup dialogue is a relatively
new educational approach, the associated research is also new and evolving. In
Improving Intergroup Relations, Stephan and Stephan (2001) emphasize that
knowledge of research and evaluation results—whether positive or negative—is
critical in advancing intergroup relations; it is important to know both what
works and what does not work to refine programs. Two broad questions are
addressed in this review: What do students gain by participating in intergroup
dialogue? How do the educational design features and teaching-learning practices
of intergroup dialogue inﬂuence the outcomes?
National, institutional, and classroom studies using various research methods show clearly that college students’ engagement in intergroup dialogue has
a signiﬁcant and positive effect on their preparation for democratic participation (Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, and Gurin, 2002). The educational benefits of
active engagement with diversity—both learning about diversity and interacting with diverse others in the classroom and on campus—were the crux of
the empirical evidence presented in support of the University of Michigan’s
affirmative action cases in the Supreme Court (Gratz v. Bollinger, 2003;
Grutter v. Bollinger, 2003). Diverse educational settings marked by novelty,
disequilibrium, and dissonance in information and experiences combined with
opportunities for substantive reﬂection and meaningful dialogue with others

NOTE: Biren (Ratnesh) A. Nagda took the lead and primary responsibility for conceptualizing and
writing this chapter.
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can have significant positive impact on participants (Nagda, Gurin, and
Johnson, 2005). Hurtado’s review (2003) suggests “participation in intergroup
dialogue has a focused impact, with the most signiﬁcant effects on students’
perspective-taking skills (or capacity to see the world from someone else’s
perspective), the development of a pluralistic orientation, and the belief that
conﬂict enhances democracy” (p. 20).

A Conceptual Framework for Research
on Intergroup Dialogue
In the research and evaluation of intergroup dialogue, cross-sectional survey
research focusing on knowledge and awareness (or attitudes) is most common,
with some studies that use pre/post and longitudinal designs and a few in-depth
qualitative studies. Almost all published work relies on self-reports by participants, both of dialogue processes and outcomes. Such self-reports of changed
intergroup attitudes may not always be stable in time and place and may sometimes be inconsistent with actual behavior. Nevertheless, what has been published or presented at professional conferences is both interesting and instructive,
and it provides practitioners and scholars with directions for future work.
Based on the work of Nagda, Kim, and Truelove (2004) and Nagda
(2006), Figure 1 provides a conceptual framework to situate the research and
evaluation of intergroup dialogue. We introduce the framework with the rightmost column on outcomes, focusing on the ﬁrst question: What do students
gain, both short term and long term, by participating in intergroup dialogues?
We then work left to answer the second question: How do the educational
design features of intergroup dialogue inﬂuence the outcomes? We end with
the program approach, the ﬁrst column: What about the program approach
inﬂuences the educational design and the outcomes?

Outcomes
At its heart, intergroup dialogue is designed to enhance students’ capacities to
work with differences and to participate effectively in diverse settings in
colleges and universities and later in more multicultural organizations and
communities. The research reflects this focus on learning outcomes or goals
60

FIGURE 1
A Conceptual Framework for Research on Intergroup Dialogue
PROGRAM
APPROACH

EDUCATIONAL
DESIGN FEATURES

OUTCOMES

CONDITIONS
• Facilitated and structured
interactions
• Small, diverse group
• Equal status interactions
• Sustained contact
Relative
Emphasis on:

TEACHING-LEARNING
PROCESSES

• Salience of social
identity and
inequality

Psychological Processes

• Intergroup
differences and
conflicts
• Social change

• Cognitive synthesis of new
material
• Affective integration of
discrepant experiences
• Bridging differences
Pedagogical Processes
• Information and
content (Enlightenment)

Consciousness
Raising

Relationship
Building across
Differences and
Conflicts

Strengthening
Individual and
Collective
Capacities
to Promote
Social Justice

• Interactive, face-to-face
approach (Encounter)
Communication Processes
• Interactions within IGD

SOURCE: Developed by B. A. Nagda for the Multiversity Intergroup Dialogue Research Consortium.

discussed in earlier chapters—consciousness raising, building relationships, and
strengthening individual and collective capacities for social change. Consciousness raising outcomes include, for example, awareness of one’s and others’ social
identities and understanding structural inequality. Outcomes of relationship
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building include empathic perspective taking, communication across differences,
and positive beliefs about the use of conﬂict. Outcomes of capacities for social
change include commitment and confidence in prejudice reduction and
promoting diversity and support for prodiversity institutional policies.
Although it clearly is important to know the outcomes of programs, it is
also important to understand how the design features and teaching-learning
processes in intergroup dialogue influence intended outcomes (the middle
column in Figure 1) so as to improve speciﬁc program practices.

Educational Design
Educational design features include two components. First, conditions are
aspects of the group and the learning encounter that help to structure intergroup
dialogues and to influence the nature of intergroup contact and interaction
(see “Design and Practice Principles in Intergroup Dialogue” earlier). Allport
(1954), in prescribing the ideal ingredients for positive intergroup relationships among different groups, emphasized the conditions of equal status contact, interdependence, acquaintance potential, and authority sanction. In
intergroup dialogues, they include factors such as the small-group setting,
degree of equal status among participants, use of structured activities, and facilitation (Nagda, Balon, Hernandez-Morales, and Bouis, 2003; Nagda and
Zúñiga, 2003; Werkmeister-Rozas, 2004).
Second, teaching and learning processes refers to a variety of different dimensions of psychological change, learning, and interactions that occur in the given
conditions and inﬂuence the outcomes. Nagda (2006) conceptualizes them as
psychological, pedagogical, and communication processes.
Psychological processes refers to the individual affective (for example, emotional
empathy, comfort in communicating across differences) or cognitive (for
example, assimilation of information about one’s own group and the other
group’s histories and cultures) learning that happens in the intergroup
dialogue. Although they are also outcomes in and of themselves, they are
part of the learning processes in that they facilitate other outcomes
(Dovidio and others, 2004; Nagda, 2006).
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Pedagogical processes include the situational features of intergroup dialogue such
as enlightenment or content-based, informational learning and encounter,
or interactive learning (Dovidio and others, 2004; Lopez, Gurin, and
Nagda, 1998). Khuri (2004), for example, found that students in an ArabJewish dialogue attributed most of their learning to hearing other students’
views and to readings, the facilitator’s comments, and video documentaries shown in class.
Communication processes, a distinctive theoretical contribution of intergroup
dialogue to the ﬁeld of intergroup contact, include the dialogic interactions in the intergroup dialogue (Nagda, 2006). Nagda and Zúñiga
(2003), for example, found that the more students valued dialogic
learning—sharing, colearning, inquiry, conflict exploration, and action
planning—the more positive their learning outcomes, which may also be
reﬂected in the quantity and quality of participation (Maoz, 2001; Maoz,
Steinberg, Bar-On, and Fakhereldeen, 2002). For instance, storytelling and
personal sharing in intimate interactions appear to foster comfort in interracial and interethnic situations, learning from diverse peers, reduction in
unconscious prejudice, and capacity for leadership in a diverse democracy
(Vasques-Scalera, 1999; Werkmeister-Rozas, 2004; Yeakley, 1998).

Program Approach
Program approach, the ﬁrst column in Figure 1, refers to the particular theoretical or philosophical orientation of the program and is seen to guide the
educational design, teaching-learning processes, and subsequent outcomes in
intergroup dialogue. For example, Maoz (2004), discussing Palestinian-Jewish
dialogues in Israel, distinguishes alternative approaches to dialogue in terms
of a focus on coexistence (commonality/consensus building) or confrontation
(difference/challenge). These different approaches to creating awareness, building relationships, and envisioning action may well lead to different outcomes
for participants from different social locations. Intergroup dialogue, as
conceived here, focuses on both commonalities and differences but emphasizes their contextualization in a larger sociopolitical reality. Thus, intergroup
dialogue draws on aspects of both approaches currently identiﬁed in research
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literature. Unless otherwise noted, the research cited in this chapter refers
speciﬁcally to research on the IGD model.
The conceptual framework helps to situate a number of studies highlighted
below for their particular contributions to our understanding of intergroup
dialogues. The studies included are neither exhaustive in detail nor inclusive
of all relevant studies. Both large and small, quantitative and qualitative, published and unpublished studies are included to show the variety of ways to
assess and learn about the impact of intergroup dialogue.

Outcomes of Intergroup Dialogue
At the University of Michigan, a quasi-experimental design using a pretestposttest design was conducted to look at the impact of intergroup dialogue.
First-year students enrolled in an introductory course that met the diversity
requirement, “Intergroup Relations and Conﬂict,” with intergroup dialogue
as a major course component, were matched on race or ethnicity and gender
with students who did not take the course. The matched sample was drawn
from a concurrent institutional study investigating the diversity experiences
of all entering ﬁrst-year students. All the students were surveyed on entry to
college and again at the end of their fourth year. Lopez, Gurin, and Nagda
(1998) found that students in this course thought more structurally about
racial and ethnic inequalities than did their counterparts. Furthermore, when
presented with intergroup conﬂict scenarios, the same students endorsed more
structural actions (such as changing the climate of the university and societal
change) as responses to the situation than did their counterparts who were not
in the course.
In another classroom-based study, one without a matched control group, a
required introductory course in cultural diversity and social justice at the
University of Washington expanded the scope of outcomes beyond consciousness raising. Students participated in weekly intergroup dialogues to complement the weekly didactic lecture sessions. Nagda, Kim, Moise-Swanson, and
Kim (2006) show significantly increased outcomes in the areas of raising
consciousness, bridging differences, and building capacity for social change.
These ﬁndings held when results for students of color and white students were
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looked at separately, with one exception: students of color showed a signiﬁcant
increase in cognitive empathy, that is, perspective-taking ability, as a result of
intergroup dialogue, but the same was not true for white students.
Zúñiga (2004), in an exploratory classroom study, grappled with a
common concern in intergroup dialogue and related efforts: the link between
dialogue and action. Undergraduate students in race or ethnicity and gender
dialogues at the University of Massachusetts Amherst reported actions that
they took or intended to take as a result of their participation. In the course,
students participated in an intergroup collaboration action project in diverse
teams of four to five students each. Using grounded theory (Strauss and
Corbin, 1990), Zúñiga analyzed thirty-six students’ final reflection papers
and eight team action project reports. She identified three patterns. First,
students deﬁned action varyingly as taking risks, talking with others, and educating self and others. In other words, students’ ideas of action taking mirrored
the kind of actions they were learning to adopt in the dialogue. Second, students in the race or ethnicity dialogues drafted more elaborate plans for next
steps than students in the gender dialogue. Students in the gender dialogue,
however, appeared to be more engaged in applying what they were learning
in the dialogue to conversations with their peers outside class. Third, women
expressed a stronger desire to reach out and talk to people, while men seemed
more inclined to apply what they had learned in a job or to take the message
to the streets or to an organization to which they belonged. Thus, both the
type of dialogue and the gender of participants inﬂuenced the kinds of actions
students intended to take in the future.
These outcome studies show that intergroup dialogues are effective and that
effectiveness is evidenced in students’ greater intergroup understanding, increased
motivation and skills for engaging across differences, and strengthened conﬁdence
in intergroup collaborations and in taking action toward greater social justice.
These outcomes affirm IGD efforts. Yet we need to know more about how and
what about intergroup dialogue helps foster these outcomes.

Conditions of Intergroup Dialogue
Werkmeister-Rozas’s dissertation study (2004) of thirteen women undergraduate participants in a race or ethnicity dialogue at Mount Holyoke College
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reported that features of intergroup dialogue such as structured activities,
group composition, and frequency of contact affected students’ learning.
Students reported that structured activities helped ease intergroup anxiety and
foster equality and cooperativeness in the situation: “I really liked the structured activities . . . because then I felt less [conscious] of myself and it was
everyone participating all at once” (p. 5). A balanced composition of members of the two groups in dialogue was also an important condition for equalizing status in the group. Some students’ comments identiﬁed the lack of such
balance as contributing to less positive group interactions and more disconnection. On the other hand, because the contact was regular and sustained
over a semester, feelings of connectedness and emotional closeness developed
over time: “We’re talking about how we feel, but at the same time, we’re bonding because of our experiences and talked about these things for weeks” (p. 6).
A retrospective evaluation of University of Maryland participants in
six-week intergroup dialogues found that students rated the importance of
certain IGD features—a small-group setting, guidelines for interaction, competent facilitators, and diversity in the group—higher than weekly reﬂection
papers and readings (Nagda, Balon, Hernandez-Morales, and Bouis, 2003).
Additionally, students of color rated the importance of all conditions higher
than white students, but especially signiﬁcant were guidelines and facilitators.
Facilitators’ competencies—supportiveness, encouraging behaviors, challenge,
and so on—were rated high by all participants, but students of color rated all
these competencies much higher than did white students. Subsequent correlation analyses relating outcomes to these conditions showed that (1) for students of color, the small-group setting and diversity in the group showed
signiﬁcant positive correlations with relationship-building outcomes; (2) white
students showed a positive correlation between group guidelines and bridge
building; and (3) students of color showed significant correlations between
action outcomes and all facilitator competencies. The main lesson from these
correlation analyses is that the educational design features such as group
composition and facilitator competencies are related to relationship building
and action outcomes, respectively, but are signiﬁcant only for students of color.
These two studies begin to point to evidence that the IGD conditions supporting facilitated and structured interactions are important in creating the
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context for engagement across differences, even when such engagement may
look different across groups.

Teaching and Learning Processes in Intergroup Dialogue
In the classroom study of the same social work course reviewed above, Nagda,
Kim, and Truelove (2004) applied Dovidio and other’s model (2004) of interventions and outcomes in antibias education to intergroup dialogue. The heart
of the model looks at the question of how interventions lead to outcomes
through intervening psychological processes. Using a pretest/posttest design
in their study of social welfare majors, Nagda, Kim, and Truelove determined
that the lecture and IGD components of a course positively affected
students’ motivation for bridging differences, which had an impact on
students’ value of the importance of taking actions and their confidence in
taking actions—self-directed prejudice reduction and other-directed promotion of diversity.
A second study of students in the introductory course (Intergroup Relations and Conﬂict) mentioned earlier (Lopez, Gurin, and Nagda, 1998) also
used a pretest/posttest design but without a control group to assess the inﬂuence of varied educational methodologies on student learning: content-focused
pedagogy (lectures and readings) and process-focused or active learning pedagogy (experiential activities and reflective journals). Students’ ratings of the
importance of both these learning methods predicted greater structural attributions for racial and ethnic inequalities and endorsement for actions. Active
learning, however, alone predicted endorsement of institutional or societal
action to counter inequality and injustice.
Yeakley (1998) explored ways in which affective processes in intergroup
dialogues inﬂuence change in participants’ perceptions, attitudes, and levels
of understanding toward members of a different social identity group. In-depth
interviews were conducted with fourteen undergraduates who participated in
a peer-facilitated semester-long intergroup dialogue. Using a grounded theory
approach, Yeakley determined that sharing personal experiences in the dialogue
helped lead to outcomes such as increased comfort with difference, increased
connectivity across group boundaries, enhanced understanding of different
perspectives, and greater intergroup understanding (understanding of
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participants’ own and others’ personal and social identities). Support for personal sharing involved information’s being received with trust and respect (not
criticism or judgment), inclusion of different perspectives, and interpretation
of this information in terms of both parties’ social identities. Yeakley’s study
was also instructive in specifying some of the potentially negative outcomes
and processes of intergroup contact. For instance, limited direct contact often
led to stereotyping, and when sharing personal information resulted only in
casual conversation rather than further sharing or inquiry, the outcome was
increased comfort but little intergroup understanding. When even deeper
personal sharing was received negatively (by stereotype, judgment, or criticism), separation, resentment, and disconnection were among the outcomes:
“painful feelings related to being stereotyped or discriminated against because
of one’s social identity led to increased discomfort with, resentment of, and
dissociation from members of the identity group that they attributed the
experience to” (p. 1).
Yeakley’s study (1998) clearly points to the development of communicative competency—that is, the ability to share and explore social issues in
public—as a key inﬂuence on outcomes. In a classroom qualitative study of a
multisection IGD course, Zúñiga, Vasques-Scalera, Sevig, and Nagda (1996),
using students’ ﬁnal reﬂection papers as data, showed that students in a sevenweek intergroup dialogue learned how to effectively engage in communicative
actions. Themes of voicing, sharing experiences, listening to others and being
listened to, and asking difficult questions were found to be outcomes of the
learning as well as facilitating further learning in intergroup dialogue. Building
on this study, Nagda and Zúñiga (2003), in their pretest/posttest study of students in the race and ethnicity intergroup dialogues, found that students’ valuing of dialogic learning was related to frequency of thinking about racial group
membership, perspective taking, comfort in communicating across differences,
positive beliefs about conflict, and motivation for bridging differences. The
dialogic learning components included peer facilitation, structured activities,
being able to disagree, sharing views and experiences, asking questions that
they were not able to ask before, addressing difficult questions, working
through disagreements and conflicts, talking about ways to take action on
social issues, and exploring ways to take action with others. This study
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underscores the importance of the dialogic learning process as distinguished
from casual conversation and interaction in groups.
Nagda (2006) further reﬁnes the understanding of IGD communication
processes. Based on the earlier study (Nagda, Kim, and Truelove, 2004) identifying bridging differences as a psychological process toward actions to reduce
prejudice and promote diversity, Nagda asked what the nature of bridging differences is. He found that a set of four communication processes contributed
to bridging differences:
1. Appreciating difference refers to learning about others and hearing about
different points of view in the dialogues.
2. Engaging self complements learning about others with sharing of one’s own
perspectives and rethinking them as part of the dialogic interaction.
3. Communicating about critical self-reflection refers to the examination
of one’s ideas, experiences, and perspectives as located in the context of
inequality, privilege, and oppression.
4. Building alliances involves relating to and thinking about collaborating
with others in taking actions toward social justice.
The ﬁrst two communication processes reﬂect well the relationship building
aspect of intergroup dialogue, while the latter two communication processes
speak to the distinctive emphasis of intergroup dialogue on contextualizing
experiences and relationships vis-à-vis social inequality and social change. This
study, illuminating a new theoretical component focusing on what happens
in the interactional milieu to facilitate bridging differences, expands our understanding of the nature and complexity of IGD communication.
As a whole, these studies on communication processes show that students
learn to engage dialogically and that this engagement is linked to a variety of outcomes. Thus, intentional support of dialogic communication across differences
through structured and facilitated interactions is critical to the achievement of
intended outcomes.

Long-Term Impact of Intergroup Dialogue
Although the research discussed thus far shows promising outcomes and
illuminates the importance of some of the influential processes involved in
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dialogic encounters, we do not know how enduring these changes are over the
course of students’ undergraduate careers and beyond. Indeed, the dearth of
longitudinal studies looking at long-term program effects is an important
limitation in this research area in general.
One exception to this general trend is a study of long-term effects that
followed students who had participated in Lopez, Gurin, and Nagda’s study
(1998) described earlier. Both the course participants and their matched comparison counterparts were followed several years later, just before graduation
for most students. Gurin, Peng, Lopez, and Nagda (1999) discovered that participation in the IGD program was critical in helping to reverse much of what
may be expected attitudes and behaviors of being socialized in the larger societal
context of racial or ethnic inequality. For instance, even just before graduating,
program participation was related to more positive intergroup perceptions and
attitudes for all students (students from privileged and disadvantaged social
groups). White and male program participants did not subscribe as strongly
to dominant perspectives on intergroup conﬂict and educational equity as did
their nonparticipating counterparts. Students of color and women participants
reported more positive views of conflict and more support of educational
equity policies than did nonparticipants. In addition, students of color perceived less campus divisiveness and had more positive interactions with white
students than did their nonparticipating counterparts. According to Gurin,
Nagda, and Lopez (2004), course participants, when compared with the
matched control group, also showed greater perspective taking, greater
endorsement of difference as nondivisive, greater commonality with other
racial and ethnic groups, more positive and less negative conﬂict ideology, and
greater mutuality in learning about their own and other groups. Furthermore,
in looking at civic participation in college, course participants were shown to
have a greater interest in politics and participated more in campus politics.
Beyond college, course participants anticipated helping their groups or community and promoting racial and ethnic understanding more than did the
matched control students. The three areas where no differences occurred
between the two groups of students were in gaining knowledge about their
group’s contributions to society, community service participation in college,
and inﬂuencing political structures after college.
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Gurin, Nagda, and Lopez (2004) suggest that participation in the course in
their ﬁrst year in college likely inﬂuenced the curricular and cocurricular choices
students made in the rest of their time on campus. The program context—
intentional and guided learning about social identities, intergroup conﬂicts, and
social change—can be an important alternative to the larger campus culture so
as to cultivate more positive views and feelings of intergroup relations. When
compared with control students, students in both privileged and disadvantaged
groups expressed more positive attitudes and experiences about intergroup life;
they more positively valued racial and ethnic identities, found stronger ties with
students who were both similar to them and different from them racially and
ethnically, and endorsed more constructive ways of working through differences.
A second study that looked at the postgraduation experiences of IGD facilitators is also informative. Vasques-Scalera (1999) conducted a qualitative
study of the impact of intergroup dialogue on thirty former undergraduate
IGD facilitators from the University of Michigan. Although the study focused
speciﬁcally on facilitators, most of them had previously participated in intergroup dialogue. Using questionnaires and in-depth interviews as well as
content analysis of reports or papers they wrote as part of their facilitation
experience, Vasques-Scalera found that several years after graduation, former
facilitators reported greater consciousness of their social identities and more
complex understandings of issues of identity and difference; increased comfort
with their roles as individuals and group members in systems of oppression;
greater appreciation of the role of conﬂict, critical compassion, and empathy
in building communities in and across difference; and increased skills in communication, dealing with conﬂict, and the ability to translate their growth into
action. Facilitators described the ways in which the program gave them the tools
to do this work and supported them in their own and others’ learning. The data
also spoke to the power of being part of a diverse, supportive, mutual learning
community in which personal, emotional, and experiential learning is nurtured. The long-term impact is seen in the ways in which they continued to
draw on their IGD experiences in their postcollege commitments to work on
issues of diversity, intergroup relations, and social justice. In addition to
advancing their own knowledge and interpersonal relationships, facilitators
reported a strong and committed investment in working on these issues in the
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organizations in which they work and volunteer. The facilitators’ narratives
also indicated some of the challenges of maintaining commitments to social
justice amid worldly environs that were contrary to the IGD experience,
namely, a general lack of opportunities and support to continue social justice
learning and work.
These studies show that participation in intergroup dialogue, whether as
learners or as facilitators, can have long-term positive impact on commitments
to pluralism and social justice. The important issue raised here is, of course,
the continuing enactment of these commitments and the availability of
supportive conditions that were present in the program itself. Given the
embryonic stage of research on intergroup dialogue in higher education
settings, much work remains to be done in each of the areas discussed above.
As the research on long-term effects suggests, a more concerted research effort
needs to be undertaken to situate students’ experiences in the larger sociopolitical reality of unequal power relations.

Conclusion
Over the last decade, the research on intergroup dialogue in higher education
has expanded in its articulation of outcomes. Furthermore, theorizing about
and investigating the design features and teaching-learning processes in intergroup dialogue have led to deeper understanding of how change happens in
individual participants, what happens in the intergroup dialogue, and how
practices can be improved. Future research and evaluation can address the
limitations of current research.
Research methods and design. Despite the range of methods and designs used,
future research must address limitations in four areas: (1) accounting for
self-selection in intergroup dialogues that cannot be fully handled using preresearch or postresearch designs, (2) observational and behavioral data that
do not rely solely on self-reports, (3) longitudinal studies to assess whether
the immediate outcomes endure over time or latent outcomes manifest later,
and (4) what processes and conditions enable sustained outcomes over time.
Educational design features. More systematic study of the conditions of
intergroup encounter is needed, given the variations in implementation.
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How does the length of intergroup dialogues (seven weeks, ten weeks,
or a semester) affect desired outcomes? How does the length of weekly
sessions (one hour or one hundred fifty minutes) affect students’ experiences in intergroup dialogue? How do independently offered IGD
courses compare with intergroup dialogues that are required as part
of other courses? How does peer facilitation compare with nonpeer
facilitation?
Facilitation. Skilled facilitation is a critical ingredient in students’ learning in
the dialogues. More research is needed on the impact of facilitators on
students’ learning and outcomes and on facilitators’ own growth and
development throughout the intergroup dialogue.
Role of difference and conflict. More systematic study is needed of different
approaches to campus intergroup dialogue and different program philosophies. How do different views and approaches to conflict (proactive or
reactive, denial or use) affect the outcomes of consciousness raising, relationship building, and capacity building for change? To what extent are
intergroup similarities and differences or processes of collaboration or
enlightenment and confrontation emphasized?
Attention to asymmetrical power relations. Future research needs to look more
carefully at how asymmetrical power relations (such as in racism and
sexism) inﬂuence the processes, conditions, and outcomes in intergroup
dialogue. Further research is also needed to understand how power relations and dominant-subordinate dynamics are replicated or challenged in
intergroup dialogue.
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Program Development,
Implementation, and
Institutional Impact

D

EVELOPING AND IMPLEMENTING A DIALOGUE PROGRAM
requires attending to a range of programmatic considerations. This
chapter provides practical information for planning, implementing, and sustaining campus-based dialogue. It also examines potential areas of impact of
IGD programs on the wider collegiate environment.
Because intergroup dialogue is relatively new in higher education, the
information discussed in the first section of this chapter relies on various
sources: print, the Internet, our own experiences, and informal interviews with
colleagues and practitioners. Because campus dialogue programs often face
similar programmatic issues and challenges, we also draw from the experiences
of practitioners involved in Study Circles and Sustained Dialogue in various
colleges and universities.
Zúñiga and Nagda (2001) outlined a set of considerations for developing
and implementing a campus-based dialogue program. They suggest a number
of issues that need to be addressed during the planning phase: philosophical
and practical orientation of the program, institutional context, program location in the organizational structure, funding, and linking dialogues to other
campus efforts. In the implementation phase, recruitment and training of staff,
recruitment of dialogue participants, and program sustainability should be
taken into account.

Program Development
The development of a dialogue program entails addressing the following
considerations.
Intergroup Dialogue in Higher Education

75

Philosophical and Practical Orientation
An important step in developing a dialogue program is determining the
philosophical and practical orientation of the program, including the goals, practice principles, and issues that will be addressed. Several paths lead to creating
an effective program, and, depending on institutional context, a particular
approach might be more successful. Practitioners may wish to consider some of
the practice models—Study Circles and Sustained Dialogue—mentioned in the
ﬁrst chapter, as they are also increasingly used on college campuses.
In choosing a path, it is helpful to clarify what issues will be central and
the extent to which social action will be an important outcome. This exercise
may inﬂuence which approach to dialogue may be most appropriate to achieve
intended goals.
Dialogue programs continually grapple with selecting intergroup issues on
which to focus. In some cases, focal issues may relate to emerging concerns or
tensions on campus or in the larger community. For instance, ethnoreligious
issues may be more pressing since the events of September 11, 2001. Recent
legislative proposals against gay marriage, anti-immigration legislation, reproductive rights, and ballot initiatives against affirmative action have also redirected the focus of some dialogue programs. Although the majority of dialogue
efforts focus on social identity–based issues related to race and ethnicity,
gender, and sexual orientation, a few initiatives focus on speciﬁc questions or
issues. For example, the University of New Hampshire Study Circles engaged
in questions and topics such as “Are freedom of speech and a nonthreatening
environment mutually exclusive on campus? Gender, power, and difference at
UNH,” and “University or polyversity? The promise of conﬂict in the UNH
community.” At Manhattan College, a Study Circle focused around the question of values and which ones are on the “endangered list” (Mallory and
Thomas, 2003).

Institutional Context and Location
An important aspect of context is the impetus for starting a program, which
has implications for the location of and infrastructure for offering dialogues.
For instance, the degree to which an institution supports new initiatives related
to diversity, multiculturalism, and improvements in campus climate will affect
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program development in many ways. Campuses can start dialogue programs in
various ways:
A faculty or staff member initiates the effort. For example, a faculty member
at the University of Wisconsin–Parkside participated in community-wide
Study Circles and thought the campus would benefit from a similar
program.
Students, staff, or faculty members propose the need to explore tensions on
campus. For example, at the University of Maryland, College Park, the
Student Intercultural Learning Center (part of the Office of Human
Relations Programs) established an IGD program in direct response to
students’ stated need. Students wanted facilitated opportunities to come
together to talk across various dimensions of difference so they could
explore intragroup and intergroup tensions, forge cross-group relationships, and build community (Clark, 2002).
One or a string of critical social identity–based incidents occur on campus.
For example, at Colorado College, an insensitive April Fool’s edition of
the college paper sparked the desire for a Sustained Dialogue (J. Owens,
personal communication, May 12, 2005).
The program structures used to implement dialogues also vary across campuses, whether they are implementing similar or different models of dialogues.
Four main structures are possible:
Stand-alone efforts usually offer dialogues for academic credit and draw students
from the entire student body (Iowa State University, University of
Massachusetts Amherst, Occidental College, Portland Community College,
Spelman College, Syracuse University, University of Michigan).
When dialogues are a component of a larger course, students participate
in larger lectures with smaller discussion sections and dialogue groups
(Colgate University, Columbus State University, Universities of Washington
Seattle, Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, New Hampshire).
Dialogues can be a ﬁeld experience that is linked with courses in the humanities, social sciences, and the professions. For example, a women’s studies
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or sociology class may require students to participate in an out-of-class
experience on campus or the community for the particular term of the
course. This option provides students with the opportunity to sign up for
a cocurricular dialogue group on campus (Arizona State University,
University of Maryland).
Cocurricular dialogues are sponsored by student affairs units or student organizations. They offer dialogues in residence halls, learning communities, or
for the general student body (Arizona State University, Colorado College,
Dickinson College, Mount Holyoke College, Universities of Pennsylvania and Notre Dame).
All these efforts and programmatic structures take shape when decisions
are made about where to locate the program in the institution:
Many dialogue programs are located in a university or college administrative
office. For instance, on Indiana University’s Bloomington campus, Study
Circle dialogues on race are located in Residential Programs and Services.
The Office of Service Learning offers intergroup dialogues at Bucknell
University. At Arizona State University, IGD activities are sponsored by
the Intergroup Relations Center, located under the Office of the Executive Vice President and the Office of the Provost. At the University of
Maryland, they are housed in the Office of Human Relations Programs,
an arm of the Office of the President. At Colorado College, the Office of
Minority Student Life works with a student organization to implement a
Sustained Dialogue program. Student organizations create and sponsor
Sustained Dialogues at the University of Notre Dame and Dickinson
College.
In other institutions, dialogue programs are located in a particular school or
department. At Occidental College, an IGD course is offered by the
Department of Psychology. The Social Justice Education concentration
in the Department of Student Development and Pupil Personnel Services
of the School of Education of the University of Massachusetts Amherst
offers an IGD multisection undergraduate course (Zúñiga and others,
forthcoming). At the University of Michigan, the Department of
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Psychology and Sociology offers IGD activities through a partnership
between the College of Literature, Science and the Arts and the Division
of Student Affairs. Because only academic departments can grant credit
to dialogue participants, partnerships between the Division of Student
Affairs and academic departments are fairly common in credit-bearing
dialogue activities. Several departments have granted academic credit
to dialogue initiatives: American studies, African American studies,
communication, education, physical education, psychology, social work,
sociology, women’s studies, and general university studies.
Although the institutional location of a dialogue program may depend on
a number of factors, including the impetus for the program, the presence of
an institutional champion seems to inﬂuence the outcome. Institutional champions can establish formal and informal partnerships with academic and
administrative units, obtain academic credit, seek funding, or garner institutional backing. Champions are important to dialogue efforts for their ability to
advocate, obtain resources, and support the continuation of the program. An
institutional champion may be a department chair, a student, a vice president,
a provost, a dean of the college, a student affairs practitioner working in residence life or student activities, or a faculty member. The key characteristics of
an institutional champion include being passionate about students’ learning
to work across differences, having the power and resources to influence or
make decisions, being willing to lend vocal support to the dialogue program,
and possessing the ability to bring together colleagues and students from
diverse backgrounds interested in such efforts. Multiple champions located in
both the academic and student affairs departments of institutions are ideal.

Funding
Creating and coordinating a dialogue program takes funds, patience, perseverance, and energy (Nemeroff and Tukey, 2001). Given the range of institutional locations and programmatic structures used by these efforts, it is not
surprising that the sources of funding for these activities vary extensively across
institutions. Although most programs rely on some form of internal funding
(in kind, monetary amount, faculty appointment, for example), a few have
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benefited from external funding. Offices of the provost, dean of students,
minority student life, residence life, multicultural affairs, and student organizations and various academic departments contribute to the support of campus
dialogue programs in different ways. For expanding the sources of funding of
a program, it is always helpful to build collaborations with academic units and
gain support from prominent faculty and administrators (Gorski, 2002).
States’ higher education funds, corporations, and local and national foundations such as Mellon, Ford, William and Flora Hewlett, and Bildner are among
the institutions that have granted external funding to dialogue initiatives.
For instance, the Words of Engagement IGD program at the University of
Maryland, College Park, started with the support of a Pluralism and Unity
grant from the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation (Clark, 2002). One
of the main challenges faced by externally funded programs concerns issues
of sustainability once the funding ends. Securing a stable internal source of
funding contributes to program sustainability over time.

Links with Other Campus Efforts
Many dialogue efforts attempt to establish links with other diversity initiatives
on their own campus. For instance, some diversity initiatives integrate dialogue
efforts with leadership and community development activities in residence
halls to prepare students for democratic citizenship in a multicultural society
(Zúñiga, Nelson Laird, and Mitchell, 2005). In other instances, dialogue activities are linked to staff development efforts on the campus (Clark, 2003).
There also appears to be a tendency for intracampus collaboration to occur
on the margins of universities’ academic cores (Schoem, 2002). Program leaders who attempt to bridge institutional boundaries without sufficient time,
energy, and rewards may become overextended and frustrated as a result. Linking to other university efforts, however, also supports a sense of purpose and
commitment. One example of such linking is the Michigan Community
Scholars Program, which is built on the intersections of community
service–learning and IGD programs in the context of a residential learning
community. Students study about community in their first-year seminars,
enroll in dialogues, and perform service in diverse community settings
(Schoem, 2002). Although the impetus for intercampus collaborations may
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come from practitioners leading a dialogue initiative, funding from private
foundations can play a pivotal role in the development and implementation
of multi-institutional efforts. For instance, the Bildner Family Foundation
awarded grants to New Jersey public and private colleges and universities to
create a comprehensive statewide network of institutions committed to using
diversity as a catalyst for systemic change on their campuses. The Sustained
Dialogue program at Princeton University and the Sustained Dialogue Campus
Network are actively involved in this statewide network (Wathington, 2002).
Such involvement not only lends visibility to campus dialogue programs but
also allows for cross-institutional synergy, impact, and sharing of resources.

Implementation and Sustainability
Once the philosophy and design of the program have been determined and
institutional support is obtained, issues arise of staffing, recruitment of participants, and sustainability.

Staffing
Dialogue program staff perform a variety of tasks, including recruitment of
participants, facilitating dialogues or training dialogue facilitators, supporting
and consulting with dialogue facilitators, coordinating meeting locations,
updating educational materials, and compiling reading materials and other
resources. Staff members may have special training in the theory and methodology of intergroup relations or active learning methods and should be competent in intergroup communication and small-group leadership (Thompson,
Graham Brett, and Behling, 2001). Currently, many dialogue courses and
small programs are primarily staffed by one individual faculty or student affairs
professional or by two student affairs professionals. In the case of Sustained
Dialogue, students co-coordinate the effort through a student organization.
Other programs have ﬁve or more staff members. For example, the University
of Michigan IGD program has two codirectors, one from the College of
Literature, Science and the Arts (LSA) and the other from the Division
of Students Affairs (DSA), who administratively staff this program. DSA also
contributes an associate director, program coordinator, and administrative
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assistant. The college contributes a lecturer and the involvement of a senior
faculty member. Three to four graduate and undergraduate student interns are
also part of the staff (Thompson, Graham Brett, and Behling, 2001). Drawing from both LSA and DSA greatly increases the diversity of potential teaching and training teams. Often it is only by involving instructors from both
units that Michigan is able to achieve a diverse composition based on race,
gender, and other relevant social identities (Thompson, Graham Brett, and
Behling, 2001).
In addition, energetic and continued participation and support from faculty
and administrators, both in material (labor and funds) and symbolic (ideas and
advocacy) terms, is vital to the long-term sustainability of dialogue programs.
These colleagues must be available to help teach courses, provide intellectual as
well as programmatic input, and present the academic and institutional face of
the program to other members of the collegiate community. Without such support, dialogue programs are likely to be seen as extras, as cocurricular activities
minimally linked to the fundamental mission of educating students in the
knowledge and skills required for participation in a diverse democracy.

Recruiting Student Participants
College students may choose from a myriad of cocurricular experiences and
academic courses. As dialogue activities are relatively new on most campuses,
active recruitment of dialogue participants and facilitators is essential. In
“Facilitating Intergroup Dialogues,” we discussed recruiting and screening facilitators. Recruiting dialogue participants also requires an intentional effort, as
students typically self-select into these opportunities. Programs develop a range
of strategies to publicize their efforts so they can recruit students of diverse
backgrounds, majors, and years in college. Some practitioners send informational flyers to residence halls and academic advisors, advertise on campus
radio and television stations, e-mail student groups, present at student groups
or courses, and post ﬂyers or send e-mail geared toward speciﬁc college populations. For example, ﬂyers in professional schools may promote the value of
developing intercultural communication skills for future employment. Another
recruitment strategy involves sending letters or e-mails to potential students
inviting them to participate. At the University of Kentucky–Lexington, ﬂyers,
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a Web site, word of mouth, and newspaper ads were used to attract Study
Circle participants. The option to register online increased the number of
applicants. The most successful method was the advocacy of faculty who
allocated class time to promote the effort and offered credit for participation
(Stockham, 2001). In general, the most successful recruitment strategy appears
to be word of mouth. Asking former dialogue participants to assist with
recruitment can be very effective. One practitioner mentioned that students
who reported taking their learning into their living spaces were able to motivate others to participate in the dialogue.
In creating a dialogue program, recruiting and maintaining a substantial,
diverse group of participants is often a challenge. Practitioners at every institution interviewed set a goal of having a balanced number of participants who
represent the social identity groups involved in each dialogue. They also look
for diversity in social identity groups. For example, in a gender dialogue, coordinators attempt to have an equal number of men and women from diverse
backgrounds (religion, race, and sexual orientation, for example) (Stockham,
2001; Thompson, Graham Brett, and Behling, 2001). A balanced group can
contribute to a sense of safety and group solidarity (Anzaldúa, 1990; Pettigrew,
1998). Chesler, Wilson, and Malani (1993) noted that students who are the
only or one of a few members of their social identity group in the classroom
complain about faculty and students’ expectations that they serve as the
spokesperson for their social identity group. Balancing numbers is one way to
avoid this potentially negative dynamic.
In predominantly white institutions, recruiting students from diverse racial
and ethnic backgrounds can be challenging. These campuses may choose to
offer dialogues that focus on gender, sexual orientation, religion, and socioeconomic class if they are unable to generate sufficient numbers for a dialogue
on race and ethnicity. On occasion, institutions offer intragroup dialogues that
focus on exploring a particular social identity (such as white people). In this
case, groups aspire to be intentionally diverse, but there is not the same emphasis on having equal numbers of participants from two or more different social
groups (Thompson, Graham Brett, and Behling, 2001).
Recruitment tasks vary depending on where the dialogue program is
institutionally located and the demographics of the student body. Recruiting
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participants for cocurricular dialogues that meet weekly or biweekly on a
volunteer basis can pose some challenges, depending on the time commitment
and incentives involved. Many schools schedule cocurricular dialogue activities
in the evening or over dinner in a centrally located residence hall. Creditbearing dialogues are often more attractive to students looking for an elective
or a nontraditional educational experience. Regardless of institutional location, it appears that most programs ﬁnd it challenging to recruit men from all
backgrounds to participate in these activities. We are encouraged that, based
on our interviews with practitioners, even at universities that have a small
population of students of color, the percentage of people of color enrolled in
race and ethnicity dialogues is usually greater than the percentage of students
of color enrolled on campus. The dialogue program’s institutional location and
recruiting pool also inﬂuence the diversity of participants. For instance, at the
onset of the Voices of Discovery Program at Arizona State University (ASU),
participants were recruited only from courses and disciplines focusing on issues
of cultural and social diversity (Treviño, 2001). By expanding the recruitment
pool to other academic majors and offering academic credit as an incentive,
ASU was able to attract a larger pool of students to the IGD activities.

Program Sustainability
In interviews, many practitioners mentioned the challenges of program
sustainability in terms of preventing burnout, ﬁnding ways to reenergize themselves, and keeping program momentum moving forward. Many practitioners and coordinators volunteer their time to start dialogues. Often other
priorities and job responsibilities take over. One practitioner interviewed
shared concern about the dialogue program continuing on his campus, as conducting dialogues was not the main part of his job description and other responsibilities were accumulating. Dialogue courses are continually evolving to remain
responsive and relevant to students’ experiences. Thus, staff members must
update course readings each year or semester and be aware of current issues
(Thompson, Graham Brett, and Behling, 2001).
Programs that include diversity education, are committed to justice and
learning communities, and are interdisciplinary in their study of race, gender,
and sexuality are usually marginalized in higher education institutions
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(Schoem, 2002). When these programs are relegated to minor status or are
deﬁned as tracks, practitioners often feel colleagues do not respect their dialogue work. One practitioner shared the view that her colleagues see dialogues
as “touchy-feely,” excessively focused on personal emotions and experiences,
and therefore nonacademic. She emphatically mentioned how participants’
journals indicate otherwise. Yankelovich (1999) also noted that until recently
most people assumed there were no particular skills required for engaging in
or leading dialogues. Sometimes, senior staff or faculty members assume they
can easily run or facilitate a dialogue. These attitudes contribute to the marginality of dialogues and potentially affect the sustainability of a program.
The presence or lack of institutional champions also influences sustainability. Practitioners and colleagues expressed concern about what would
happen to the program if they or their institutional champion left the university or college. Would the dialogue effort continue? This is also a concern
with student-initiated dialogue efforts that have regular turnover in leadership. Although there is no guarantee of retention of students, professional staff,
or institutional champions, continually working to cultivate leaders and supporters and linking to other efforts may help to ease these concerns.

Institutional Impact of IGD Programs
Systematic research about the impact of IGD programs on the wider collegiate
environment is not currently available. Drawing mainly from our experience
at three different campuses and through interviews with IGD colleagues across
the country, we speculate on the potential impact of such IGD programs in
several areas: (1) student climate and intergroup interactions; (2) organized
student activity in support of improved intergroup relations and antidiscrimination or prosocial justice activities; (3) student service programs, including
residence hall practices and relationships; (4) curricular innovations or expansions; and (5) pedagogical practices, especially those of faculty involved in dialogue programs or similar efforts, but also among uninvolved faculty colleagues
and peers. Even though much of the available evidence on these matters is
anecdotal, it does highlight arenas where IGD practices can be extended and
where further research is needed.
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One can reasonably expect some carryover of the demonstrated effects of
IGD activities on students’ attitudes and interactions with broader cross-group
student interaction on campus. Depending on the number of students
involved in IGD activities, program efforts may also affect aspects of the campus climate generally. At the University of Michigan, for instance, a large number of former dialogue participants have been involved in campus social justice
campaigns such as those related to support for the university’s affirmative
action program. At another campus, many participants enrolled in an IGD
course were part of a movement aimed at challenging the university to be true
to its mission of equity. Even though participants of color were more active in
the leadership of this movement than were white participants, many white
participants stood in solidarity in meetings and protests. Several faculty meetings were organized to grapple with the issues raised by the students, including
a Speak Out where many dialogue participants spoke and read excerpts from
their own writing about their (racial, gender, sexual orientation) experiences
on the college campus. The testimonies had a strong impact on the faculty,
and many are now committed to diversifying their courses and programs.
The same is true on other campuses. IGD programs have been successful
enough on some campuses that portions of the program’s philosophy and practice and some of their trained leaders have been used or incorporated into
other student programs, including programs to prepare residence hall advisors, first-year orientation programs, partnerships with community
service–learning programs, faculty development, teaching assistant training,
and student leadership training (Schoem and Hurtado, 2001; Thompson,
Graham Brett, and Behling, 2001; Zúñiga and others, forthcoming).
Curricular efforts have also adopted or incorporated dialogue approaches,
some in traditional courses and some in entire programs. The preparation of
future practitioners in social work and education, for example, have had a
broad impact. At the University of Washington’s School of Social Work, IGD
courses are required of all undergraduate and graduate social work students.
Both at Washington and at the University of Massachusetts Amherst School
of Education, more advanced courses are available in IGD theory, research,
and practice. On both campuses, department-based programs have generated
more campuswide efforts.
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Some evidence also exists of the overall impact of IGD activities on the
campus climate for diversity for students, faculty, and staff. Dialogue
approaches, for example, have been incorporated into faculty development
programs directed toward building more effectiveness in diverse classrooms at
Arizona State University. Faculty members and doctoral students involved in
teaching dialogue courses often carry these principles into undergraduate
teaching. As they share their pedagogical approaches with colleagues, others
have adopted various dialogue techniques in unrelated courses. In some
instances, students who have participated in IGD courses have approached
their instructors to request parallel efforts be introduced into some of their
regular classes. For institutions, dialogue programs create greater awareness of
the importance of addressing issues of diversity. For example, one campus is
considering dialogue participation as one of the ways students can fulﬁll a general diversity requirement. Other campuses have developed dialogue activities
for professional and administrative staff. The University of Maryland, for
example, has piloted several IGD efforts for professional (exempt staff ) and
support staff (nonexempt staff ) to examine campus climate issues facing university employees in the institution (Clark, 2003).
The need to better prepare college graduates to live and work in a diverse
society has become increasingly apparent. A growing number of colleges and
universities—public and private, primarily research and primarily teaching,
undergraduate and postgraduate—are examining and developing curricular
and cocurricular campus-based IGD programs to address this need. Interviews
with practitioners associated with existing IGD programs suggest that these
programs appear to have ripple effects beyond their well-documented positive
effects on students. The work of faculty, teaching assistants, and student affairs
professionals, the level and quality of students’ involvement on campus, the
success of diversity initiatives, and the overall campus climate also appear to
be positively affected by the presence of a dialogue effort on campus. As these
effects are more systematically documented, understood, and enhanced by
continued practice and further research, these efforts are likely to continue
to grow, to become more sustainable, and to be more effectively integrated
with other aspects of the curriculum, with student life, and with other diversity initiatives.
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Final Thoughts

W

E LIVE IN A SOCIETY RENT BY MAJOR SOCIAL DIVISIONS
and social inequalities. People of different races, ethnicities, genders,
religions, sexual orientations, and socioeconomic classes often live in different
worlds, are ignorant of or cautious with one another, and sometimes engage
in serious and sustained conﬂict. Continuing and, in some cases, rising levels
of intolerance and discrimination undermine efforts to achieve a diverse democratic society. Not only are these societal patterns reproduced daily in informal interactions among students on our college campuses; they are often also
aggravated by passive and inattentive programs and outdated curricula or
faculty approaches. At the same time, students on our campuses are often curious about one another, desirous of crossing social boundaries, and interested in
issues of social equality and social justice.
Intergroup dialogue responds to students’ concerns and motivations by
providing an opportunity for them to explore their own and others’ experiences,
perspectives, and visions for change. Led by trained facilitators, intergroup dialogues promote sustained and intimate small-group interactions and intellectual
and social risk taking. Students share perspectives, ask questions, respond to
issues and concerns often ignored or denied, and explore new ways of thinking
about themselves, others, and their role in the larger society. This kind of intimate interaction and collective inquiry stands in contrast to the highly individualized approach to learning typical of traditional academic pedagogies and
broadens the kinds of educational experience available to college students.
The research evidence on intergroup dialogue that has been presented in
this monograph suggests that participation in these activities can increase
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students’ understanding of themselves and others, their comprehension of the
roots and operations of structural discrimination and cultural hegemony, and
their commitment to take concerted action to create more socially just lives
and communities. Indeed, many students who have participated in intergroup
dialogues have continued to apply their new understandings and skills in oncampus change efforts and in careers dedicated to advancing social change and
social justice.
A strength of intergroup dialogue and other programs that promote
dialogic engagement among students is that they can be adapted to different
campus contexts. Although IGD programs have been designed and implemented differently on various campuses, they share a common emphasis on
skilled facilitation, a form of instructional leadership that supports active, honest, and empathic communication. Most IGD programs blend structured
experiential activities and dialogic methods while providing readings and other
more traditional forms of intellectual input and exploration.
The effort to ﬁnd new ways to engage people in meaningful communication and collaboration across social identities and social locations is a key
challenge of our time. It requires both the willingness and the commitment
to understand group-based differences in identity, life experience, and worldview; to explore common problems, values, and relationships; and to work
together to promote change. Unresolved intergroup conﬂicts represent a danger to social stability, democratic participation, and social justice. Intergroup
dialogue promises a significant pedagogical innovation that promotes the
development of critical dialogic and emphatic skills and dispositions that a
new generation of citizens and leaders will need to build a more equitable,
inclusive, and just future.
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Appendix: Educational Resources
Intergroup dialogue uses a variety of active, experiential, and dialogic learning
methods for students to engage in shared activities, stimulate conversation,
foster critical thinking, and deepen dialogues. The ﬁrst section of this appendix includes educational resources that we have used extensively in our practice. The second section includes resources for training and supporting
facilitators. Wherever possible, we have noted additional references for more
detailed information about the resources.

Curriculum
When these educational resources are used in the dialogue session, they are
supplemented with readings and a set of guidelines for facilitators. Each
resource is also integrated into the four-stage design described in “Design and
Practice Principles in Intergroup Dialogue”; they are not stand-alone activities. The curriculum relies on connecting each activity and session with speciﬁc readings, conceptual organizers, and dialogic methods as well as on the
sustained face-to-face interaction of participants and facilitators.
The summary description of each structured activity and dialogic method
notes the goals and context, approximate length of time based on a two-hour
session, and other supporting materials. The resources, with the exception of
“Methods for Deepening the Conversation,” are listed in order of use in
the four-stage IGD curriculum. A brief description of each stage precedes the
respective resources. Resources in “Methods for Deepening the Conversation”
are presented separately because they are relevant for all stages of intergroup
dialogue.
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Stage 1—Group Beginnings: Forming and Building Relationships
Weaving content and process objectives, concepts, and structured activities in
this stage supports the IGD goals of relationship building and building the
capacity for sustained dialogue. The sessions in this stage focus on exploring
the reasons for talking with others about speciﬁc intergroup issues and acquiring dialogue skills. We engage the students in exploring why it is important
to talk about race, gender, socioeconomic class, or sexual orientation, for example, on the college campus as well as clarifying what dialogue is in relation to
other forms of communication.
Why Talk About Race/Ethnicity, Gender, or . . . ? This structured activity
supports participants’ beginning to explore why it may be important to engage
in conversations about race, ethnicity, gender, religion, sexual orientation, and
other socially constructed group differences on a college campus (Fox, 2001;
Tatum, 1997; Zúñiga, Cytron-Walker, and Kachwaha, 2004). For example,
in a dialogue about race and ethnicity, participants may be asked to consider
the following question during the second half of the ﬁrst session: “Why may
it be valuable for white people, multiracial people, and people of color to talk
about race and ethnicity?” This activity usually elicits a range of responses from
participants. Facilitators can help the group identify similarities and differences in perspective and build some shared understanding about why dialogue
across differences is needed. When ﬁrst asked, participants may not be able to
articulate their reasons clearly. It may be easier for participants first to write
their thoughts on an index card, then share key highlights with another individual and then the large group. We usually allocate approximately thirty minutes for this activity.
Dialogue and Debate. This structured activity helps participants distinguish
between dialogue and debate, highlighting the value of dialogue as a form of
communication. Because most participants do not have ﬁrsthand experience
with dialogic communication, we use this activity during the ﬁrst or second
session. Participants brainstorm key characteristics of dialogue and of debate.
To help ground the discussion, participants recall a time they witnessed or
participated in a dialogue or a debate and describe their reactions to that experience (including thoughts, feelings, and behaviors). A conceptual organizer
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that distinguishes “dialogue and debate” (Study Circles Resource Center,
1997) is used to further clarify goals, characteristics, and skills involved in each
form of communication. Participants are encouraged to be mindful of
the purpose and the skills that support dialogue as they communicate in
the group in upcoming sessions. We usually allocate thirty minutes for this
activity.
Building Blocks of Dialogue. This minilecture introduces participants to
the conceptual organizer entitled “building blocks of dialogue” after clarifying the difference between dialogue and debate (Nagda, 2001). The building
blocks of dialogue are suspended judgment, deep listening, identiﬁed assumptions, and reflection and inquiry (Bohm, 1990). In dialogue, natural judgments are suspended to hear each other (Weiler, 1994). This practice
encourages deep listening, which requires our full attention and presence.
Identifying assumptions clears up misconceptions, while reﬂection and inquiry
encourage inward reﬂection and asking questions that build on those reﬂections. Participants are asked to keep these building blocks of dialogue in mind
and to ﬁnd ways of embodying them during dialogue conversations. Participants further their understanding of this conceptual organizer as they read
Weiler’s interview with Linda Tuerfs (1994) in preparation for the skillbuilding segment scheduled in the upcoming session. We allocate fifteen to
twenty minutes for this minilecture.

Stage 2—Exploring Differences and Commonalities of Experience
The primary focus of this stage is exploring social identity–based experiences
and concerns in the context of systems of privilege and power. The interplay
of content and process objectives, concepts, and structured activities supports
both aspects of consciousness raising—developing social identity awareness and
social systems knowledge—as well as relationship building in and across social
identity groups. In this stage, students may also begin to identify actions they
can take as part of an action project assignment aimed at strengthening individual and collective capacities for collaboration across differences. In structuring the sessions, we may start with concepts and activities that encourage
personal and social identity–based explorations (for example, cultural chest,
ﬁshbowl), structure a discussion of terminology, and conclude with an activity
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that helps illustrate person-structure dynamics (such as web of oppression) using
generative discussion methods (Brookﬁeld and Preskill, 2005).
Cultural Chest. This structured activity invites participants to explore their
multiple social identities through story telling (Motoike and Monroe-Fowler,
n.d.). They reﬂect on and speak about the signiﬁcance of a range of social identities that affect their lives, including the ones that are the foci of the dialogue.
Because the cultural chest emphasizes story telling and speaking and listening,
this activity often deepens the level of sharing and relationship building in the
group. We usually facilitate this activity in the third or fourth session after participants have generated guidelines for participation to help them be more
open and honest with each other. In preparation for this activity, participants
complete a written assignment, read testimonials from multiple social identity perspectives (Alvarez, 1993; Atkins Bowman and Buford, 2000; Staples,
1997; Wellman, 1996), and bring a cultural chest containing three objects
that are personally signiﬁcant in connection to three of their salient social identities (including the one that is the main focus of the intergroup dialogue).
During the cultural chest activity, each participant and facilitator is allotted an amount of time to describe the objects and tell the stories associated
with the objects inside the cultural chest while everyone else in the group
actively listens. Once everyone has had a chance to share, this activity is carefully debriefed using some of the phases of debrieﬁng described in “Debriefing Learning Activities” in this appendix. Possible topics of conversation that
may ensue include commonalities and differences in participants’ salient privileged and targeted social identities, visible and invisible social identities, the
difference between a significant identity and a salient identity, and the role
society plays in encouraging or silencing the voicing of particular social identities. We usually allocate eighty to one hundred minutes for this activity.
Terminology Activity. This structured activity supports generative discussions (Wink, 2005) of concepts and terminology that may be relevant to
explore near the beginning of an IGD experience. This activity is important
because participants (and facilitators) often attribute different meanings to a
key concept or term based on their life experiences or social identities
(Wijeyesinghe, Griffin, and Love, 1997; Zúñiga, Cytron-Walker, and
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Kachwaha, 2004). Clarifying and searching for shared and conﬂicted meaning
is essential in dialogues across differences. We find it useful to schedule this
activity in the third or fourth session to help participants recognize that there
are different ways of deﬁning terms, with no one deﬁnition being necessarily
right or wrong.
In preparation for this activity, participants create working deﬁnitions of
several terms based on their own knowledge, experience, and assigned readings. This activity involves a two-step procedure. In the ﬁrst step, participants
divide into three small groups and create working definitions of one of the
following terms: prejudice, discrimination, oppression. Then they present their
definitions to the entire group. In the second step, as a large group, participants brainstorm the meanings for the second set of terms. For example, in a
dialogue about race and ethnicity, it may be helpful to clarify the meaning of
race, ethnicity, racism, and white supremacy. Recording the suggested deﬁnitions on newsprint sheets labeled with each term encourages the group to discuss the meaning and identify the underlying assumptions of the proposed
deﬁnitions and to address any questions about them. The facilitator summarizes the themes, acknowledging that these working definitions will likely
evolve as the dialogue progresses. The facilitator also stresses the importance
of clarifying the meaning attached to a term or concepts before assuming there
is consensus or disagreement. We allocate sixty minutes for this activity.
Fishbowl. This dialogic method supports speaking and listening in and
across social identity groups (Fox, 2001; Schoem, Zúñiga, and Nagda, 1993;
Yeskel and Leondar-Wright, 1997). It also can be helpful in allowing a particular subgroup in the dialogue to have the ﬂoor. A ﬁshbowl relies on an inner
circle and an outer circle. Members of one subgroup sit in the center of the
room in an inner circle while the other members of the dialogue group sit outside it. Members of the inner circle address a predesigned question or explore
a particular intergroup issue or concern for a speciﬁed amount of time. Participants in the outer circle listen attentively without interrupting or asking
questions and later paraphrase something they heard a member of the inner
circle say. Then, groups of participants switch locations (Griffin and Harro,
1997), and a question or topic is posed to the new inner circle. This activity
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can then be carefully debriefed using some of the phases of debriefing
described in “Debrieﬁng Learning Activities” in this appendix.
This dialogic method is used in a variety of ways. When social identity–based
affinity groups precede a ﬁshbowl, participants in the inner circle belong to the
same social identity group (for example, women, white people). In this instance,
the ﬁshbowl provides a format for sharing experiences or concerns with another
affinity group. During sessions addressing hot topics, ﬁshbowl structures are
also used to explore conﬂicting viewpoints or group dynamics not necessarily
linked to social group identities. The time allocated may vary depending on
the goal, issue, and time available in the session, but it is helpful to allocate at
least sixty minutes for this activity.
Web of Oppression. This structured activity demonstrates how everyone is
affected by oppression. In particular, it illustrates the systemic nature of discrimination, derogation, and oppression against some social identity group
and the privilege of others in modern U.S. society (Arizona State University
Intergroup Relations Center, 2001). This activity is usually introduced after
participants have had a chance to explore their social identity–based experiences and concerns in affinity groups and fishbowls. To support multilevel
person-structure analysis, participants brainstorm examples of individual,
cultural, and institutional oppression and then hold the loose ends of a web
made of rope. The web has attached labels listing examples of individual, cultural, and institutional oppression built on Katz’s conceptual organizer (1978),
“levels and types of oppression.” Participants read the content of some premade labels. For example, a joke on a web representing sexism might be
“What do you call four women at a four-way stop? Eternity” and an example
of a law on a web representing heterosexism might be the Defense of Marriage
Act. All the examples on the web refer to one particular form of oppression.
Once a few examples are read aloud, participants generate other examples
of oppression in society. A discussion develops about why these examples are
represented on a web and how the individual examples connect. Participants
also discuss how each person is influenced by this system and think of ways
that they can stop supporting the status quo.
In wrapping up the activity, facilitators help summarize, noting that everyone is affected by oppression, that all these manifestations support a larger
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integrated system, and that systems of oppression overlap or are interconnected. If time allows, the facilitator may invite participants to give examples
related to other systems of advantage and disadvantage. Reminding participants that social systems can be changed serves as a catalyst for taking actions.
It is often an important reminder, as the web activity can leave participants
feeling frustrated or discouraged (see “Action Project Assignment” in this
appendix). We allocate sixty to seventy-five minutes for this activity. (For a
more detailed description of how to make the web and how to facilitate this
activity, visit http://www.asu.edu/irc.)

Stage 3—Exploring and Dialoguing About Hot Topics
This stage invites participants to actively explore their perspectives on
controversial or hot button issues. Topics commonly selected (by students,
facilitators, or both) include interracial relations, relationships between men
and women, reverse discrimination, media and gender roles, racial proﬁling,
religion and sexuality, immigration, and safety on campus. Readings, discussion questions, structured activities, and dialogic methods are woven together
to support the process and content of these conversations. As participants
explore conflicting sentiments, experiences, and viewpoints, they are challenged to spotlight some of the interpersonal, group, institutional, cultural,
and historical factors that give rise to intergroup tensions. Participants learn
to explore these controversial issues from multiple perspectives (including from
the perspective of the other social identity group in the dialogue) and prevailing societal power dynamics. Learning to build, communicate, and sustain
honest and reciprocal relationships while working with and across differences
and conﬂicts is a key challenge for participating in this stage. To structure these
conversations, facilitators rely on readings, statistics, dialogue methods, and
structured activities to help get the conversation started. Questioning methods and active dialogue facilitation methods are used to stimulate cognitive
and affective perspectives to deepen the conversation.
We describe below six quick methods to get conversations started about
sensitive issues. We also describe two structured activities that can be used to
stimulate dialogue about controversial issues and a method for participants
to process and analyze the quality of the dialogue during a given session.
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Although the content and readings of each hot topic differ, the dialogue
methods and structured activities presented in this section can be adapted to
most hot topics.
Getting Conversations Started. Opening conversations can sometimes be
challenging, particularly if the topic is perceived as controversial or a polarized atmosphere was created during the previous session (Brookfield and
Preskill, 2005). One helpful method is to bring participants’ attention to particular content or a question. Some methods support thinking about the topic,
while others promote an affective response. They can also encourage a generative, democratic process where everyone may share his or her experiences and
opinions. The following discussion methods described by Brookfield and
Preskill (1999, 2005) can be helpful as quick dialogue starters:
Sentence completion. Participants finish an incomplete sentence such as
“My gut reaction to this topic is . . . ” or “The article that affected me
most was . . . ”. Facilitators encourage participants to ask each other questions about their responses.
Shocking statement. Facilitators read a strong, shocking statement or quote from
a famous person that may challenge many participants’ experiences or
beliefs. Participants start the dialogue by talking about how they interpret
and what they think about the statement.
Recall a critical incident or experience. Often participants feel detached from
discussions because they do not think the discussion relates to them. Facilitators start the discussion with participants’ recalling and then presenting a memory or experience related to or with the topic.
Circle of voices. Four or ﬁve participants form a circle and are allocated three minutes of silence to think about what they want to say about the issue of the
day or posed question. Once the circle of voices begins, each participant has
three minutes of uninterrupted time to speak. Everyone else actively listens.
After the circle of voices is complete, the discussion opens to everyone.
Hat full of quotes. Before the session, facilitators type multiple copies of four
or ﬁve passages or quotes from the assigned readings on separate sheets.
At the beginning of the session, sheets are placed in a container and
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participants choose a sheet. Participants think about the quotes, read their
quote aloud, and comment on it.
E-mail questions. After participants complete any assigned readings and before
the next session, they generate questions about the hot topic and e-mail them
to facilitators. Facilitators use the questions to help structure the session.
Once the conversations get going, facilitators can use questioning methods
to probe and further deepen the conversation that ensues from these dialogue
starters.
Gallery Walk. This structured activity prompts participants to reﬂect and
inquire on controversial or complex intergroup issues (Brooks-Harris and
Stock-Ward, 1999; Wijeyesinghe, Griffin, and Love, 1997). Pictures, quotes,
statistics, or participant-generated data relevant to the selected topic are
displayed around the room. Participants circle the gallery in silence or in
pairs. After all participants have looked at the entire gallery, they share
reactions, either verbally or by creating another gallery opportunity where
participants write reactions and questions on sticky note paper and place them
next to the appropriate images. Participants recircle the gallery and read everyone’s responses. Facilitators then debrief participants, using some of the phases
described in “Debrieﬁng Learning Activities” in this appendix). A sample hot
topic that incorporates this method is body image in the media, for which the
gallery displays magazine depictions of body images. A gallery about immigration consists of participant-generated examples of social, economic, and
historical factors that influence various perspectives on immigration. In the
hot topic of body image, a possible dialogue may arise around the impact of
media images on gender roles, relationships, health, and self-esteem. For immigration, a conversation may develop about the causes and effects of immigration, immigrants’ rights, workers’ rights, and the policy debates concerning
illegal immigrants and immigration. Timely use of questioning methods can
further and deepen the conversation that evolves from the gallery walk. We
allocate sixty minutes for this activity.
Take a Stand. This structured activity clariﬁes values and provides a format
for stimulating sharing and dialogue about a hot issue (Lesbian–Gay Male
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Program Office, 1993). The activity provides an opportunity to take risks and
to explore similar and different perspectives on a particular issue by asking participants to respond to statements. This activity can be performed in two ways:
the statements can be read in silence followed by debrieﬁng and dialogue, or a
dialogue can follow each statement. The former will take ten to twenty minutes, and the latter will need at least ten minutes for each statement. In preparation for this activity, participants read articles expressing various viewpoints
of the hot topic addressed. The activity is called “take a stand” because it
involves publicly owning one’s thoughts or feelings about a series of statements
along a continuum of comfortable to uncomfortable. A purposely nonevaluative statement is read, and participants place themselves along the continuum
based on their gut reactions. For example, possible topics for a session focusing on race and racism on campus might include need-based financial aid,
reverse discrimination, racial proﬁling, special-interest housing, sport mascots
(or official logos), or affirmative action. Once participants distribute themselves along the continuum, a few are asked to share their reason for standing
in a particular place. Then the next statement is read, and the procedure continues, leaving time for careful debrieﬁng, using some of the phases of debriefing described in “Debriefing Learning Activities.” For instance, when
discussing various aspects of special-interest housing, including how it helps
some students feel safe and others feel excluded on campus, participants may
discover aspects of campus climate and society that help foster feelings of
comfort and exclusion. The conversation may focus on the limited support
students of color experience on campus, particularly from faculty, police
enforcement practices, financial aid, and so on. Timely use of questioning
methods can further and deepen the conversation started by this exercise.
Dialogue About the Dialogue. This structured activity creates an opportunity to reflect on the quality of the dialogue process and to raise buried
concerns and feelings (Marshak and Katz, 1999; Zúñiga, Cytron-Walker, and
Kachwaha, 2004). Even though participants and facilitators may actively work
toward creating an open, honest, and reciprocal IGD environment, hidden
emotions, thoughts, fears, and needs related to intrapersonal, group, intragroup, or intergroup dynamics may need to surface to deepen the conversation. This activity can be used any time a group faces roadblocks in the
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dialogue process, although it typically is scheduled right after the first or
second hot topic session during Stage 3. Doing so helps identify any covert
dynamics that may be stifling the dialogue process. A conversation ensues
based on questions that may include How are we communicating as a group?
What is working? What is getting in the way? Are there any particular dynamics or tensions that you felt or saw during this session or other sessions that
are affecting your ability to participate fully? What are some ways we are using
dialogic skills? What are some ways we are not? The discussion that emerges
from these questions not only encourages participants to identify any underlying dynamics but also to link them to dynamics in society. Some common
patterns that are seen in the dialogue include men dominating the conversation while women politely let others talk before them, white people being less
vocal when talking about personal experiences with race, and the ease with
which participants move into debate mode. Once dynamics are identiﬁed, participants engage in an open discussion of how they affect individuals in the
group and the group as a whole. The group also decides whether, how, and
what to change or work on with regard to the group’s dynamics. Toward the
end of this conversation, it is helpful to revisit the group process guidelines
developed by participants in the ﬁrst or second session. Participants can reread
the guidelines and suggest additional ones to include. Depending on the challenges facing a particular group, this activity can run from thirty minutes to
the entire session. Again, timely use of questioning methods can further and
deepen the conversation that evolves from a dialogue about the dialogue.

Stage 4—Action Planning and Alliance Building
This stage shifts the focus of the dialogue from exploring hot topics to action
planning and alliance building. The IGD goal of strengthening individual and
collective capacities to promote social justice is prominent in this stage.
The final session also includes activities for ending the dialogue experience.
We describe below two of the activities included in the educational design: an
action planning/action continuum activity and an action project assignment.
Action Planning and Action Continuum. This structured activity helps
participants think of concrete ways to continue to take action or to take action
in the future (Wijeyesinghe, Griffin, and Love, 1997). Participants identify
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three actions they are willing to take to challenge injustice. They partner with
someone else to share their ideas, ask questions, identify the support needed
to carry out these actions, and create a time line for implementation. To help
participants think of possible types of actions and where they can act, two cognitive organizers—spheres of inﬂuence (Goodman and Schapiro, 1997) and
the action continuum (Wijeyesinghe, Griffin, and Love, 1997)—can be introduced, especially if they were not introduced earlier. The spheres of inﬂuence
create a framework of arenas to act in, including in oneself and with friends,
family, and society. The action continuum provides examples of various ways one
can take action against oppression. Debrieﬁng and questioning methods can
further reﬂection and inquiry, particularly concerning risks and rewards involved
in taking action. We allocate forty to sixty minutes for this activity.
Action Project Assignment. This structured activity motivates participants
to incorporate the information, ideas, and skills they acquire during the dialogue. It encourages learning by doing and can be particularly valuable in helping participants move from dialogue to action. This intergroup collaboration
project was designed to bring together small, diverse groups of peers to plan
and take an action relevant to the issues discussed in their intergroup dialogue
(Zúñiga, 2004). This project provides them with the opportunity to practice
some of the skills of cross-group communication such as active listening and
perspective taking in a real, task-oriented situation. It is not unlike situations
they may encounter in their professional, personal, and academic lives. This
assignment is introduced in detail right after the web of oppression activity in
curriculum-based dialogues. Students complete their projects in a ﬁve- or sixweek period and give a class presentation during one of the Stage 4 sessions.
With facilitators’ support, students design a project in which they take
action as a group to educate themselves or others about an issue of their choice
to create positive change in the world. An action project might entail collectively writing a letter to a newspaper or public official; holding a workshop,
panel talk, discussion group, or ﬁlm screening to address a campus issue; discussing an educational or cultural program that participants attend as a group;
or collectively creating a work of art expressing some aspect of the issue. To help
participants assimilate their experiences, they are asked to reﬂect individually
and as a group on what they learned from the process of working together.
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Methods for Deepening the Conversation
Debrieﬁng structured activities and dialoguing about content and process are
at the heart of the experiential learning process in intergroup dialogue (Nagda,
2001). They are learned skills practiced and honed in the here and now by
participants and facilitators. It is during debrieﬁng and dialogue that participants have the opportunity to reﬂect on their experiences, compare and contrast experiences, ask questions, and generate insight. It is also the most
challenging aspect of facilitation because it requires close attention to various
nuances of group life, including intergroup dynamics, participants’ emotional
concerns and reactions, prior planning, and in-the-moment thinking and feeling.
The two categories of questioning to foster dialogue listed below—debrieﬁng
learning activities and questioning methods—are skills used throughout the
four-stage design.

Debrieﬁng Learning Activities
Debrieﬁng comprises three phases: description, analogy/analysis, and application (adapted by Nagda, 2001, from Steinwachs, 1992). Before the session,
facilitators prepare for debrieﬁng by making an outline and setting aside adequate time in the next session to debrief participants.
Description. Facilitators begin the debriefing by allowing participants to
describe what happened to them. This description phase helps participants
gain an understanding of the whole picture. The facilitator might ask, What
happened during this activity? How did you feel participating in this activity?
How did your thinking and feeling change during the course of the
activity? What were your greatest frustrations or successes?
Analogy/Analysis. This phase helps participants to tie the exercise to realworld situations: What were some of the major issues that arose during
this activity? How do your experiences in this activity represent real-life situations? What similar experiences have you had elsewhere? How were your
experiences in the activity different from real-life situations? What may be
some reasons for that? What does that mean? (The facilitator should notice key
words and concepts that participants mention.) How do other people see, hear,
or feel about that?
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Applications. In this phase, participants consider how they can apply what
they have learned to their lives. How might you apply our learning from this
activity to situations outside the dialogue group? How might you continue to
learn more about what we have experienced and discussed? What are some
next steps in learning more about the issues raised? What is one important
principle you learned from this activity?

Questioning Methods
Questioning methods can foster reflection, inquiry, and critical thinking.
Timely questioning can encourage conﬂict exploration and perspective taking
from multiple points of view. Being mindful of what types of questions to ask
and how to go about asking them (logic and sequence) facilitates and promotes critical dialogic engagement. Although some questions may ask for
assumptions or evidence, other questions may help the conversation move to
the affective level.
When developing questions in preparation for a session, it is important to
consider how participants might respond. Davis (1993), Brookﬁeld and Preskill
(1999, 2005), and Study Circles Resource Center (2006) offer some helpful tips:
(1) order or sequence questions to help participants work through the question
(for example, from speciﬁc to general, from personal to institutional, from simple [recall an event or deﬁnition] to complex [cause-and-effect relationships]);
(2) use open-ended questions to probe for how and why, inviting participants
to think about their beliefs; (3) ask one question at a time; (4) use questions that
encourage participant-to-participant interaction; and (5) balance the types of
questions used to foster and deepen the dialogue. For example:
Affective questions. How does this make you feel? What bothers (or excites) you
the most about this?
Clarifying questions. What do you mean by that? Could you explain what you
just said a bit more? What don’t you agree with?
Assumptive questions. What seems to be the key assumption here? What could
be assumed instead?
Relational or linking questions. How does what you are saying relate to what
was said earlier?
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Viewpoint and perspective questions. Can you help us understand the reasons
behind your opinion? How might others see this issue? How do the readings help us think about this issue?
Ask for more evidence. How do you know that? What is the basis for your
observation?
Cause-and-effect questions. How do the media and religious institutions inﬂuence how people feel about this issue? How does the labor market affect
the inﬂux of immigrants?
Summary and synthesis questions. How can you summarize what has been said?
Closure questions. What have you heard today that has made you think, hit
home, or touched you in some way? What do we need from each other
to continue this conversation?

Training and Supervision of Facilitators
As indicated in “Facilitating Intergroup Dialogues,” IGD facilitating takes
training, supervision, and skills. This section presents a self-assessment tool
facilitators complete at the beginning and the end of their training and a
conceptual organizer that helps facilitators and supervisors identify group
dynamics issues that surface in IGD groups.

Facilitator Personal Assessment Chart
The facilitator personal assessment chart helps evaluate facilitators’ competencies and skills and draws attention to knowledge, awareness, and skills one
would like to achieve to be an effective IGD facilitator. This assessment chart
is often administered at the beginning and at the end of facilitator training.
Some facilitators begin training with some of these competencies and skills
(knowledge of one’s own group’s culture and history); some of these competencies and skills are learned during training (social identity development models); and others are gained through the experience of actual IGD facilitation
(working with conﬂict, working in coleadership roles). Completing training
and facilitating one intergroup dialogue are not adequate to master these
competencies and skills. Facilitators continually gain more knowledge and
experience each time they facilitate.
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Personal Awareness of . . .
• Clarity about my own values
• Internal emotional balance
• Clarity about my own identity(ies)
• Impact of my social identity memberships on myself
• Impact of my social identity group memberships on others
• My own preferred communication style
• Impact of my personal style on others
• Clarity about my status and privilege

• My own group(s), culture, and history
• Other groups, cultures, and histories
• Theories and terminology that inform and guide multicultural work
• Principles and processes of intergroup dialogue
• Dialogic pedagogy
• Social identity development models
• Group development and group process issues
• Different forms of oppression and “isms”
• Differences in deﬁnition between stereotypes, prejudice, discrimination, and institutional
discrimination
• Ways in which institutional systems of privilege and oppression may affect interpersonal
and intergroup dynamics
• Issues pertinent to the group I am interested in facilitating

Knowledge of . . .

Using a scale from 1 (low skill level) to 5 (high skill level) or “dk” (don’t know), please
indicate (1) where you are now (your current skill level) and (2) where you want/need
to be (what skill level you feel is important/necessary to be an effective group leader).
In addition, ﬁll out as much as you can in column “C” where relevant.

EXHIBIT A1
Facilitator Personal Assessment Chart

Where I
am now

A

Where I
want/need
to be

B

How/where I can
get support to get
to the skill level I
want/need

C

SOURCE: Adapted with permission from Beale, Thompson, and Chesler, 2001. This framework is in part adapted from a framework for multicultural competency developed by
Bailey W. Jackson.

Skills to . . .
• Speak freely and openly with people from different groups
• Collaborate with people from different groups
• Disagree and not assume they’re wrong and I’m right
• Recognize and acknowledge personal discomfort with certain topics
• Speak and actively listen in public
• Be organized
• Be punctual and on time
• Plan structured activities and weekly sessions
• Respond to participants’ journals
• Develop and facilitate a dialogue ﬂow (from setting the tone to getting a conversation started to inviting
reﬂection to asking questions that deepen the dialogue to wrapping up)
• Facilitate a discussion about a controversial topic
• Prepare and deliver short presentations
• Integrate content information when debrieﬁng an activity
• Prepare handouts that summarize historical or contemporary patterns of inequality to ground a conversation
• Work in a coleadership role
• Encourage and facilitate participation from all participants
• Discuss controversial issues
• Work with conﬂict (as well as identify points of agreement/disagreement, commonalities, and differences
during a discussion)
• Challenge others constructively
• Observe and share intergroup dynamics
• Ask for, receive, and incorporate support and feedback
• Give feedback

• Clarity about my status and disadvantages
• My blocks (blinders) to awareness
• My own hot buttons or emotional triggers
• My willingness to reconsider/change my own beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors in the face of new information
and experiences

• Total group work
• Subgroup work
• Shift seating
• Informal leader dynamics
• Prepare for sessions
• Assign weekly tasks
• Explain but do not apologize for
workload
• Integrate readings and writings into
in-class dialogues

• Segregated seating patterns
• Body language
• Lack of attendance or lateness
• Treat class as blow-off credit
• “We also have to write?”
• “We also have to read?”
• My learning versus our learning
• “How many hours do we meet?”
• Seriousness of conversation
• Lack of agreement between facilitators
and participants
• Starting and ending time
• Meeting requirements
• Enforcement of norms
• “Equal” participation across individuals
and groups

• Who’s in
• How far in
• Criteria and procedure for
entry
• Level of participation
• Completion of initial
assignment
• Shared deﬁnitions

• Behavioral expectations and
rewards
• Informal patterns of relating
• Acknowledging and managing differences
• Agreement on what is OK

Membership

Task Clarity
and
Commitment

Norms and
Rules

• Open to group inﬂuence within
limits
• Plural activities
• Work and play
• Confronting resistance and sabotage such as naming dominant
behaviors and their impact on
participants

Some Things a Facilitator Can Do

The Way It Might Look in IGD

The Way It Looks in Any Group

Group Issue

EXHIBIT A2
Key Issues of Group Dynamics in Intergroup Dialogues

• Renegotiate membership rules
• Redeﬁne tasks
• Individual work
• Group work
• Intergroup work
• Integration of doable actions into
dialogue
• Affirmation for positive personal
and collective change steps
• Mapping next steps to continue
and sustain learning

• Academic requirements and personnel
• Ground rules and operating agreements
• Staying “in here” or “out there”
• Personal knowledge
• Personal and group/intergroup
awareness
• Interpersonal and intergroup
relationships
• Shared passion for making change

• Dealing with other systems

• Task accomplishment
• Feeling empowered

Boundaries

Output and
Production

SOURCE: Adapted with permission from Chesler, Kellman-Fritz, and Gould, 2003.

• Clarify and act on facilitation role
• Engage participants in group
leadership
• Encourage/require participation in
tasks
• Clarify what issues and feelings are
important in the group
• Identify relationship issues and tie
them to historic patterns

• Who’s in charge
• Resistance to authority
• Competition for who’s the smartest or
best participant
• Identity groups stick together or are
excluded by others
• Historically privileged groups dominate
the dialogue

• Struggles with authority
and control
• Status and power systems
• Control of communication
• Social inclusiveness and
cliquishness
• Good/bad “feelings”

Interaction
and Inﬂuence

Key Issues of Group Dynamics in Intergroup Dialogues
This conceptual organizer outlines some key group dynamics often found in
intergroup dialogues. It can help facilitators and supervisors identify
the dynamics occurring in the group and generate possible responses to those
dynamics.
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