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Dialogue Seminar

Intro/Review/Attention Getter

Review Commun. Seminar #1

We covered:

1. The Biblical power of words and communication including communication stoppers, process & content, gossip/triangulation, forgiveness,and truthing in love.

2. The skill of deep (active) listening.

3. The skills in making an 8 stage I-statement for peacemaking. 

4. Laid foundation for common language and way of proceeding towards personal shalom where hurt, sin, or broken trust are involved.

Q: How many of us have had a chance to put stuff into practice?

Q: How many have had others put it into practice on us?

Q: How many have had 1 conversation? 2 conversations? Etc.
Topic #2 is the skills and values of having our minds renewed through dialogue.  
Goals

1. Inspiration (Holy Spirit) that our growth and maturity as individuals and as a community will be greatly advanced through dialogue.
2. Common understanding of dialogue, discussion and the palette of conversation types; common understanding of how our minds deceive us through the ladder of inference and how dialogue can help us.

3. Experience an inspiring model dialogue and participate in a dialogue lab time. Be able to leave knowing dialogue when it’s happening, be able to make steps into it.

4. Desire to grow in dialogue and be willing to engage in it with others in the River towards the building up of our Body.

Begin with a very important text of Scripture –
Mark 1:14-15

Now after John had been taken into custody, Jesus came into Galilee, preaching the gospel of God, and saying, "The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at hand; repent and believe in the gospel." 

Metanoia

Repent = Metanoèō: to rethink your thinking. usually with moral connotation, 
Meta: after, behind, also “above” as in the term metaphysics, “again” in metamorphosis (Ro. 12:2).

Nous: mode of thought, way of perceiving, mind, level of insight, disposition.
 
· Paul makes it clear that this Metanoia continues after conversion in almost all his epistles.

· That we participate with one another in a Biblical, loving community, in shaping the new mind of Christ in each other.

Romans 12:1-2

I appeal to you therefore, brothers and sisters, by the mercies of God, to present yourselves as a living sacrifice, holy and acceptable to God, which is your spiritual worship. 2 Do not be conformed to this world, but be transformed (metamorphosis) by the renewal of your mind, that by testing you may discern what is the will of God, what is good and acceptable and perfect.
· He goes on to describe how this occurs by us being partakers of one another in a Body, sharing our gifts and needs, speaking the truth in love, living in shalom, forgiving each other. Just like Ephesians 4.

· Ch. 14 on controversy over food sacrificed to idols. He lays out a complex line of thought for them to understand and live out. Going to lead to heated conversations. It was splitting many of the churches.

Ex. Look at Civil War theologians of North and South or Apartheid theologians, closed communities, debate, not a lot of love.

Ex. Global $ melt-down. People at top not talking to people at bottom. Mortgage backed securities were “AAA”, but guys who wrote the loans “NINJA” knew.
Ex. Jr high, kids in enclaves/security groups, no maturity or center to meet and dialogue w/each other face to face.

Definitions

Debate: de-, down + battre, to beat. Literally to fight until one party is beaten down. It is a type of discussion, formal or informal, in which the goal is to win by advancing one’s own views and undercutting one’s opponent’s. All advocacy and no inquiry except for a rhetorical advantage. 
Discussion: dis- apart + quatere, to shake, to strike. From the same root as percussion and concussion – it is from Latin, discutere, which meant “to smash to pieces”. A form of conversation which promotes fragmentation and dissection of a topic; it is commonly employed to make a decision, to analyze a problem. Advocacy of opinion is much higher than inquiry into one’s assumptions, beliefs, etc.
Dialogue: dia– through + logos, word or message. Literally, “a message that goes through” two or more people. A sustained collective inquiry into everyday experience and what we take for granted. Advocacy of our view is “cooled” so we can inquire as to how (good and bad) we arrived where we are. The goal of dialogue is to uncover our assumptions and beliefs in community so we can grow up into the mind of Christ. Each person suspends his/her assumptions in the safe “container” of the dialogue team.

We are able to pay attention, to perceive the assumptions taken for granted, the polarization of opinions, the rules for acceptable and unacceptable speech, and new ways of transcending differences.

Skillful Discussion: A conversation that combines some of the inquiry of dialogue with the advocacy of discussion. It’s main difference with dialogue is that the group intends to come to some closure – to make a decision, reach agreement, identify priorities/goals/mission.  There will be exploration along the way, but the intent to converge is present as the destination. Each participant understands that it’s the group’s coming to a decision of maximum ownership that drives his/her advocacy or inquiry or silence at any point.

Difficulty of Inquiry into One’s Mental Models for Metanoia
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The Ladder of Inference
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From Peter Senge et al, The Fifth Discipline Fieldbook, p. 243

Conditions for Good Dialogue

1. Suspending of assumptions: literally, to hold our mental preconceptions we bring into the dialogue out in the middle of the group, to hold them as if they were suspended before us without attachment or revulsion, to disconnect our self from them so we gain discernment about our thinking.  This requires security in God and freedom from fear.  It basically means to be present, to allow others to question your assumptions without your defensiveness shutting you down or making you lash out. We observe our feelings in our body, our impulses to speak, our prejudice and opinions of others and their position and inquire as to the meaning of it and how it lines up with Jesus Christ’s Mind.

2. Collegial: All participants must regard one another as colleagues: each participant respects the other members and is regarded with respect period.

3. Facilitator: He/She must help the members gain and maintain ownership of the process and the outcome of the dialogue.  The facilitator holds the context of the dialogue, helping the group see when it is verging into unnecessary discussion, when hierarchy is keeping the group from dialogue, when members are checking out, when particular assumptions are preventing the group from freedom to move to deeper truth, beyond preconceptions and hardened categories. The facilitator may also question when the group seems to be walking around a “rhino” in the center, a topic essential for progress but unspoken. 
Some Questions/Attitudes that Can Lead Towards Dialogue

1. Answer the questions: Am I willing to be influenced? Do I trust these people? Why/why not? What would happen to me if X. belief was altered?

2. Discern: Am I able to be a facilitator? Who is in a position to facilitate if dialogue is going to happen?

3. Ask yourself, Who am I if this was a movie scene? Who are the others? Am I really my ideas? My emotional disturbances?

4. In a conversation, step back and ask: what am I thinking? (pause) What am I feeling? (pause) What do I want at this moment and why? (pause) Would it help me or the group to speak out the answers to any of these questions?

5. Don’t interrupt. Sit still past your tolerance level.
6. Speak only affirmatively in the listening phase of the conversation. Do not evaluate, speak critically, or discount another’s speaking via words or by checking out (doodling, cell checking, etc.)

7. Use active listening skills. “You seem to be really concerned that we believe X. about you.”

8. Ask someone who is in advocacy mode, “what is your deepest passion?” to help them uncover their thinking/assumptions/convictions.

9. When someone’s conclusion seems strange or opaque, ask them, “Can you help me understand your thinking? How did you move from A to B to C?”

10. When sharing, ask others, “Go on. Help me see something else about my deepest beliefs I may not be seeing.”

11. Challenge the voice which says, “Let’s get on with it. The differences are only semantic.” Why is it important to get on? (It may be important, but there may be another reason for shutting down the dialogue.)

Inquiry/Advocacy Palette of Communication Types


Fifth Discipline Fieldbook, p. 254

Lab Time – Projector and Screens Dialogue


Purpose: To practice dialogue at its most basic level; to see behind one’s own thinking. To see collective thinking in action; to learn to disidentify with polarized perspectives we usually feel stuck with.
Overview: One member shares a significant choice or problem that can be expressed in a duality. Each listener, “projector” identifies and becomes one of the positions. The “projector” gets to watch her thinking outside herself and interact with it.

Step 1: The Projector Speaks


One person in each group of three volunteers to be the “projector”. The projector describes a real life choice or dilemma, preferably ministry/discipleship related, but if not, personal or professional is okay, e.g. whether you have time to really do the ministry you feel called to, what sacrifices would you have to make, etc.  It must be an important decision that is not resolved. The dilemma should have two alternatives between which the projector feels caught.

The projector decides which of the two people represent which position and way of thinking. The projector then tells the dilemma and the screens listen especially for the underlying feel or the position they have taken on.. They should step fully into that role, embodying the position in posture, voice, manner w/o going overboard. The projector can make suggestions for all of these aspects of the reflectors.

Step 2: The Screens Speak


When both screens are ready, the projector should take one step back out of the pattern of disagreement that the two screens now own. For several minutes the two screens discuss/debate the dilemma. Avoid articulating what you think the projector should do, but represent his/her point of view so she/he can see it and you can all discuss it. The projector is silent unless one of the screens has missed your position. If so, inform them better and restart them.

Step 3: The Dialogue


The projector gets to report first to the screens what if feels like to listen to them. All three members of the team then dialogue about the underlying assumptions and thought patterns present in the two positions. The screens should be sensitive to the projector’s heart and empathize, using active listening. The screens can share their own assumptions about the dilemma after the projector has been the focus.

Step 4: Debrief


How did it feel being the projector? What new insights were gained about your thinking and assumptions? Was there any freeing up from stuckness? How did it feel to share the projector’s thoughts? How do you share the same thoughts? How did the experience trigger awareness of your own assumptions?
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7) I don’t invite any of her “circle” into my prayer gatherings. I decide she has to change or I have to get rid of her.





6) Michelle is good friends with Tony, Tom, and Polly. . . They are all not charismatic/against us.





5) Michelle is scornful of charismatic spirituality because of her justice deal.





4) Michelle is probably not charismatic.





3) Michelle is not responding to Brad and my charismatic leadership.





2) I don’t know about all the prayer meetings I have missed or her spiritual response away from me.





1) Data: Michelle doesn’t respond to our prophetic words in staff prayer times. (verifiable via video or witnesses)









