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Abstract

As a form of multicultural education, intergroup dialogue is one method to improve
intergroup relations. Furthermore, this form of experiential education inevitably elicits
emotional responses to diversity and social justice issues. The theory and research, however,
supporting its pedagogy lack a comprehensive framework for working with emotion. Recent
empirical and theorstical work on emotion in intergroup interaction gives us some guidance in
conceptualizing the centrality and complexity of emotional content and processes in
intergroup contact. Additionally, ample evidence exists for the primacy of affect in the
regulation of social relationships from the parent—child dyad to intergroup interactions. Most
empirical work on affect in intergroup relations primarily focuses on assessing reactions to
tmagined or actual, one-time laboratory encounters and examines the reactions of only
dominant group members. In contrast to experimental work, intergroup dialogue involves
complex dynamics within the context of structured, sustained, face-to-face conversation
among real people of dominant and subordinate social identity groups. Recommendations to
improve intergroup contact include intervention at the level of emotion. Although it does not
focus systematically on the affective layer, mntergroup dialogues’ philosophy and structure
prime the ground to do so. This paper proposes a set of principles to work with emotion in
intergroup dialogue that would provide ways (1) to foster overall positive intergroup contact,
(2) to work effectively with negative affect and resistance as integral and not subversive to
positive intergroup interactions, (3) to attend to the force that ambivalence exerts on
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intergroup interaction, and (4) to work with facilitators® affective processes. Implications for
research are also discussed.
© 2005 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

Keywords: Intergroup relations; Emotion; Education

1. Introduction

As a form of multicultural education, intergroup dialogue is one method to
improve intergroup relations. Furthermore, this form of experiential education
inevitably elicits emotional responses to diversity and social justice issues. The theory
and research (Beale & Schoem, 2001; Gurin, Peng, Lopez, & Nagda, 1999; Nagda &
Zuniga, 2003; Stephan & Stephan, 2001; Zuniga & Chesler, 1993), however,
supporting its pedagogy lack a comprehensive framework for working with emotion.
Recent empirical and theoretical work on emotion in intergroup contact gives us
some guidance in conceptualizing the centrality and complexity of emotional content
and processes in intergroup contact (Mackie & Smith, 2002). Rather than being
unidimensional, these reactions reveal ambivalence, reflecting positive and negative
emotions and discernable patterns toward different outgroups (Fiske, Cuddy, &
Glick, 2002). Along with social psychology, other disciplines such as neuroscience,
developmental psychology, and clinical psychology have produced ample evidence
for the primacy of affect in the regulation of social relationships from the
parent-infant dyad to intergroup interactions (Beebe, 2004; Beebe & Lachmann,
2002; Bucci & Miller, 1993; Damasio, 1999; Dovidio, Esses, Beach, & Gaertner,
2002; Forgas, 2001; Leyens, Demoulin, Desert, Vaes, & Philippot, 2002; Stern,
19835).

With a few exceptions (Stephan & Stephan, 1985), experimental work on affect in
intergroup relations primarily focuses on assessing reactions to imagined or actual,
one-time laboratory encounters (Blair, Park, & Bachelor, 2003; Diiker, 1987;
Dovidio et al., 2002; Wilder, 1993). Also with few exceptions (Stephan & Stephan,
1985; Stephan & Stephan, 1989; Tropp, 2003), the literature examines the reactions
of only dominant group members, for example, white Americans to African
Americans (Dovidio et al., 2002) heterosexual people to gay men and lesbians (Blair
et al., 2003), or Europeans to Africans (Leyens et al., 2002) or to Arabs on European
soil (Yabar, 2000 in Leyens et al., 2002). In contrast to experimental work,
intergroup dialogue involves complex dynamics within the context of structured,
sustained, face-to-face conversation among real people of dominant and subordinate
social identity groups. '

Recommendations to improve intergroup contact include intervention at the
“level of emotion” (Mackie & Smith, 2002, p. 297). Stephan and Stephan (2001)
offer a number of prejudice reduction processes several of which focus on affective
dimensions: reducing threat, modifying associations between cognitions and affect,
and creating empathy. Other specific recommendations aimed at the emotionat level
include helping people become aware of their negative emotions and to believe they
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might succeed in these interactions. People also need enough cognitive resources not
to be overwhelmed by situational demands (Leyens et al., 2002). Although it does
not focus systematically on the affective layer, intergroup dialogues’ philosophy and
structure prime the ground to do so.

To address this absence, I propose a set of guidelines to work with emotion in
intergroup dialogue that would provide ways (1) to foster overall positive intergroup
‘contact, (2) to work effectively with negative affect and resistance as integral and not
subversive to positive intergroup interactions, (3) to attend to the force that
ambivalence exerts on Intergroup interaction, and (4) to work with facilitators’
affective reactions in the service of the intergroup dialogue. This paper focuses on
principles of working with affect and less so on specific techmiques, although
principles and techniques, of course, inform each other and can only be artificially
separated. The latter is deserving of and has received more detailed elaboration (see
Adams, Bell, & Griffin, 1997; Zuniga & Chesler, 1993). A brief overview of the
contexts that shaped these principles is followed by a description of Intergroup
dialogue, a discussion of emotion, and then the guidelines. Lastly, T will address
research implications. -

2, Contexts for development of principles

The case for developing these guidelines in working with emotion rests upon
several factors: claims made in the literature on intergroup dialogue that working
with feelings is a core component of this type of education; my own years of
experience as a facilitator of intergroup dialogue; the research literature addressing
the central role of affect in intergroup contact; and my training and work as a
psychotherapist. Although these principles are embedded within a particular
pedagogy, they may be useful in other contexts focusing upon intergroup exploration
(see Stephan & Stephan, 2001, for a complete review of models to improve
intergroup relations).

Additionally, these principles are in response to an absence in the literature
regarding working with affect in improving intergroup relations. Upon hearing a
previous version of this paper, a colleague in the field of intergroup relations
commented that he found this material on working with affect complex and
generally followed his intuition when it came to dealing with emotions in the
classroom. Although many educators are indeed gifted facilitators and naturally
capable of working with a range of affective expressions and processes, one’s own
intuition does not give one all the skills and conceptual foundations to work with
complex affective processes. Several barriers, however, prevent a more thorough
approach to developing competencies in working with affect in educational settings. .
- At the institutional level, emotion (as lived experience informing scholarship, not just
a subject of study) is not emphasized in academic training. Additionally, a lack of a
conceptual framework may leave educators at a loss as to how best to approach what
may feel too personal or non-intellectual. On a psychological level, it may perhaps be
the case that people in general do not like to be told that they require more specific
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uning in understanding and expressing emotion because of the assertion that
otion is common experience and therefore common knowledge. In contrast,
cilitators who consider themselves unique in their intuitive andfor emotional
ilities may not want to subject them to inquiry and elaboration because it
mystifies those abilities and may threaten a sense of specialness. Fially, working
th emotions requires emotional self-scrutiny and awareness. Given the inter-
rsonal nature of this work such exploration occurs most often with the help of
hers. This process of interpersonal self-reflection may make one feel uncomfor-
ble, vulnerable, or ordinary.

These guidelines draw from the several disciplines mentioned above but also from
ntemporary theories of psychodynamic psychotherapy. This may come as a
rprise, but no other discipline has as robust theories of practice as it pertains to
»rking with emotion in sustained, face-to-face contact. A caveat is in order that
any may anticipate: psychotherapy mainly offers theories of intrapsychic and
terpersonal processes. Yet, intrapsychic, interpersonal, and intergroup levels can
-seen as parts of a system that penetrate and influence each other. These guidelines,
erefore, are meant to serve in a holistic way, that is, to facilitate working with
fect in here-and-now intergroup contact while leaving room for differentiating the
urces of affective responses.

Intergroup dialogue

Intergroup dialogue is a form of intentional, small group engagement (Schoem,
urtado, Sevig, Chesler, & Sumida, 2001) based on the democratic principle of
ared and equal participation in civic processes (Marger, 1999). In the United
ates, it is an increasingly popular, structured, face-to-face forum for breoadly
dressing cultural identity, intergroup conflict, and structural inequality or for
dressing specific problems which particular groups or communities may face
choem et al., 2001). Successful interactions rest, in part, on the general principles
the intergroup contact hypothesis: equal status between groups; sustained and
timate contact among' participants; opportunities for authentic relationships;
pport from relevant authority figures; and common, overarching goals (Allport,
79; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2000; Stephan & Stephan, 2001; Zuniga & Chesler, 1993).
The mode! in higher education explicitly emphasizes the following goals: (1)
ploring intergroup similarities and differences; (2) exploring historical and
ntemporary conflicts: (3) linking individual experiences to social group experiences
thin the context of structural inequality, and (4) examining ways to move from
alogue to empowerment and action (Chssler, 2001; Gurin et al., 1999; Thompson,
ett, & Behling, 2001; Zuniga & Nagda, 1993). It differs from traditional and even
m other forms of multicultural education because it acknowledges the positive
le of affective expression and conflict (Nagda & Zuniga, 2003; Stephan & Stephan,
01; Thompson et al,, 2001). Although scholarly and popular readings provide
nceptual frameworks and current, controversial topics (Zuniga & Cyton-Walker,
03), participants learn primarily through facilitated, phase-specific, personal
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sharing. Two people, one from each social group, co-facilitate, and participant
numbers are balanced with an ideal total of 16 (Nagda, Zuniga, & Sevig, 1995). For
example, an African American and Jews dialogue would have one African American
and one Jewish facilitator with equal numbers of participants from each group.
Courses last anywhere from 12 to 25 contact hours.

There are, however, less explicit goals in infergroup dialogue. Participants do not
engage in dialogue only to gain knowledge or advocate for social change. Although
these are key goals, I posit that they move into and through dialogue also for
emotional reasons: to engage in an endeavor where the fundamental feelings
underlying community—*‘concern, trust, respect, appreciation, affection, and hope”
(Burbules, 1993, p. 41}—may be experienced. In a very broad way, these three
goals——knowledge, action, and community-—form the matrix for democratic
engagement (Burbules, 1993; Nussbaum, 2001). Community here is not meant to
imply a utopian sameness (Young, 1990 in Burbules, 1993) but to encompass varying
levels of concern for others across and within our differences.

To achieve these goals, intergroup dialogue requires collaborative self-reflection
on aspects of self, others, and world. Those who seek intergroup dialogue often
overtly wish to learn or share-—with an emphasis on cognitive understanding—what
makes themselves or others tick and to learn how to make things different. We are
beginning more fully to understand, nonetheless, how necessary it is to pay attention
to the affective realm. Participants are motivated to engage in community and to
experience those feelings, as noted above, associated with community. This process,
however, of learning about self and others activates distressing affect as it challenges
deeply held and unexamined views.

Several guidelines support effective management of this process: the need to build
trust; a particular facilitative attitude, including empathy; a developmental, phase-
specific framework; facilitators’ emotional self-regulation; and the idea that
intellectual understanding is not enough for optimal learning and change. In
addition to these five principles, intergroup dialogue practice must account for the
tensions inherent in work that creates spaces for participants to challenge and
potentially change their fundamental worldviews. Before moving on to addressing
the ethical and psychological tensions in intergroup dialogue and guidelines for
working with emotion, I would like to take a short detour to establish why emotion
is so fundamental to human interaction.

4. Emotion

Drawing on an incredible range of research, the philosopher, Martha Nussbaum,
notes that “emotion helps us sort out the relationship between ourselves and the -
world”™ (Nussbaum, 2001, p. 118). It involves not only cognitive-evaluative,
conscious processes but also non-verbal biological (Damasio, 1999} and non-verbal
symbolic processes (Bucci & Miller, 1993). The neuroscientist, Antonio Damasio
argues, “There is... no evidence that we are conscious of all our feelings, and much
to suggest that we are not™ (p. 36). Neither a feeling state nor an emotion may have
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been “in consciousness, and yet they have been unfolding as biological processes™
(p. 36). At its most basic, emotion is central to survival on the level of bodily
integrity: emotional responses alert the organism to flee, fight, or approach in play,
Sex, or nurturance (Damasio, 1999). In addition to the neurological level, non-verbal
symbolic processes (Bucci & Miller, 1993) occur as “mental patterns in any sensory
modality,” not just visual (Damasio, 1999, p. 9). These three processes, the
biological, or the subsymbolic, the non-verbal symbolic, and the verbal, link up to
varying degrees in human beings to create patterns of emotional experience,
communication, and action. :

Emotion has a dynamic quality since it helps us determine what is relevant to our
own flourishing from moment to moment and over the span of our lives. However,
this dynamic aspect is not arbitrary: rather, emotional patterns are partly hardwired
and partly rooted in our experiences of infancy and childhood as members of
particular cultural groups (Damasio, 1999; Nussbaum, 2001). Emotion also has a
discriminating quality because it helps us determine who or what is important to our
own flourishing in the context of different types of relationship, from the intimate to
the abstract (Nussbaum, 2001). Research on people with damage to particular areas
of the brain reveals intact cognitive functioning but an absence of emotional
engagement. As a result, it is if they became detached observers unable to prioritize
who or what matters and were subsequently unable to take action (Damasio, 1999).

This model suggests that intervening at the level of emotion must occur not only at
the verbal-cognitive level. It must consider how to set up conditions that are
conducive to helping participants to access and communicate their private feeling
experiences, whether interpersonal or intergroup, and of which they may or may not
be aware. Contrary to what it may sound like, this effort would neither add to the
already complex array of facilitator tasks nor subtract from the goals of intergroup
dialogue. Rather, if one thinks of the curriculum with its readings, activities, and
other tasks as in the foreground, one can think of preparing for and working with the
affective layer as in the background. Additionally, two primary tensions regarding
change, one psychological, the other ethical, prompt the need for a well-articulated
model of working with affect.

5. Tensions regarding change

Intergroup dialogue operates ‘within two tensions, one ethical and the other
psychological. Tts ethical tension stems from philosophical underpinnings: inter-
group dialogue holds education as a practice of liberation, requires questioning the
given, and in questioning the given, supports conscious consideration -of how one
lives in relation to self, others, and the world (Freire, 2002/1970; Zuniga & Nagda,
1993). At the same time, this practice is biased toward particular theories as to what
leads to and what constitutes a freer and more just society (see Schoem et al., 2001).
In essence, we as educators must justify our work as it relates to engaging others
in processes of change when we know that they entail distress and challenge the
status quo. - :
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The second tension is psychological and concerns ambivalence. On the one hand,
participants are drawn toward wanting to learn about and relate more authentically
to self and others. On the other, participants are pulled to feel secure in what is
already thought to be known and predictable, that is, frue, even if it is limiting. In the
context of intergroup relations, some of these limitations will differ depending on
whether one is a member of the dominant or subordinate group.

As framed by the educational phitosopher and activist, Freire (2002/1970},
members of both dominant and subordinate groups will be challenged to see the
other as human and needed, rather than as inhuman and rejected, in the project of
becoming fully, consciously 'human. For example, many white people in the United
States, who have, as a whole, been trained to see themselves as superior, will
experience a kind of dissonance explained in the social psychology literature as
a2 conflict between holding ideals of fairness and having attitudes of prejudice
(Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). Members of subordinate groups will also experience
dissonance as they are asked to consider the dominant group as human like
themselves. This conflicts with the kind of disdain that members of oppressed groups
often have toward those in oppressive groups and which rests on an odd kind of
intimate knowledge of those groups with greater power,

Minding the first ethical tension would help educators conscientiously attend to
the suffering and hope of both dominant and subordinate group members and to the
challenge of altering one’s worldview. Remembering the second psychological
tension would help us not blindly invest in one side of the affective equation or the
other. We would neither be naively invested in a love-conquers-all mentality nor
caught up in the despair of intractable conflict and its dynamics of threat, hatred,
delegitimitization, disdain, distancing, and dehumanization. With recognition of this
balancing act, we can now move onto examining some guidelines for working with
emotion.

6. Five guidelines

The five following guidelines are not exhaustive but constitute the beginning of a
framework for working with affect. Ostensibly others could be developed. They also
presuppose facilitators’ active, behavioral engagement such as initiatin g and carrying
through on tasks, facilitating activities in appropriate and timely ways, sensitivity to
facilitator role, and mindfulness of quality and purpose of verbal interventions.

6.1. Trust

Before participants in intergroup dialogue are willing to open up and allow
themselves to confront their worldviews, they must have some sense that the
facilitators (and peers) are trust-worthy, that is, will not be demeaning, indifferent,
or r'etaliatory but will be accepting, understanding, and authentic. Many social
justice educators (Adams et al., 1997; Nagda & Zuniga, 2003; Zuniga & Chesler,
1993) address how to establish a “safe” atmosphere. However, this aspect of the




602 _ M. L. Khuri | International Journal of Interculrural Relations 78 (2004} 395-612

course ternds to receive attention only at the beginning. Facilitators, particularly
inexperienced ones, may expect participants to jump into high-risk conversations.
Additionally, facilitators may ask participants to jump in.as a way to expose what
they, the participants, do not know. Either move can be motivated by a facilitator
striving for power based on a teacher/student hierarchy, lack of experience, or by a
lack of appreciation for the role that threat plays in such situations (Stephan &
Renfro, 2002). One example is of having subordinate group members talk about
their experiences of discrimination or prejudice. Another example is of having
dominant group members talk about the privileges of being in the dominant group.
When the timing is right, both types of conversation are often empowering for
subordinate group members and profoundly eye-opening for dominant group
members. When the timing is wrong, participants may feel exposed or used.
Focusing too early on what participants are reticent to share, are avoiding, or are
unaware of without the base of a trusting relationship cannot only be taken as
criticism but can also be confusing and can communicate that the facilitators are the
arbiters of reality (Newman, 1999). Without a trusting relationship these types of
discussion can lead to unsupported, negative affective experiences and a breakdown
in engagement through withdrawal or attack.

The issue of trust and safety must always be in the foreground and reconsidered in
light of how the dialogue progresses. Saying something is safe does not make it so
(Hooks, 1994). Mistrust and anxiety about the process often leads to what
facilitators perceive as “resistance” from students. Rather, reconceptualizing this so-
called resistance from the participants’ perspective does not lead us to back off from
difficult questions, but to hold their trepidation and ambivalence in mind as we move
into new terrain, In other words, the main function of resistance is not to frustrate us
educators. Rather, it is self-preserving and helps to regulate affective equilibrium.

Two scenarios respectively illustrate unsuccessful and successful trust-building. In
a people of color and white people dialogue, my co-facilitator and I allowed the
students to dive into discussing conflictual issues too early in the process. We did not
promote and follow through with activities meant to build trust through low-risk
exploration of self and others. As a result, the students, initially eager to “get into
it,” backed off from engaging with each other for another couple of weeks and
seemed not to develop a level of trust in which they could share of themselves and
tolerate a more thorough and active exploration of difference and conflict.

Similarly, in an Arabs and Jews dialogue, which included non-Arabs and non-
Jews, students were eager to discuss the [sraeli-Palestinian conflict (Khuri, 2004), but
my co-facilitator and I held off such a discussion until the third phase of the course.
Our focus on building trust in the beginning allowed the students to stay engaged
when conflicts in their worldviews and feelings of anger and frustration emerged
right there in the classroom. We established and maintained trust in several ways.
One was by providing a predictable structure, clear expectations, and specific content
material. The second method included many activities allowing students to express
their concerns and viewpoints and to really learn about who was in the room with
them in a non-judgmental environment. These activities were also designed to
move {rom low-risk to high-risk revelation. Third, we established the atmosphere of
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non-judgment not simply by declaring it so, but by acting on our genuine stance of
curiosity and acceptance, which required empathy and our ability to manage our
own emotions. This respectful, facilitative stance supported both the continuation of
a trusting relationship and working with what is often called resistance. '

- 6.2. Facilitator artitude and empathy

Broadly, a facilitator’s attitude of genuine understanding, respectful curiosity,
willingness to engage on the affective level, and the encouragement of honesty,
saying what comes to mind, and suspension of judgment all work in concert to
support the difficult task of exploration (Burbules, 1993; Kohut, 1984; Newman,
1999; Rogers, 1989; Sands, 2000; Ellinor & Gerard, 1998). This facilitative stance
links with empathy. For in order to effectively facilitate students’ explorations, we
‘need to hone in on the issues from their perspective, to know the workings of their
schemas, their logic, their experiences.

In psychotherapy, empathy is a tool, a process, and is potentially curative (Wispe,
1987). As a process or tool, it is a mode of Jeeling into another’s subjective
experience, fine-tuning the articulation of that other’s experience in collaboration
with the other, and at the same time recognizing that one is a separate bein g from the
other whose subjective life one is trying accurately to apperceive (Nussbaum, 2001;
Rogers, 1975 in Wispe, 1987; Wispe, 1987). Regarding the curative element, being
accurately understood provides a “powerful emotional bond between people”
(Kohut, 1984, as cited in Wispe, 1987} and, as such, is one element of authentic
relationship (Reid, personal communication, January 26, 2004). Empathy is not a
feeling one has toward another person. Nor does empathy guarantee accurate
understanding. Rather, it is a relational stance in which one reconstructs
imaginatively another person’s experience without evaluation and without regard
to whether the experience is joyful or sad (Nussbaum, 2001; Rogers as cited in
Wispe, 1987).

Empathy as defined in the intergroup relations field more closely tracks with the
idea of feeling compassion for another and/or being moved to prosocial behavior
based on taking that other person’s perspective (Stephan & Finlay, 1999; Stephan &
Stephan, 2001). Empathic processes, nonetheless, underlie these abilities although
empathy does not guarantee either: a torturer can feel his way into his victim’s
subjective states only to enjoy the latter’s suffering. (Kohut, 1981, as cited in
Nussbaum, 2001). i

Two other facets of empathy are crucial to its use in mtergroup dialogue, First,
empathy must be considered within a cross-cultural framework. Although I do not
know of any empirical research addressing this, the question arises as to how difficult
i8 it to empathize with another the further away one is from the other’g customs apd
experiences (Kohut, 1959, 1971 in Wispe, 1987). Moreover, are dlffer_ent social
groups more given to exercising empathy than are others? Although the ntergroup
dialogue literature has not framed the problem this way, the practice of havmg___.
facilitators of the different cultural groups in the dialogue poten_tla._'.ly 1ncre_3ases_lt}{6 :
facilitative function, or the participants’ perception of empathy, w;tl}in Lhe dlalogues
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short time frame. The second facet entails considering how facilitators use empathy'_f 3
versus how we encourage students to use empathy. Social psychologists suggest a :
number of empathy building techniques as a way to improvc intergroup relations =
(Stephan & Finley, 1997). The facilitators’ use of empathy may more closely paralle] -
a therapist’s use in that he or she must be more consistently attuned to complex
psychological phenomena throughout the whole process. Participants’ use of
empathy must be considercd within a developmenta) framework. We cannot L
realistically expect them to have empathy for each other without considering also %
their general developmental positions, what stage they may occupy in terms of theit *
cultural identity development (Helms, 1993), the extent of their social group-!
identification, and/or their particular group’s status vis-a-vis the outgroup (Fiske:
et al., 2002).
In a men and women dialogue, a female facilitator reacted harshly to a male,’
participant who espoused views she found personally offensive. She acknowledged
wanting to use her knowledge to dominate him, yet, in doing so, ended up engaging
in a power struggle with him that did not allow him the prospect to explore his views.
with his classmates. Her loss of an empathic stance, which does not entail agreemenlt'__,-_'?
curtailed the opportunity for the whole class to engage with this particular student’s
views in constructive ways. In another men and women dialogue, a male student’
made provocative statements about women’s proper place as to suggest that he
enjoyed the role of class clown. The facilitators did not dismiss his views but invite
him to elaborate on them without the hidden agenda of exposing him. He did not;
radically alter his views but he did stop derailing the dialogue and allowed himself to’
engage as one participant with a valid voice among many. Maintaining this empathiC.
stance requires facilitators to be able to regulate their own emotions.
6.3. Facilitators’ self-regulation “

On the whole, teachers’ emotional expericnces do not seem to be a major topic of
education research (Beatty, 2002) although educators’ emotional responses have SSil8
been addressed in some social justice education literature (Adams et al., 1997)-'_1_1_'1: . i
contrast, contemporary psychoanalytic literature has quite extensively addressg;}:; .
therapists’ general emotional processes including specific processes around the topics; ¢
of race and sexual orientation (Altman, 1995; Greenc, 1986, 1994; Leary, 199_7;__d_°
Monteflores, 1994; Pinderhughes, 1989). A few empirical studies have shown that thf
therapist’s emotional well-being has important implications for treatment (Buttélj!- i
Flasher, & Strupp, 1993). On the whole, however, I suggest that intergroup dialogt 3
has underestimated the effects of facilitators’ emotional processes. It is not difﬁcuj__'t
to imagine that facilitators’ emotional states and responses would inﬂuenoe_ﬂ.__'l:?;
dialogue and that the dialogue would influence facilitators’ emotional processes. Aﬁ :
noted above, facilitators’ willingness to engage on the affective level SUPPOI'[“ =
facilitating others’ exploration. This engagement may look differently for facilitator J e
with different types of personalities and cultural backgrounds and may or may noil =i
entail direct self-disclosure of emotional responses. The point is not to limit hOW
facilitators engage but rather to support emotional presence.
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Additionally, facilitators must be open to being affected, for example, feeling
compassion, anger, or even confusion. This openness, however, requires a
paradoxical stance. Facilitators have to be able to be emotionally present and
engaged and, at the same time, be contained. Perhaps not to the degree required of
therapists, facilitators have “‘to be there and not be there at the same time” (Russell,
1998 in Stechler, 2003, p. 711). What he or she does with these emotional experiences
is crucial. For example, becoming frustrated, losing patience, blaming the group or
individuals within the group for not “getting it” or “putting it out there” are typical
facilitator responses to typical, difficult or not so difficult phases in intergroup
dialogue. We all feel these at times. We may be triggered in such a way that leads us
to seize upon one idea as if it would magically unlock the dialogue impasse. We may
blame the participants. If only this student would stop denying that oppression
exists. If only this student would stop talking or this other start talking. If only this
social group would stop taking care of the other social group. Such wishing is
understandable. In the face of such moments of frustration or helplessness, wishing
seems like a feasible response when one feeis as though one can do nothing. In those
moments, 4 facilitator may lose the sense of what is actually feasible. He or she may
become overwhelmed, give up, withdraw, get into power struggles, dominate, or
“teach” instead of facilitate. As a result, participants may pick up on the facilitators’
emotional needs and ways of relating. They may fall in line with a more politically
correct way of conceiving cultural identity, fear revealing their own subjectivities, or
become disengage.

Becoming aware of and managing one’s own emotions during dialogue sessions is
perhaps one of the most difficult tasks of a facilitator. Emotional patterns are so
deeply rooted prior to adulthood, and often out of conscious awareness, that
facilitators vary widely in what emotional skills they bring to their work.
Nonetheless, facilitators can be supported in and outside of the classroom. Being
able to self-regulate during the sessions requires support and work outside of
facilitating dialogue. Personal self-reflection, for example in the form of journaling,
and group discussion or supervision provides structured opportunities to examine
reactions to the dialogue. In addition, permission, as it were, to have emotional
responses, helps counteract the tendency to suppress such responses in the name of
neutrality, Attention to one’s tone, direction of inquiry, too ‘great or too little focus
on a particular topic or student, and timing and purpose of self-disclosure, may all be
used to alert facilitators to their emotional processes as they occur in the dialogue.
From this self-awareness, facilitators may adjust any number of ways in which they
are engaging with participants.

In an example from group supervision, a white, female student facilitator became
upset about the views of several African American female participants regarding
African American men dating white women. This facilitator had just broken up with
her African American boyfriend. I suggested she address her feelings on both
accounts, the personal loss and feeling attacked, and then suggested she also consider
a broader social context in which some African American women may feel the way
they do. At that point, the other supervisees empathically engaged in the
conversation acknowledging both the facilitator’s feelings and the views of the

-
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African American women in the dialogue. The opportunity to explore her own
reactions outside the dialogue allowed the facilitator to regain a more empathic
stance when she returned to the actual dialogue.

6.4. Developmental, phase-specific tasks

Intergroup dialogue uses a four-stage model to guide students’ learning (Nagda &
Zuniga, 2003; Thompson et al, 200]; Zuniga & Nagda, 1993; Zuniga & Nagda,
2001). Although the literature does not directly link the sequencing of phases with
the students’ affective needs and capacities, the pedagogy inherently supports their
unfolding. Training in intergroup dialogue facilitation, in fact, often turns to models
in group psychotherapy to conceptualize group development and facilitators’ tasks
(Alamo, 2002). Yalom’s (1995) model, for example, clearly conveys the affective
tenor of the processes particular to group formation in his stages of orientation and
dependency; conflict, dominance, and rebellion: and the development of cohesion.

The first stage of intergroup dialogue focuses on building trust and issues of group
formation. Through discussion and structured activities students address such
concerns as their hopes and fears about engaging in cross-group dialogue. The
second stage in intergroup dialogue highlights group similarities and differences by
inviting students to share their personal experiences of being a person of a particular
background, especially as it relates to growing up. This stage often sees a quict awe
as students listen to each other relate experiences (ar from their own and links with
empathy building so crucial to improving intergroup relations (Stephan & Stephan,
2001). The third stage engages students in exploring areas and topics around which
the two groups are in conflict. For example, a dialogue between gay, lesbian, bisexual
students and heterosexual students may address the issues of marriage, religious
ordination, or adoption. Affect tends to be heightened during this third phase and
students may begin to reveal feelings of ambivalence or hopelessness and helplessness
in the face of social injustices, The fourth stage asks students to consider the
implications of their learning on issues of social justice (Thompson et al., 2001) or to
consider ways of “challenging injustices” (Nagda & Zuniga, 2003, p. 116) through
identifying concrete actions taken individually or through coalition building. This
fourth stage may see relief, a return to hope, a more measured stance toward social
injustices and change as opposed to naive hope or hopelessness, a persistence of
anger, and even some sadness in the face of ending the group experience.

This developmental framework 1s, in my opinion, one of intergroup dialogue’s
greatest strengths. A more deliberate consideration of affective processes throughout
all four stages, however, has the potential to help educators not be caught off guard
by eruptions of heightened affect, the lack of affect, the variety of affective
responses, or by different forms of resistance that may appear in later stages but have
their roots in unresolved affective concerns from earlier stages or may simply reflect
ambivalence. Additionally, the greater knowledge facilitators have of group
development, the less they will be anxious or confused about the path each group
may take (Yalom, 1995).
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6.5. Integration versus intellectualization

Social psychology research has shown that prejudice may be more cognitively or
affectively based with the affective, rather than the cognitive, more strongly linked to
both intergroup attitudes and behaviors (Leyens et al., 2002). For example, people’s
awareness of inequality and espousal of democratic values may not free them from

- Stephan, 2001). This working through requires intellectual and affective integration.

Integration refers to building connections between non-verbal emotional processes
and verbal concepts as mentioned above, that is, between the affective and the
cognitive. Intellectualization, in Contrast, suggests a breakdown in this ability and
often occurs as a response to difficulty in acknowledging and identifying emotions
(Bucci & Miller, 1993). This aspect of change, integration versus intellectua]ization,
is incredibly difficult to measure in dynamic settings although researchers have
successfully done so in psychotherapy settings (Bucei & Miller, 1993). As such,
facilitators rely on experience, intuition, and personal judgment to determine where
students may fall along the continuum. My point, nonetheless, in addressing this
issue is to suggest that facilitators be aware of differences in students’ potentiul
capacity for integration by listening for the types and quality of narratives and
éngagement. We as educators may not have a great deal of impact on students’
tendency to either intellectualize or integrate material since they come in with these
tendencies to begin with. Nor can we provide participants with the psychological
resources to. manage the demands of dialogue. We can, however, set up an
environment that supports movement toward integration rather than rejnforces
intellectualization. Additionally, because intergroup dialogue also has a didactic
component, students’ mastery of the concepts may mask their affective experiences.
We may miss this phenomenon for two reasons. One, their intellectual mastery may
resonate with our own ideological biases, and two, the pressure o feach within a
limited timeframe may blind us to students’ intellectualization.

Discussions focused on readings and other forms of content presentation tend to
promote access to cognitive processing, whereas activities specifically asking students
to reflect on their personal experiences in or outside of the dialogue promote more
affective consideration. Both are necessary in promoting the integration of cognitive
and affective understanding and in building connections between the personal and
the intergroup levels.

7. Conclusion
The affective layer of intergroup dialogue is not a by-product of engagement but

both motivational and integral. Intergroup dialogue is a highly verbal enterprise, yet
it is profoundly influenced by this affective layer, which is often out of students’, and
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- at times, facilitators’ awareness. Additionally, students vary in their capacity to link
emotion and cognition, a factor that we cannot control. Students’ ability,
nonetheless, to engage in dialogue on typically taboo subjects does not turn on
any one particular activity, interpretation, intervention, or piece of information.
Facilitating intergroup dialogue is partly an art based on experience and on
“creativity, spontaneity, [and] intuition” (Lichtenberg, Lachmann, & Fosshage,
1996, p. 88) but also requires us to have particular theoretical and empirical
knowledge bases. Adding knowledge and skills in working with affcctive processes
enhances the dialogue quality in subtle but important ways. Affective engagement,
that is the process by which we come to understand who and what is important to
our goals and projects (Nussbaum, 2001), whether on an individual or group level, is
the relational matrix in which students create new levels of understanding, ways of
relating, and ways of taking action in the world (Gurin, Nagda, & Zuriga, 2004).

For the most part, this paper has focused on principles of working with affect and
less so on specific techniques, although the latter is deserving of more detailed
elaboration. Principles and techniques, or course, inform cach other and can only be
artificially separated. Together, they enlarge our perspectives (Lichtenberg et al.,
1996) as we make our way with our students through the complex interactions of
intergroup dialogue. In particular, the focus on trust as an on-going process within a
developmental context supports fostering an overall positive initergroup dialogue
experience. Trust, as a primary condition for relationship, supports participants’
ability to stay authentically engaged even when the dialogue gets tense, confusing,
unpleasant, injurious, or hopeless. Through an empathic stance, we attend to
students’ potential distress, ambivalence, and hope which helps us reframe and work
effectively with resistance, defensiveness, and negative affect as central and not
subversive to positive intergroup interactions. Facilitators’ ability to manage their
own affective processes minimizes the effects of their affect, frees up more psychic
energy, if you will, to devote to the dialogue. The developmental framework provides
us with an understanding of how group processes unfold and allows us to gauge the
quality of students sharing, inquiring, and responding in relation to the particular
intellectual and affective tasks of each stage. Finally, the above guidelines support
working toward cognitive and affective integration of the material necessary for
optimal learning and change.

8. Research implications

The complexity of emotional phenomena and of the task of researching in and
about this dynamic context of intergroup dialogue presents important methodolo-
gical concerns. How can we reasonably capture participants’ emotional processes
without focusing so narrowly that we ignore or. miss 1mp0rtant aspects of what is
happening? On the other hand, how can we bring some clarity to the potentlal
morass of data? We might start with the question, what aspect of emotion in
educational intergroup contact do we want to measure? Do we want to attend to
affective processes or content? What about the impact of facilitators” role and
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emotions? In terms of process, do we want to analyze the full emotional picture, as it
were, or do we want to focus only on moments of heightened affect? How do we
(determine these moments? Would it be better to examine the peaks in relation to the
valleys? ' :

In terms of content, do we want to try and differentiate types of emotional
responses? Do we focus only on “negative” affect such as anger, anxiety, or sadness?
What about joy, relief, or hope? What about ambivalence? Do we want to
differentiate sources of emotion? Ts it intergroup, interpersonal, or intrapsychically
derived?

Although we may create conceptual clarity about what is emotion and what we
want to study, a further complication of emotion entails the tacit nature of its
communication, that is, it is highly dependent on relational contexts (Orange, 1995).
Additionally, people vary in their ability to experience, identify, describe, and decode
emotional responses in different contexts (Leyens et al., 2002). Students may not be
willing or able to verbally reveal what they are experiencing right in the moment. As
an example, during phase two of a dialogue, strong disagreement between white
American and African American students emerged for the first time. The facilitators
and a couple of participants noted the heightened tension, yet most of the
participants shared the response “‘interesting” when asked to provide one word to
describe how they felt about the class that day. “Interesting” is not an emotion but
rather an evaluative description of something external to the participant, yet it may
indirectly express particular affective experiences or it may express the participants’
relative closeness or distance from affective experiences. How and what are we to
infer from that word in terms of emotional processes or content? Do different
participants mean different things with that same word?

Researching affective phenomena in intergroup dialogue presents us with complex
challenges that may, nonetheless, reward us with rich understanding of emotional
processes in educational, intergroup contact and how these respornses may
fundamentally relate to learning outcomes and improving intergroup relations.

References

Adams, M., Bell, L. A., & Griffin, P. (Eds.). (1997). Teaching for diversity and social justice: An anthology.
New York: Routledge.

Alamo, C. (2002). Intergroup dialogues: Conceptualizations, strategies, and pedagogies. Unpublished
presentation.

Allport, G. (1979). The nature of prejudice (25th ed.). Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley,

Altman, N. (1995). The analyst in the inner city: Race, class, and culture through a psychoanalytic lens.
Hilisdale, NJ: Analytic Press. _

Beale, R., & Schoem, D. (2001). The content/process balance in intergroup dialegue. In D, Schoem, &
S. Hurtado (Eds.}, Iuergroup dialogue: Deliberative democracy in school, coliege, community, and
workplace (pp. 266-279). Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press. _

Beatty, B. R. (2002). Emotional epistemologies and educational leadership: A conceptual framework. Paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association. New Orleans,

LA,
Beebe, B. (2004). Faces in relation: A case study. Psychoanalytic Dialogues, 14(1), 1-51.




G 1€ (e ‘suonmay duodfiaug o sassacog

drouny aeyuos dnosdimur 1oy suonmagdie] cavpafiud o pedws eaBojoysisd s (eunz) o 7 tdden)
"ESald UESIMIY Jo Sum1aanuny T
Ay huy aanpdyios pre pitetos "alagng Jusips AIBUDOHIP AT canGopp dnosfiag
‘['spAY apryng W “Want[ag (] vl ueRnoy 1o Lsasagy a1 1T ANUNUnued PUE aypon ‘suon e

dnoafizmur uo ureadoid aq L ansnl Ribas aay Sunempg (1000) D "Tugag B <1 hag Sy ‘nosdweg
Fony meng ok may foposdved
i TN pur 5847 1245 weotf mam B ap Jo praon ponovsadiast syt feRel) N G ‘oG
SUOREAYNG
aflug vy ‘sang) pumsnoy sl doabaang Bumosdug o7y m 3omydag B 0 Cuegdmg
R Gt DR R SO pnar pmnpmisagg ‘Eumounury auedsipy
PUT sunHIA yursy v Smxun drSesgu O suRpEaey {gRA1) M D unmgdas » o Ay umpdarg
“ssalg AFOUDAS T RIGL MAN C(ROT T61 “dd}
Sehterdfl poraes o) snogynaa Pyl suogownd dnodaang o ampfaid noag CUEn3Y Qg oy g
L i 31 STy TR T 1 Anoafaonire up i g0 apn MY CRONEY 71D 'onuay B U0 ungdmg
] Bbd 6T (RN Ransgy rony
Suprenar suonma) dnosdim Fmaoadu v Aygredws o aod 2L (easl) v N AU T 0y Ay uTgdagg
U G W FRONIER panpiaing fo JUTEIR P PR
NN PN alaug gRei AR (RNt Amnpay (SRALY ) Ay HEgdmg B Ay Ty urydmg
YL UL UG Ay apipnmoy s Sg Iaien ALY IR S A CTEA0T) 1) ISamG
SN VBRI
AL iy oy nay cfpo gy AR RN ) afiagpen oelgas vy Caronnp
SRR g chreradiaognng UEpI) apenngg g UG ]y caonanad pare ES T TP ET Y
il Annrmnnag) anffapp dnaifammg HOOTY S "RpiLomg 3 1y anjeany g iaag RSl ET Vg I TRV
] RE N E Y S TN TP e ‘ddy s fnorna
A Squarag ey 'sp) TG AN e Adeamg Sfeouadsd 0% Tooag) 11 0% spung
MY oo g
RN LA BT S IR IR UMM U CTARG LD S RLZEN ]
M AL AN
gt pranng g Sonmtfy or aay Mg caasend prn Anip ans Rommrsspug TRE61)Y 7 sAyRmptapn g
UL
INCNIESHRIY (P g Y mogemmen, ot prem aagpnfond Smanpey Cpay diunnisg g owg sRurpuyg
Mk ere-ria esay il aompaa o duoufiann saog) togng) Tl Sddoag, oot tmarEnag
‘SRR
[RUBHUTS I Ny QEIETN] ‘___._:.:___5__:_«:,.:__*\..__ .__._____..G:___t__:___.._,_...._.m HEXREIG CGI ey fruenroty {Canll Q .um”___:C
“REAS ] A1maEAnny
Ay AIPUGIINY saeran Sozouafiparty app gty Soosaragda Ooog I8 "UITTIEESTI A
SSALY MUY TN SAIEPSPIH (b [5f | ‘LE-ar d} sdpnmeadsg fo pmeey Supgesn
fgaeng utasfnun ;g 3o umusdrius SANDAR AT JO Aor ), ke qqesn AL IEA61) TN TR
SUCHITDNGN] AUnoray
W Atal ung (p(t—gep dd) e aflagton ayr we sunubaad pug {1q) wymTyy g o ug anSepnp
AnouFazgun pamiaep-aaad Sty saanarRip Swdipag (enlt L ang oty wiwny cg epSen
BTl 1L g Surnnpay divabaaig B sassacng dion
sonde e dnesfiam gfnoay wwawadnius IFIRBT [Mjfwnrvawt fusaiso ] (epog) N efunz 3y g "RRRTN
’ “SSA1 ANSIRAtUD) BIQUON|O)
TN AN (fPE-R T Ud) maomaedye agpiat anli pun wegeap we sanpwdviad Jrafiopenaas,r Cepa)
[FWNTS 73 " 7 'slaudeny (o ] Cesuangip jo jumnadrunae AL 00 EMON C(FEGL) 1D CERIGYMUO Y 3P
TARIA R WO MAA TIUNO rassaroesd P BTG Alpenlmn o rag RA61) N W IR
Fsan] Lioqoundsg
0L AN (- CRE dd) sdnoes prons or FHMIARAS PAmiuaiafficy vwapons dnosiang o) aapiaid
HIGLE U] yinag oy H W R0 Iy g v sLamuaunung (zang AT ynug e Uiy (] MM
ESALT ARAPNY ML PN MEPSIY searsdT JOUTHIANON e a8 wodf
paxasp smlbinysa g abumps g my g (96a1] 7 L RT3 I o Uumar2e] ] 7 Eraqualygaiy

UL IR AY] saifieryy PRl BT R

119 TIF-L65 (POAT) §7 SUOUDIAY jmannnadiug S pnanar pruomamy gy T

asm g Afojouadsd ok maEp] (FeT—sg) dd)
PR pLI0s 03 SuopoRas parma g suopows deoifiang o) aupialad wosy CspE) mong Ty q
F AN I ' Y[ C$ERUEADE awms aly) ateys o0 op sdnoafine pue sdnoring cwagy Sumroasp
pue sucuows Sussardyy (Toog) d Cloddiygg wotr ‘sawp Yy wasag tS minomag] - suakon)
GRI-CO1 gy “riaong aneunonads s saonal
{raum Snndwizues un {Loemgye pue aaey ©, y0 UIPPIqaa),, PUE ‘RUTISO[ISID-1]85 ‘20my] (La6]) o “fiuag
SSAL @BNNYY Jo Allseaainny (0FRIMD gt sTQomy saop mop Y{ped SEqpion v 11 C(pRG1) TH 040y
’ ‘DST 6TT ‘LI wonempy
pug oy ‘aony Ruinng 231100 Aty w onAoElp ysmar-gery SUENRE C(H00T) T R CHNYY
ARPAINOY Npo\ maN wopaasf o astaoad Ay vn wopnanpy availivund of Sganag (peal) N sHOaL
aidaray] 7y rodisag amanad pun younavas ey p SAHILAPE pn AL un 3mg (CAR1) T TSR]
WeH-AaEwA PN ST poose|dug t(oLT-gE] i)
Fougjiney dnos fanaoainae g Gapuieraapy apiy pegng CepR) AT L F TAN0N Y Ul
SuonrEr dnosFu pue S ey Yeest ) o Cd Cwpu oy oy fendar) v B g uunn
iesadosd paysnandey lanitewap assaay o funrounsd up Sinasdxy Saniopag duosfaim fo sojag
JRMINIIA Mgt [0 HORIBAD [ETHRANT AR B 5] WomAng gty oy epdnn g ey
1 N2y hnperpadyg gponmpy pon Biagpeenn:y
Ao nnarey CSANSSE IUSLITRL] PRE IESY [US)Y usus AT pun st g AR U-RUGIT (a6 ) f] PRy
CO-[F E-TIE S e A gy CSMITUNLILIOD URIOS3] PUIT |IMNBS0AY ISILIEUAL Sl W
Sdfrrapoyadsd sa senraapisio)y syarjy s aned s pee 2t s psrchanen agp nay s ugal | anan
LN PUR LAY g Rl Rpe g 0 6RE U sBrmpear sy onmdand
pree sadioadny () A0TURIG 7 W] WS jo uaf sasaaar myonu) A T RCITRIRYST I SN T SRR Y
oral paystowd grom sy}
BRI DA i CUSUTLT SOy ) ) U pn g passaadda s fo efianag (gnng) oL ALy
TSS Sananiry sRpUQuiny ) aApuUqIEY (g 1 kD) wensteBoo ponos e paafie i e an g A
et Butpassg Cpipy SETIOCE o p R CUORIURAOD {ROOS G110 e Aol sy uenaapeaa Lonzd d
wsaLy ARS8 AN (P97 LeT dd) sdinddf puos o) stonoeas pampasafiir i
dneafiantg o aupefved woat CCSPREURUE Y F A0 W CCE U] uonnadiana pue saies poasasad
WOIE 1[0 SHatews daaafRap usop pun dnsueiaws Tz NP0 ¥ U0 TV AP 8 ey
AAMTAY TAIDE AN
ennsaater foosaad Fuiuofiunee g fulratodsgeny oy teaG1Y T3 CpRRLAT W 7 o
5] ABOJOURAST DUOK MAN CLZLLECT )
SENQHE (OLIOY 0f Sueltande pannaaffiQ swerioda duosBaon; of aadaed weasg () qnwmg ty oo
F A g () lamnan doonBanug wl afefus o1 ssauSulite o asto A choargag dnosfian
BEINWITIP WD Jo Nod AL {ZEOT) TS AULIYD Y Y YT W A SASST T COIaeg
ETE-S0E LS
‘hapmgadsy piaag fo preanog apsdoang SanUuOuIGE S o) SUeIEAL [ruonowg (gstl 1Y T Y Sy
AOTI NOMUH R0 K AN
FEAUTCLISNGT 0 SULyNE A 6 poprmed gan dpg cvuaddmy g Joofupaal 2 (peal) v OISR
“ESRLE URTIYAL [0 ATRIaal] ) Iy U0y suy {e00 +a7 ddd
DI D CANUHRNNED AR GOmOR NE LoD Mtap AiAQIaCE anfiopnn dnoafaang 1spa)
OPELM|[ S T CWR0UAS @ u[ ‘wonae ol oyt ey onFeimp doosdiaul Sopeaxg (100z) TN RIS
SADOR MSHEE CYI0A man (Q9f TEf dd) anioned
feaugr sof yougpunip ¢ pnasas maudpoyaisg "Cspa) Ssogqn I N U) taidrmgogaded
21 Jo smyjenb pue autpsuRAINUNG (SAal) H CH ddnng w4 7 mysey g § dapag
S5NF V2|0 SIAYIRAY, IO K man P pen daoat f Sutyanar wr anfapael (6611 b SANQI0g
SYOO dtsed NI0A MIN O0b—L 8¢ dd) aapomtd puntps dof ooy
DIRTAL JuAT Ay Jar (o (e (S} SR R Sayarg g T SARSIOGNI) ] Iy T N VI
BHISEAL () AUATIDE {ElUaTaAL Ay f anFopeue ssoosd munlg QEaGEY TN VAN R CAL 1eong
GA-IS L (T)g sumrmayy dnosBaatup pun SARSAN0L diag (STANI0 URI SHOTXUE
10w 2jdond swios ary iemue doosfaopn Swpurmsiapun (GO of oprunTg W g CaEg A T e
“EEAL] AUARLY (N SMEpSITH
.udhn_..;uﬂum_w:.— hb..:.u__fh.ﬂ_—ouunﬂ.u STUAIDAL) a____l__nwm.‘ _—..:3 m_—a.u.__:awh-r H:h_(b,q HNCDNV w)_ n— J.:.:..E:O_w\_ umu v.m_ ,MDmum

TIG-E68 (FO0C) §7 SUOUNEAY IDnaIny f pung ppouannnaaing [ gy o ai9




=

‘ssal uRBGOA JO ANSIALED) (TN SOV BUY “((76-90¢ “dd) sompdipion
Pup Asputitnac "aERioa JODYIS W AI0I0WIP FHIIPICT sanbopmp dnosfisaiug '{spga) opeuny '|
% "waouds "a vl Indoywp dnoadimun or suonepisuos ulEa ‘(100z7) ¥ g “eplEN B X ‘eBwng
STREMUDESSY JO Alsasaluf) W 1Sy anfiojop
prinasl uprnsny pup sxussifip Sweopdxg SpmB wmnaund (5007 YV IEmM-Uoil) F Uy ‘eiung
wadarng b0
wodisam (05— ~dd) Arssanyn ayi s Buryosat ooy Uspg) stme] g w "eBmng -y ‘aquni
WR07YIE (] U} “WOCLSSEER 31 W 1JN|JUAd TNOGE P qhm Furgoma] ‘(£661) ‘W "IseyD @ Ux ‘eSunz
SReoq Asvy Nox moN ddvimpoyadsd dioal fo aneed pun (ioay sy (SE6L) ‘1 “wores
"$5ag Anstaanry sBpuguery Yy s8puqmen) (Le—g ‘dd) suudopaoay
2 pren &igpdisegg “(sp) 3akeng °f 7@ “Fraquastg N v Ayiedms jo 1deoton oY) Jo A1ersiy ((86L) ] ‘Hsiay
TEISIEAYM, JNSIAIEH THIOZ MAN (9959 “dil)
szazadsiad porBotoyadsd pures wonvayow dnein '¢sp) sWRIQY ¢ % 850N "V "4 U ‘uonEMLIaNI
aud& JABNOI 07 200 ) Aatxwy smouenieas duoafm Smzeary {(£e6t) ¥ Q@ OPIA

ZI9L65 (POOT) BT SHONPRY prmmaiuf fo [oumep puolswatay [ iy TRy 19



