Discussion Guide and Note taking.  ETH 23-8677  (Constructive Discussions)



Introduction Script.

We’ll talk to you about the issue of housing in Sydney. 

This can go in whichever direction you’d like to take it, but we have some guiding questions.

Our main aim is to understand, from your perspective, the barriers that influence the future of housing in Sydney- and whether our ability to have constructive discussions is one of those barriers, or not. 

We’ll discuss what we mean by constructive discussion shortly.

First though, as part of our research ethics, we’d like to go through a quick discussion about consent and answer any questions you might have.


ACTION: obtain written or verbal consent.

Proceed to Questions




RUNSHEET & NOTE TAKING

	Timing
	Question/Task
	Notes

	00-05
	Consent granted?
	

	05-10
	Q1. 
So who do you represent, and why did you get involved with the topic of housing?  
	FOCUS: who are they? 
Who do they speak for?


	10-25
	Q2.  
Introduce why we’re interested in constructive discussion; define it. (see notes).

(a) How would you characterise the way we have conversations about housing and the issues surrounding it in Sydney? 

(b) What would constructive discussions about housing look like to you?

(c) Are they happening? Or are they lacking?  
 
Example follow-ups (including FutureSystem Card)
· Based on your experience, do you think different viewpoints from the public are adequately represented in the way we discuss and make decisions about housing? 
Why- who is missing?
· Look at this card (Futuremaking system). Do you think the influence of these groups is balanced when it comes to discussions about the future of housing in Sydney? If not, why not? 
· Are there things you/your organisation is doing or see needing to be done to help support representation?  
· To what extent do you think people in Sydney, and these groups have a shared vision of the future of housing (as opposed to opinions being polarised)? How incompatible are the viewpoints, do you think?
· Overall, do you think we’re able to have productive discussion, reach compromise, and undertake adequate decision-making on housing? Why/Why not? 

	FOCUS: is CD an issue in how we govern housing?  Is representation of public viewpoints lacking, and is this a barrier to long-term governance?

· 

	25-55
	Q4. 

We’ll now do a short activity to dive a bit deeper and explore housing in Sydney, and your views on it.

Action: Use Supporting Card Deck. 
	FOCUS: specific barriers in how we facilitate discussion, and the scale that those barriers exist on. Explore connections that might be considered in a housing-related CD intervention.
 

Notes on ranking- which topics are difficult or lacking, and important?  
·  



Notes on barriers- what scale (personal, relational, organisational, systemic) needs the most attention?
·  


	55-59
	Q5. 
We’re running close to time but after we look at the potential issues and barriers, we’ll be looking to consider and design targeted interventions. 

Are there any examples you’d like to share or things that you’ve experienced that could help facilitate constructive discussion and decision-making on highly contentious topics?

	FOCUS: Ideas for intervention (reflections and experiences on forums and structures that help make discussions representative)

· 

	59-60
	Timeline and follow-up.

Thanks and goodbye.

END RECORDING

COMPILE END OF MEETING NOTES.
	Anyone else we should speak to?
Any questions for us?

· Would you be interested/prepared to be involved in follow up research activities



Overall notes following discussion:

	













KEY NOTES AND DEFINITIONS
Summary
Our research is framed by earlier work by Next25 which found that for Australia to shape its future, we need to upkeep our capacity for representative decision-making. This requires constructive discussions that can accommodate difference and disagreement, find a constructive outcome, and work toward the long-term common good. 
Our research suggested signs that this societal competency might be lacking on a range of sticky issues, but we need to check if those signs are true and get more detail on this dynamic. To do this, we’re looking at a focus topic (housing). This lets us explore the nitty gritty, and potentially, explore potential interventions that can start to tackle this issue and explore leverage points for systemic change. 

What is Constructive Discussion?
“communication that is of useful and beneficial purpose,  creating an environment where decision-making better reflects the shared view of the public interest with respect to the common good.” Next 25
Constructive + Discussion. 
It’s not consensus and it’s not devoid of argument or conflict, it is functional deliberation- diverse viewpoints and disagreement are useful and important. 
And it’s not just discussion for discussion’s sake. It’s constructive; social discussions that are functional and help us to inform and move forward with decisions that are representative and work toward long-term public interest. 
Barriers to constructive discussion might include the way we have conversations, who is in them, or the systems or responsibilities we have in place to move from deliberation and discussion to decision-making and policy. Or maybe some barriers are much deeper- wherein democratically representative views might not align with long-term public interests/what might be seen as the common good. 
· Consider it the heart of substantive democracies. It is the ability for us, as a society, to have deliberative discussions that enable representation and dialogue between competing and different viewpoints, and which result in us coming to a decision and taking action for the long-term common good (i.e. the public interest). 

Why are we focused on it? 
Next25 has found that CD is a key issue facing our ability to manage complex and long-term issues that shape Australia’s future.
· “A lack of constructive discussion is a key barrier to addressing issues such as wealth inequality, climate change, escalating pressures in the health system, and urban development, fed by distrust of experts and politicians, limited avenues for public participation in decision-making and the non-representativeness of Australians in conventional leadership roles.”
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