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STYOID ADVOCACY CR INICOUITTER:  TOUARD COMIIUMITY LUADERSIIP*

Ly Jon Van Til and Trudy Hellar

Advocacy and encounter--ley methods of two powerful
social movements that burgeoned in the 1960°s and continue
to influznce cur times-~-share certain characteristics with
2ach cther while seenine directly opnosed on others. The
socizl movemente thev represent, "community action™ on the
one hand and “human potential’ on the other, both grew
drariatically in the past decade in response to a widespread
nerception of the need to enhance meanineg, participation,
and shared comrunity in social life, arong other values.

Yet the cuds toward which the methods appzar to be directed--
social change and oersonal crowth, resnectively, are cormon-
ly seen to bear little relation to each other, giving rise

to a conception oI the methods as larcely divercent from
each other.

“hisg paper focuses on the key nethods of each movement.
partly in order to enhance a search for commonality, and
partly in order to avoid bhecominc lost in the organizational
backwash that threatened to enculf cach movement.l It is
written from an experiential hackground that draws on our
own particination {(marcinally) in the "naw laft’ of the
niddie 1880°s and direetly in the velfare rights moverment,
ant cdiractly in beth the La Jolla Program ané the ITL summer
institute.? oOur value-preferences are clear from these ex-
nmeriencas: for both nersonal grouns and social change w2
choose methods of rational democracy.

2y “advocacy  ve understand the taking of a position
aimed at social chence, and werking orcanizationally toward
its implementation. 2Mn advocacy method tyoically emplovs
comnunity orcanizing as a strategy for sccial change and
corminity Adevelonment, and has been defined clearly by
Alinsky, the Port Huron Statement, and Rothman, among others. 3

Ny “encounter’ we understand the open sharing of present-
focused interaction in an intentionally-convened group of
lirited duration. An encounter method tynically emnlovs
intense oroun interaction as a strategy to achisve personal
gresrth in the context of a temporary community.

*Ilo are grateful to William Coulson and Weyman J. Crow for
their discussions with us at the early stages of develoning
this paper.



At first glance, there is npuch that separates advocacy
and encounter. The rethod of advocacy is tynicallv instru-
mental in osleﬁ a 10?, aimed at croup ¢oals of social change,
while *Ho rnth of encounter is usually consurmmatory, aimed
LAlc,.l ocal of nersonal growth. Jioreover, advocacy
‘real world® of npolitics and organized inter-
he vorld of encounter tends to exist in retroat
ay fror the intervention of outside forces. Thus
st3 in an “open systen” while encounter’s system
is ‘closeea” An additional difference mavy be seen in the
"hardnesa” of advocacy’s modalitv (conflict of interests,
“Airect actiorn') and the 'softness” of the encounter method
(emotionality, support). One may wish to draw the advocacy
ideal as rachiavellian, and the encounter image as Dionvsian.
An7, indeed, the distinction between "social action” and
‘counter-cplture” has been persuasively cast as nutually
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The distance between advocacy and encounter has been
recognized by nractitioners and defenders of sach method
vwhan thay consider the other. Thus, William Coulson, one of
the foundars of the La Jolla progran, has written directly
about "the trouble with advocacy:”

It is precigely this characteristic--that
one does not speak for himself--which defines
a position of advocacy. The advocate takes a
line, prepares a strateqy, and pursues it. THe
cannot afford to listen--neither to his onponent
nor to his own shifting, swirling feelinas
lest he be swayed. An advocate cannot risk
knowing hingelf in the moment, or his_opponent,
lest he betrav his official position.®

Recalling an e¥perience he had in visiting a southern school
district, Coulson reflacte:

I realized that day with the southern tsachers
that we were not goinag to get bevond where we had
already been, at least not in the near future,
beceuse no one was eneaking for himself for
verv long; evarvone was remembering in time that

he came upon a surprise, if he came to care
for somecne unexpectedly, he was going to have
e account for it when he got home. 1lo one was
willing to g=2e the2 others with his own eyes.
Jo one wag meeting.

Coulscn’s case against advocacy advances when he considars
its relationship to violence:

e have to get beyond advocacy if we are to
cet weyond violence. ilo longer merely boring,
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the institutional committes meeting now is also

a forum for acVOhacy, Peonle nlan to »ush

cach other arcund Violence and advocacy

ﬁr first LQ““lnu, and we haven’t moved avay
from the irminent possibility of violence if

thare is not some radical inprovement on the

tynical cormittea meetinca.

Violenca iz the newest form of Jomestic advocacy . - .8

Prom the advocacy position, critics have been no less
lonient with encounter methocdolegy. The major statement is
that of szociclegist Ndwin Schur, who has subtitled his beok

LD RUTAIUTISGS TRAD “Self-Absorption Instead of Social Change.”
To Schur, encounter is irresponsible in a world that is as
uniust as ours.
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luctively apnealing, but distorted and

1 armfurl, ideolooy of awareness is rapidly

nog accentance. If we allow this to go on,
ned and unchecked, we will do so at our

e peril,

Once dominant, this ideology could push our
society in hichly undesirable directions . . . the
current interest in awareness strongly reflects
our culture’s long-standing emonhasis on individual-
ism and self-help. . . .FBven in the rore theo-
retical works on the new awareness, a . . . casual
onrtirism nrevails~=-tied to the notion that we
nust all accent "responsibility for ourselves.”

e cannot expect other neople to solve our prob-
larms for us. By the same token, we cannot solve
theirs,

2Along with the stress on continunously ex-
nlorinag ona's Teslingg, this renrasgents a clear
invitation to self-absorption., The latent
political implication seems ecually anparent:
complaconcy for those who have succeeded; regig-
nation or self-bhlame for those who have not.?

SGchur notes that for the disadvantaged, 'the avareness
roverient offers a warticularly inadeaguyate type of ! libera-
ticn.

Onnression is not . . . simply a matter of
cartein individuals behaving in unioving or
unlikerated ways. It is systematic, socially
structured and culturally reinforced. To under-
stand and change it, w2 usually will need to
focus on a great many sociocultural factors--




rancging fror econoric structure to the mass media,
from status hierarchies to the legal svstem,

from emplovrment ooportunities to child-rearing atti-
tudes., Wheon nroblems transcend the personal or
interpersonal levels, so too rust the solutions,
"™iiz is verfectly clear to the hlack man unable

to find a job, or the woman denied a lecal abor-
tioen. In such situations, no amount of self-
awvareness will guffice.

Jdow both schiur and Coulson are engacing, and self-con-
scicusly so. in polenics in their contentions recarding the
other carp. ESchur notes that the “new cuest inwards, if
Lent in oroper nershective, nicht in sone ways prove cuite
neneficial, 1l and Coulson outlines what he would do were he
"in a pesition of institutional authority.r 12 But both
have parsnasively preobed chinks in opposition armer, and
their dialocue clearly invites the reader to take sides. But
we, finding persconal and social benefit in both, choose first
to probe for lines cf convercence hefore taking sides.

That advocacy and encounter micht not be, zfter all, polar
opposites is suocested by the similaritv of their constitu-
encies, their underlving values, and certain aspects of
their ideological content. D3Doth methods have anoealed to
young, chance-oriented, and experirental individuals. Both
nethods have heen viewad as radical and divercent with pre-
vailine practica. 2nd both have placed in a central pesition
in their ideology the concent of “"cormmunity,” at least in a
number of wersuasive statements.

Tha cormen focus on "community” is a point often over-
looked Ly the new critics of encounter, whether or not they
share the advocacy nosition. Thus, to take three examples
that have apneared within two weeks of this writing as lead
statenents in Vewsweek, lew York, and The Mew Yorker, the
common criticisni of contemporary forms of group dynamics is
of its focus on "me” and its enphasis on “self-fulfillnent,”
both instances of what Schur calls “self-ahsorntion.” The
argument is as persuasively stated from the conservative
position as fror: Schur's liberalism. Tom folfe approaches it in
rrue Burkean fashion:

The hushband and wife whio sacrifice their own
arbitions and their material assets in order to
provide "a hetter future" for their children . . .
the scldier who risks his life, or perhans con-
sciously sacrifices it, in battle . . . the man
who devotes his life to some strucgle for “his
pecnhle” that cannot nossihle be won in his life-
time . . . neople (or most of ther) who huy life
ingurance or leave willz . . . and, for that
matter, nost women unon becoming precnant for




the first tire . . . are people who conceive of
themselves, however unconsciously, as part of a
creat hiolocgical stream. Just as something of
thair ancestors lives on in them, so will some-
thing of thei live on in their children . . . or
in their people, their race, their cormmunity--£for
childless peonle, too, conduct their lives and
try to arrange their postmortem affairs with con-
cern Tor how the great stream is going to flow
on. liost people, historically, have not lived

their lives as if thinking, "I have only ocne
life to live,13

The ilew Yorker also uses classic inagery of conservatism: cuot-
ing from a letter received frorm a friend:

‘hat chilled me was a more cencral sense of
the transformation of our society frorm one that
strengthens the bonds between people to one that
is, at hest, indifferent to them: a sense of an
inevitable fraying of the net of connections
petween people at rany critical intersections, of
which the marital knot is only one. Each fray-
ing accelerates others. A break in one connec-
tion, such as attachment to a stable corrunity,
Puts pressure on other connections: marriace,
the relationshin between parents and children,
religious 1ff111atlon, a feeling of connection
with the past--even citiz zenshin, that sense of
membershlp in a large comrunltv which grows hest
when it is groundad in membershlw in a snall one.
If one exarmines these noints of dlSlntewratlon
separatelv, one finds they have a comron cause--
the overrldlnn value placad on the idea of individ-
val ermancipation and fulfillment, in the light of
which, more and wore, the old bonds are seen not
as enriching but as confininc. 14

The point that is lost upon the new critics is that the
argurnent, applicable as it is to several of the new and very
vealthy neddlers of mass society snake oil to the huran
ﬂhtentlal novement (esnecially Thrhard's est, and the Church

of °c1entoloqy), ignores the classic focus of the encounter
rnethod, in the hands of its humanistic founders, on the
centrality of the social bond, on community, Thus Coulson
titles hic nock "A fense of Cormunity”® and writes that “Comrm-
munity,”* “which lies beyond aﬂvocaﬂy, is not hand holding, life
adjustrent, or a softness oettcr left to the home and churches:
it is vital to our survival.”13 op Coulson, community is the
antidote to vioclence. And Kurt Back, in a critical article
on new trends and old in group dynanics, writes that “Sen-
sitivity training is . . . an excellent synthetic cormunity
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exnaerience for a oopulation that has lost Ebe meaning of
cormmunity but not its sentimental appeal.”+°

Our own experiences with the La Jeolla Program and iTL
have convinced us that participation in community is one of
the rost important learning nroducts of these nrograms, highly
valuad by staff and participants alike, and carefully nurtured
in a productive nrogram. At La Jolla, for example, frecuent
neetinags of the up to 100 participants in the 17-day residen-
tial prorram are scheduled, and are called “community meetings.”
Participants frecuently comment in these sessions on the inm-
pact of the senze of participation with the entire collectiv-
ity. 2t the end of the 17 days, the sense of community per-
sists for many vparticipants by means of a program comrpuni-
cation sent to all alwrni, larcely consisting of observa-
tions about the connections perceived between program ex-
periences ancé later exvmeriences of alumni, and a relatively
large number of participants maintain friendships with some
of those with whom they shared the "La Jolla experience.”

In a somevhat different fashion, the value of "cormunity”
is also sought by the practitioner of advocacy methods.
nadical "cormunity organizers,” for example, seek to bring
a cohesive collectivity into existence within a given resi-
dential area seen to share a common political or social
interest. And the rore conventional 'community orcanization®
approach directs itself even more centrally to the task of
creating a cohesive identity among participants in a broad
rance of acency and welfare programs, In both these advocacy
approaches, community means the recognition of shared interests
and the development among persons who live in the same area
of social ties that can foster the advancement of those in-
terests.,

Besides subscribing in one way or another to the value
of community, three other linss of converqence between advo-
cacy and encounter may be identified. Two tend to be posi-
tive, the third renresents a failinc held in common. The
first nositive convergence involves a degree of pragmatism
shared by the two approaches. The encounter group shows
this pracmatism by its customary insistence that the dis~
cussion remain in the "here and now." The advocate is sim-
ilarly advised to take a pragmatic approach, and remain in
step with those he/she seeks to serve. Alinsky has defined
the advocacy role as that of catalyst, cautioning the organ-
izer to cleave closzly to the ‘eynracsesd interests of those
baing orsanized.l7 7nd, Booker T. Washincton, the ¢reat -’
orcanizer of the MAACP, ex2ressed the'position clearly when -
he urged that his group “cast down your bLucket here-you
are, drawing a vrarallel to a folk tale of a ship drifting
without drinking water in a sea, unknowingly located at the
nouth of a fresh river.




The second additional line of convercence, closely
related to the first, involves the emphasis placed upon
empathy in both apwroaches. Seen as the ability to "get
inside somehody else,’ empathy is basic to the contribution
of one encounter warticipant to another. “I feel what you're
going throuch,” "I can really identify with that® are com-
nmonly~hzard phrases in encounter groups. PRased on empathy,
the participant is often able to work with a fellow partici-

pant toward the achieverment of a new understanding of a long-
held problen.

Similariy, in advocacy, the ability “to take the role of
the other’ 1z a hasic skill. The advocate needs to know, in
a conflict situtaion, how the other party is likely to react
to a particular tactic or an overall strategy. The skill
required is more coanitive than emotional, but acain there is
payoff from keinc able to understand how a particulary" sig-
nificant other" is feeling and thinking at a given time.

A final line of convergence involves a common failing
of both approaches: +the inability to construct adequate
conflict-resolution techniques. In the encounter group,
conflict is often simply accepted rather than resolved.
“I hear what you're saying, and I see how differently we feel
about it.” 1In a miasma of acceptance, anything goes, includ-
ing irreconciled differences.

In advocacy, on the other hand, conflict is not simply
tolerated-~rather it is sought and gloried over. Conflict
often becomes an end in itself to the advocate, and other
means of conflict resolution that are less Aramatic--such as
compromise and the search for consensus-—-are ofton eschewed
in the drift toward the final showdown. Few ask if the coming
confrontation is necessary, for to ask the question is to
admit to a less than total dedication to the cause of the
aroun. "inally, erhausted, one side or the other sues for
peace, and negotiations get underway later than might be
nossihle.

To sumnarize the arqument to this point: advocacy
and encounter share several important characteristies. Each
seeks to create and enhance community: each works best in
the "here and now:" each is enhanced by a sensitive aware-
ness of the position of other participants and actors. IHore-
over, neither approach has perfected a method of conflict-
resolution, encounter erring toward the expression of exces-
sive tolerance, advocacy toward excessive acting out. It is
cur further contention that a synthesis of the two methods
night pernit a creative emergence of new organizational forms
that would meet many situations to which we often turn for
either advocacy or encounter. We call this synthesis

"community leadershin” and turn now to its brief identifica-
tion.




The concept "cormuhity leadership” has for us a double
connotation, one internal te a group, the other in its inter-
action .with other groums. Internally, comrunity leadership
is a mrocess of developing community within a group, of
establishing 'maintenance” patterns that foster openness,
trust, and interpcersonal comfort within the confines of the
agroupn. Externally, comrunity leadership is a process of
enhiancinega the common purposes of members of the group in
interaction with other cgroups in the broader social environ-
nent, of achieving coals in an efficacious and economic
fashion outsicde the immediate circle of the group.

The internal asnect of community leadership closely
resemizles the encounter process, as the reader will have
noted, and the external aspect looks much like advocacy. But
the two methods are best combined not simply seguentially,
but in a more organic and thorouch blending. It is our
sudggestion that the rmost effective and humane styvles of
comrmunity leadership, both in internal process and external
relations, attend carefully to the blendinc of advocacy
and encounter nodalities in several ways.

Thuz we see community leadership as a process engaged in
by self-concious individuals, aware of their own qgroup pro-
cess, who can empathise with both their fellow group members
ané. others beyond the group's boundaries. TFurther, the pro-
cess in which they engage is one in which decision-making
is dispersed democratically, and internal leadership often
takes the form of facilitation of aroup process. Decisions,
thercefore, incorporate the full resources of the groun, and
are more likely to recognize social realities, hoth internal
and external to the group, than are authoritarian decisions.

These characteristics of self-consciousness, empathy,
democratic decision-making, facilitative leadership and
"here an< now” pracratism are functional to the group both
in its internal process and external relations, we contend.
Internally, they may be read as characteristics of successful
encountey, and externally, they may be viewad as rationality,
understanding of other actors and groups, adherence to demo-
cratic process, “catalytic® organizine (Alinsky-style), and
pragmatic political style. With this double reading, they
are characteristics that allow a group to "eet it together”
and then to enter the nolitical arena well able to encacge
in the realistic and productive assertion of purpose and
interest and resolution of conflict.

e offer our mwodel of cormunity leadershin as an hypothe-~
gsis, and are awarce that it is vulnerable to criticism as
either utopian or excessively consensual. And, surely, it does
rest upon the assumption that rmach conflict--personal, group
or social--emerges from confusion of purpose and communica-
tion rather than conflict of interest. The method is designed
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o clear the former from the latter, to permit confrontation
to be limited to those instances in which interests conflict,
and the clear search for their adjustment is recquired.

Qur point is not that conflict should always be avoided,
Ibut rather that as early a point of adjustinc interests as
possibla should be sought to avoid hoth unnecessary expendi-
ture of time and energy and the poisoning of social
relations. f%here are surely times, however, as when a "mobil~
ization of bias” prevents a groum from aetting its interests
on the sccietal agenda, that direct action is required to
address In administrator or decision-maker effectively and
clearly. Nnce the concern is on the agenda, direct ex-
prassion of interest continues to be avpronriate, but may
ba enhanced by attentiveness to the concerns of other actors,
and the potential of mutually satisfactory resolution.

That such community leadership can be developed productive-
ly is sugcested hy a review of several differing contexts in
vhich it is currently keing employed, at least in general

outline. At the Highlander Folk School in rural Tennhessee,
social change isg Uroéucaﬂ from a residential community of

long standing.l® And, in the new neighborhoods movement,

a variety of 0roups seek to achieve goals as diverse as
community crime prevention and neighborhood political autonomg
from a process of block organizing and neighborhood meetings.

ithin 1arrﬁr social institutions, and especially cor-
norations,; the "OD® (organizational development) approach is
achieving ruch support and success by focusing on the human
elementas well as structural aspnects of organizationoﬁl And
in the world of volunteserism, the Wational Information Center
on Volunteerism and Ronald Lippitt and Eva Schincdler-Rainman
have develoved training methods that focus on the develonment

of croup process in the search for external advancement of
purnose., 2:

The list can surely bhe expanded (the Peace Corps, the
Deumenical Institute, Ouaker Social Action, and Carl Rogers’®
“guiet revolution” are other examples), but our point is that
the vhenomenon is real, and that it works. Uhat seems to us
the priwary tasl is to examine for the range of groups, or=
canizations, and institutions in which it is efficacious and
annropria fe, and to Jraw from actual experiences a sharper
head upon its imnmlenentation and fine-tuning. But if the
point is sufficiently plausible to he accented; we can at
least urce a halt to the false dilemma of choice between
advocacy or encounter: the task is their most fruitful com-
bination.
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FOOTOOTES

1. Thus, the clear crcanizational nrinciples of the Port
ITuron Statement csave way to the thuggery of lational
Caucus of Labor Cormittee’s violence toward their
idenlocical cousins, the American Comrunist Party,
and the rather inent terrorism of the "eather Underground.
And, on tha other side, the “non-directive” aporoach of
Rocers and his colleagues at the Center for Studies of
the person and founders of the ilational Training
Laboratories tended to be displaced, both in the nedia
ané the market, by the hucksterism of Verner rhrhard's
“e3t" and the cult of Scientolooy, among others.

2. Van Til, while never a direct participant in “new left’
organization, participated in the student strike at
Berkeley in 1%64, and later was involved in a range of
“Telfare richts” leadershin positions in Pennsylvania
(see his "On Recoming an Applied Sociologist” in Arthur
B. Shostalk, PUTTING SOCIOLOGY TO WORY (New York: David
iicZay, 1574), pp. 223-223). Heller, as Van Til, has
marticinated in a 17-dav encounter program, the Center
for Studies of the Person's La Jolla Program: she has
also completad Phase I of the Araduate Student Profes-
sional Development Program of the ¥ational Training
Lakoratories.

3. Cf. Saul Rlinsky, REVEILLE FOR RADICALS (Chicaco: 1. of

Chicago Press, 1946) and RULES FOR RADICALS (iew York:
Vintage, 1271): Students for A Dermocratic %Society,
"The Port lluron Statement,” in Faul Jacobs and Saul
Landau, ads., TUE 787 PADICALS (Yew York: Vintade,
19C46) oo, 142-152: Jack Rothrman, Threa i'odels of
Comrmunity Orcanization Practice,” in Fred M. Cox and
others, eds,, STRATRCILS OF COIMIMIITY ORGANIZATION
(Itasca, I11.: R, bI. Peacock, 1370y »H»n. 20-3G. 2An
excellent reader in the field is edited by Ralph Ii.

| Kramar and Darrv S3pecht, READIUGE IIT COMIUNITY ORGAMI-

ZATIO:G PRACTICE (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall,

12755 .

. Por a gencral introduction to encounter, see Carl
Dogers OW EUCOUITIR GROUPS (Mtew York- Haroer & Rov,
1%72) and Rrthur Burton, ed., LICOUNTER (San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 125%). The leading erpirical study has
hzen done by iorton L. Liebernan, Irvin D. Yalor and
iatthew 8. lliles, DHCOUNTOR GROUPS: FIRST FACTS (llew
York: Basic Zooks, 1973). Timely articles on issues
in encounter are found recularly in the nages of the
JOURLIAL OF YUMANTISTIC DPEYCHOLOMY and the JOURKMAL

OF APPLIZD BREHAVIORAL SCIDNICES.
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Cf. James 1. Crowf,ot and flark A, Chesler, “Contem-
porary Perspectives on Planned Social Chance: A
Comparison,® 10 Journal of Anplied Dehavioral Sciences,
3, 1274, no., 272-303.

William R. Coulson, A Sense of Community (Columbus:
Addison-Tesley, 19273)., p. 5.

Ibid,

Edwin Schur, The Avareness Tran: Self-Absorption Instead
of Social Change (RNew rork: {uadrangle, 1%76) pp. 3-4.
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chur, 12376, p. 194,
Coulscon, 1273, ». 5.

Tom lolfe, ‘The "ME" Decade and the Third Great Awakeningd|
{(tlew York: JAucust 23, 1976), »n. 39.

“Talk of the Town, Aucust 30, 1976, b. 22.

Coulson, 1973, n, 6,
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Micted in Lieberman, Yalon and fliles, 1273, n. 452.
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Alinsgky, 19475,

Cf. Jon Van Til, "Becoring Participants: Dynamics of
Access Among the lelfare Poor,” 54 Social Science Quart-
erly (September, 1973}, pp. 345-358. :

Cf. Frank Adams, “iHichlander Folk School: Getting Infoxr-
rmation, Going Back and Teaching it,” 42 Harvard Lduca-
tional Review (Jovember, 1272).

Cf. Janice L. Perlman, “Graszroots Groups in 1970°'s
U.S.A.,  naper prasented at International Cociological
Association, April 1976.

Cf. "larrern %. 2ennis, Orcanization Develooment: Its
lature, Origins and Prospects (Reading, Mass.: Addison-
leslay, 186G2) and Edgar ¥, Huches, Organization Develop-
ment and Chance (3t. Paul: WWest, 1970).

Cf. Ivan H. Scheier, “Peonle Arproach: Three Mew Stra-
tegies,”’ 92 Volunteers for Social Justice (Spring 1276),
1-12, and Eva Gchindler-Rainman and Ronald Lippitt. The
Volunteer Community (Fairfax, Va.: UJTL Learning Re-

sources Corporation), 2nd ed. (19275).




