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Abstract
The objective of this research was to describe preparatory conversations with adolescents for participation in a group on sexuality. Two researchers and 11 adolescents, aged between 12 and 14 participated. The conversations were guided by a semi-structured script, recorded in audios and later transcribed. The analysis was based on the guidelines of the collaborative practices, and was developed based on a construction of two thematic axes: how to talk and what is talked about. We realized that for the adolescents, the facilitators posture should be welcoming, providing a respectful space, reducing constraints. About of the content, the adolescents said that it is possible to talk about any subject, with accessible and friendly language. We perceive the preparatory conversations favors the collaborative construction of the group proposal.


Resumo
O objetivo desta pesquisa foi descrever conversas preparatórias com adolescentes para participação em um grupo sobre sexualidade. Participaram duas pesquisadoras e 11 adolescentes, com idades entre 12 e 14 anos. As conversas foram orientadas por um roteiro semiestruturado, gravado em áudio e posteriormente transcrito. A análise baseou-se nas diretrizes das práticas colaborativas e foi desenvolvida com base na construção de dois eixos temáticos: como falar e sobre o que se fala. Percebemos que, para os adolescentes, a postura das facilitadoras deve ser acolhedora, proporcionando um espaço respeitoso, reduzindo as restrições. Sobre o conteúdo, os adolescentes disseram que é possível falar sobre qualquer assunto, com linguagem acessível e amigável. Percebemos que as conversas preparatórias favorecem a construção colaborativa da proposta do grupo. 


Social Constructionism, by taking relational processes as the central point of its discourse, promotes an understanding of interactions as producers of meanings and generators of actions (Gergen, 2009). According to this perspective, such construction occurs through interactive conversational processes, and the actions generated through these interactions are supported by daily social practices and socio-cultural contexts, in their process of meaning making (Gergen, 1999). Thus, according to Kenneth Gergen (2009, 2015), social constructionist research is concerned with the understanding on how people construct descriptions of the world and of themselves and potential creations for future transformations.
Emerson Rasera and Marisa Japur (2001) point out implications of social constructionist epistemology for scientific practice, among them: the conception of knowledge as a relational product; overcoming the subject-object dichotomy and problematizing the nature of the real. According to the authors, the assumptions of relational research reinforce scientific knowledge as socio-historical and contextual construction, that is, it understands that all knowledge is situated, because it emerges from some context, with certain people, from certain assumptions and created by specific researchers.
Such a movement can be understood as a philosophical instance, because it is in the interactions with people that knowledge, realities and worlds are generated. This attitude places the process of social as the center of the process of knowledge construction, making collaboration essential as a responsibility to care for the other and with the environment. So, collaborative practices, also as a philosophical stance, can be the guidance to reflect on how we walk and talk together (McNamee, 2015).
Starting from the social constructionist epistemology, the collaborative practices were developed by Harlene Anderson and Harry Goolishian in the 1970s. Such practices are understood as a change in the perspective of the world, including our way of being, of seeing ourselves and of relationship. Especially, it is an invitation to revisit our traditional ways of relating to people, in view of what we expect from these relationships and how we can achieve what we expect.
According to Anderson (2017), collaborative practices do not have a step-by-step for their implementation, because they are understood as a way of being based on natural conversations from private meetings. Therefore, the philosophical stance of being with, in connection and in contact with people is what defines collaborative practices.
However, some guidelines can be seen as qualifying the dialogue, namely: 1) Mutually inquiring – process of joint creation; 2) Relational expertise – understanding that people are specialists in themselves and professionals are specialists in space and collaborative practices; 3) Not-knowing – humble proposal to know with the other instead of knowing about the other; 4) Being public – sharing professionals' thoughts out loud; 5) Be spontaneous and live with uncertainty – natural conversation flow between people that guides the paths, which are uncertain; 6) Mutually transforming – active involvement of all people in the process of influence and transformation; and 7) An orientation towards everyday ordinary life – collaboration and connection with people is a philosophical instance of equality for any relationship (Anderson, 2017).
	The collaborative consideration of social interactions and group processes supports an ethical and political position of resistance to the individualist discourse imposed and vehemently embedded in our relationships. In group compositions, this logic is manifested by the sharing of the group as a unit (highlighting characteristics that reinforce the homogeneous image of the group – for example, Group of hypertensive patients), practices that value the individual category “of the group”, as well as direct actions based on in specific health criteria, forcibly excluding differences (Guanaes-Lorenzi, 2017; Vicente, Japur, Cesar, Ruffino, & Russo, 2015). 
With regard to the use of collaborative guidelines, added to the understanding of the group as a creative space, we argue about the potential of group practices developed in public health care contexts. The Brazilian health system is still traversed by conventional and hegemonic discourses on the fragmentation and hierarchy of the technical and objectivist professional practice, in addition to the clearly demarcated division of the area of specialties. Such structures not only reinforce and maintain divisions between health professionals and users, but also reiterate the user’s disease condition, often recognized for their diagnostic condition and not for their potentials; these, in turn, are little explored in the conventional biomedical model (Moscheta, Souza, & Corradi-Webster, 2015).  
In view of this, the constructionist invitation to new ways of “constructing a group” can be an important tool for facilitations in collaborative formats, favoring democracy in health, because it seeks to value the specificities of local cultural contexts, with their vocabularies and languages (Rasera & Rocha, 2010). According to the principles of this movement, a redescription of the group is proposed, understanding these principles as discursive practices, being able, therefore, to create relational realities through language (Rasera & Japur, 2007). 
Carla Guanaes-Lorenzi (2017) presents a list of six conversational resources oriented by the social constructionist movement to act in group processes, which can be specifically useful for group facilitators. The first is to focus on the process of producing meaning, so that facilitators can propose to focus on what and, especially, on how people talk, to understand how that context favors or limits certain understandings about the world. 
The second is an analysis of the construction of the oneself discursive practices, so that group facilitators can pay attention to how categories of people are constructed and how these categories legitimize and sustain themselves in the interaction of the group process. The third resource is problematization of metanarratives, and is particularly interesting for the ethical and political role of group facilitators to promote critical thinking about discourses that support stigmatizing and oppressive practices (Guanaes-Lorenzi, 2017). 
The fourth resource is the recognition of the ethical and political dimension of working with groups, with the proposal that facilitators seek to commit themselves to the favor of dialogical spaces committed to frank and sincere conversations about emotions and social issues. The fifth resource is the adoption of collaborative and dialogical postures in the facilitation of groups, which is manifested in the efforts of facilitators in co-constructing alternative meanings about the world and new positions and versions of self. 
Finally, it presents the resource understanding of the different group theories as discursive options, that is, the possibility of facilitators having different theories of group practices, to add to the process of group construction. It is a process of sensitivity to contextual needs, that is creatively carried out according to those needs. 
The conception of the group as a conversational resource enables the construction of a dialogical context conducive to the production and negotiation of meanings, thus favoring the interpersonal relationship between participants (Guanaes, 2006). Therefore, the character constructed and negotiated in the group composition and relationship is emphasized (Rasera & Japur, 2007). In this way, collective responsibility is attributed to the participants in the group process, based on the understanding that spaces of conversation are promoters of change (Camargo-Borges, Mishima, & McNamee, 2008; Japur & Ruffino, 2015). These repositioning processes can favor the feeling of belonging to the space and the expansion of notions of rights, seeking to guarantee a more effective participation of those involved. 

Preparatory conversations  
	Azair Vicente and collaborators (2015) state that the joint construction of the group process implies acting in an inclusive way, legitimizing differences, and involves facilitators actively, in new ways of being in a group. The authors suggest actions that anticipate the group itself, which they call “construction of the group's conversational context”. They are based on the premises that the descriptions of a certain group create the ways of being in a group. This means that the reality of some group depends on the process of negotiating meaning, which in turn is related both to what is said and to how it is spoken. 
Laura Vilela e Souza and Manoel dos Santos (2012) reiterate resources that can contribute to group understandings as “a process in constant transformation, defined and constituted from the discursive practices that circumscribe what it is for, how it should be done, who should participate and how it should be the role of its coordinator ” (p.4). It is in this movement that dialogue emerges as a practice that enhances responsiveness to the conversation, allowing the difference to appear and be part of legitimate curiosity. According to the author, one of these resources are preparatory conversations.
	Souza and Santos (2012) suggest that, in the preparatory conversations, the facilitators of the group process anticipate with participants of the group space what and how they would like to talk in this space, with questions such as “What do you need to feel comfortable and calm during our conversations?” and "What needs to happen at our meetings to make you think it was worth coming?" (p.7). They also suggest that the facilitators think together with the participants about strategies that can favor comfortable and reliable participation in the group, to enhance the expectations of the participants to be achieved and that feelings of co-responsibility for the favorable functioning of the group emerge.  
Rasera and Japur (2006) describe how certain ways of talking to people infected with HIV contributed to prepare and compose a support group. The authors elected two people to describe in more depth conversations that were important for their subsequent participation in the interaction of the group process. Thus, they demonstrate how the choice of some postures to facilitate conversations, such as curiosity and openness to different stories, as well as respect for vocabulary, favor the construction of alternative and more purposeful descriptions, thus enhancing participation in the group of these specific people. 
Likewise, Vilela e Souza and collaborators (2014) present the preparatory conversations for the group process as one of the steps to describe a co-constructed work in a basic health unit. These conversations were held between the facilitators and users of a Brazilian collective health service, in which the following were investigated: expectations that the users sought in the group process; possible experiences with group care; action possibilities to enhance future interest in group activities; hypotheses on how participation, challenges and overcoming challenges for participation could be. According to the authors, these conversations were particularly relevant to understand how the participants described the usefulness of group care. 
Murilo Moscheta, Sheila McNamee and Manoel dos Santos (2017) also present and discuss some relational resources to organize a health education project in a municipality in the state of São Paulo, Brazil, and highlight the preparatory conversations as a way to stimulate reflexive processes and the constructed character of the group process. To this end, the authors talked to each health unit professional about suggestions on how group meetings can be organized and conducted and identified the specific needs of each participant in relation to conduct and ethical care, while inviting participants to contribute with thoughts and speeches during the group process. According to the authors, such conversations were important to establish first connections with participants, to start the process of constructing rules for meetings and to stimulate relational engagement for the group process. 
It is noticed that such conversations are pertinent for the joint construction of a group design ((Rasera & Japur, 2006; Souza et al., 2014). In this way, these conversations are more than just “contractual” conversations about the group, but they are themselves relational realities about the process of constructing the group. They are spaces for negotiating and creating oneself and the group, as well as anticipating possible obstacles to the fluid relationship between people, including facilitators, in an exercise of "relational engagement", to allow remembering how the group is being creating jointly (Rasera & Japur, 2006; Vicente et al., 2015.  
Fruit of the co-responsibility process is the promotion of more productive participation of the people involved in the group process, because they are a means of reducing unrealistic expectations, as well as possible frictions, anxieties and abandonment rates of the group, as forms can be negotiated to meet the interests of the people involved (Rasera & Japur, 2007; Souza & Santos, 2012; Souza, et al., 2014). 
In addition, preparatory conversations can be a very useful alternative way to overcome the position of passivity that normally users of health services, supported by the conventional logic of health, in which professionals are specialists and authorities in the health of the population (Souza & Santos, 2012). This is because the position adopted by the facilitators can influence the possibility that the objectives of the group process are objectives common to all participants and not only of the facilitators or of any institution. Thus, it is pertinent that they assume guidelines of collaborative practices for the conduct of preparatory conversations and of the entire group process, especially the conditions of relational expertise, not-knowing and mutual transformations, to result in a specialist who knows with, instead of the one who know what.
Considering the relevance of the preparatory conversations both for anticipating possible discomfort experienced by the participants, as well as for the process of co-responsibility of the participants and facilitators for the group process, with the purpose of enhancing the participations, we present the objective of this article, to describe preparatory conversations with adolescents about the group process on sexuality involving adolescents and health professionals. The specific objectives are: to explicit the meanings produced with adolescents about what and how to talk in a group. 
Context and Participants 
The experience reported here is part of a broader action research, developed based on social constructionist assumptions, for the purpose of the first author's doctoral thesis. In this article, we will focus on preparatory conversations for the development of the group itself with adolescents. The experience of constructing this group is the focus of another text (XXXX), in which we report in detail the steps involved in the collaborative construction of the intervention.
The project to which this research is linked was approved by an Ethics Committee, as well as by the municipality's health agency (CAAE number: 69699317.0.0000.5407). As a measure of protection for participants, the names presented in the following narrative are fictitious, including the municipality and health unit. For the participants, we ask for suggestions of names, whose contributions were all adopted in this material. 
The research was carried out in the Bosque do Cafezal municipality, a small city in the interior of the state of São Paulo, Brazil. We operated specifically in the Bela Vista neighborhood, where the Bela Vista Health Unit is located, where preparatory talks with adolescents took place. 
The research consists in the development of a separate intervention in seven steps, divided into two moments: 1) construction and preparation of the group process – referring to the development of actions with the unit and community, aiming at the group's planning and collaborative construction; and 2) group itself. In this article, we will focus on the preparatory conversations, this being a step of the moment (1) of construction of the intervention. The conversations were recorded in audio and transcribed in full. 

Participants 
Two researchers and 11 adolescents participated in this research, aged 12 and 14 years, with the mothers' consent. Such adolescents were invited to take part in the research, after an election process that involved both researchers and health unit professionals. These decisions were made jointly, based on the demands and care experienced by the unit's professionals, and then the invitations (also worked together) were carried out face to face, during home visits. Table 1 presents information about the participating adolescents, their ages and the group they were part of.


Table 1. Participating information.
	Group
	Participants
	Age in years

	Young Generation
	Sophia
	12

	
	Mirela
	12

	
	Giovana
	12

	
	Emanuelle
	12

	
	Pedro
	12

	
	Alemão
	12

	
	Sorriso
	12

	Shameless
	Francisca
	14

	
	Helena
	14

	
	Clara
	14

	
	Vitória
	14



Materials used 
	In the preparatory conversations, we were guided by a semi-structured script developed by us, with questions that aimed to investigate (a) previous experiences of group participation and ways of participation; (b) more common and comfortable ways, aiming to favor verbal communication in the group; (c) expectations regarding the topics to be addressed in this group; (d) evaluation of the conversation. This script was prepared considering the guidelines of the collaborative practices referred to above, and sought to assume that construct conversations about the group in advance can contribute to the construction of the group as a context for dialogical conversations. In addition, we use an audio recorder.
	Thus, through this conversation, we seek to make explicit the process of producing sense of relational aspects, such as experiences, expectations, strategies for facilitating the group and for enhancing the atmosphere of comfort, favorable to the involvement of the participants, in addition to encouraging co-responsibility for group practice. 

Sense production process 
To contextualize the preparatory conversations, we briefly describe the steps that preceded the group itself with adolescents and health professionals on sexuality, among which are the preparatory conversations. 
There were five steps that aimed at the co-construction of the group itself, namely: i. "Daily life: knowing the Bela Vista Unit"; ii. “Construction: articulating networks and knowledge”; iii. “Waltz: inviting adolescents”; iv. “Eye to eye: talking to adolescents” and v. "Simply put: co-constructing the intervention". All these steps were guided by collaborative practices, in which postures that could promote pragmatic and responsive research to the context and participants stand out. In addition, all were recorded in field notes, and the last two, recorded in audio and later transcribed in full.
The first step (Daily life) involved presenting the research to representatives of the municipality's health area, to later meet the managers of all health units and jointly elect where the research would be developed. Then, we went to the Bela Vista unit for a month, to perform a practice that aimed, among others, to promote the feeling of familiarity between us and the professionals and users of the service and vice versa. The second step (Construction) sought to learn about practices already developed with adolescents both in the unit's services and in others offered in the community, such as education and social work. So, we set out to meet other professionals, articulate actions and learn how to invite and relate to adolescents in of neighborhood in group practices. 
Only then, in the third step (Waltz) did we plan how to invite adolescents, and it was decided that we would make home visits to specific adolescents. Such choices were based both on age, that is, between 12 and 14 years (decision also taken jointly), and on the history of relationships between professionals (specifically community agents, psychologist and nurse) and adolescents. So, these professionals elected thirty-three adolescents to invite, according to assumptions that they would accept, as well as that their families would allow these adolescents to engage in conversations about sexuality in a Brazilian socio-political context of negative reaction to the conversations on such a topic. So, we and the community health agents carried out home visits in these homes, as well as asking adolescents if the invitation to someone else they indicated would favor acceptance and permanence in the group. 
Of the houses visited, we had eleven adolescents, with the consent of those mothers. Adolescents were separated into two groups, according to school hours and age, with a group of younger and adolescents (Young Group) in the morning and another group of older adolescents (Shameless group) in the afternoon. The preparatory conversations comprised the fourth step (Eye to eye) and is the focus of this research. Finally, the last step (Simply put) is related to two group meetings, one only with adolescents and others with professionals, to plan together how the group itself would be. 
	The Eye to eye: talking with adolescents’ step is a result of the preparatory step with the adolescents who accepted and joined the group itself. The conversations took place at the Bela Vista unit, in rooms reserved for individual activities, offering comfort and silence for the construction of safe spaces and conversations. Conversations were scheduled with the first two authors, each lasting an average of twenty minutes and all were recorded in audio and transcribed in full, for later analysis. For its realization, we were guided by a semi-structured script, divided between themes, namely: 1) investigation of other experiences of participation in the group and modes of participation (example: can you tell me any experience that has been meaningful to you?); 2) investigation of more common and comfortable modes of participation – request that sought to favor verbal communication in the group (e: when you are in a group conversation with other people, how do you usually participate in this conversation?); 3) investigation of expectations regarding the topics to be discussed in the group (for example, which issues do you think would be interesting to address? And which issues would you like not to be addressed?) and 4) evaluation of the conversation (for example, at the end of the conversation, how do you feel about the group's proposal?). We wanted to learn from them how to relate in the moments of interaction of the group process, to listen to their demands regarding themes and how to work with them. 
After the conversations, we started the process of producing meanings, which was developed from the understanding of interviews as discursive practices, that is, interactive action situated and contextualized in a given environment and culture, and therefore, meanings and constructions of versions of reality are produced (Pinheiro, 2013). 
The interview, then, is understood as action and interaction, permeated by negotiations and elections of tone of voice, figures of speech, and vary according to the materialities chosen, the positions, the power relations and the context in which they are carried out (Aragaki, 2014; Pinheiro, 2013). Considering the power relations inevitably established, as well as the flexibility of semi-structured scripts, we were attentive in transforming preparatory “interviews” into preparatory conversations, whose proposal is the co-construction of meaning itself, without the purpose of “collecting data” (Aragaki, et al., 2014). 
We use the assumptions of social research to produce information (Spink et al, 2014) to systematize the process of analyzing discursive practices, as well as the guidelines of collaborative practices (Anderson, 2017) for the production of meanings. To this end, the preparatory conversations were all transcribed in full, and their analysis included the following steps: a. listening to the audio accompanied by reading the transcript; b. re-reading of the transcription and construction of themes that pointed out two paths, namely: how to talk, regarding the position of the facilitators and what to talk about, regarding the contents suggested by and by the adolescents; c. rereading of the transcripts and themes, for the purpose of improving the themes.

Results
After systematizing the data production process, we present the themes constructed to illustrate the interaction between the facilitators and the adolescents. More specifically, we are interested in describing the facilitator's collaborative stance as a potential source of support for facilitating and thematic tips by the adolescents. 
In this way, we understand that the themes and meanings produced in the conversations based on the facilitators posture are related to how, that is, the way the conversation can be conducted based on the social constructionist collaborative assumptions. Such themes can be seen in Table 2.

Table 2. Themes related to the facilitators posture
	Themes – Facilitators posture
	Meaning

	Curiosity and deepening in the answers
	When the coordinators show curiosity to understand more and better what was said, focusing on something specifically interesting for them

	Investigation of previous experiences
· Groups
· Coordination
· Interventions on sexuality
	When the facilitators look for previous experiences of the adolescents in relation to group experiences; relationship with group coordinators and any conversation or activity related to sexuality

	Request for facilitation tips
	When the facilitators express their desire to know through tips that can favor the participation of the adolescents themselves, as well as leading or minimizing situations of any form of group embarrassment

	Constructing a comfortable atmosphere
	When the facilitators suggest at the moment of the conversation some solution that can make participation in the group more comfortable, or when they look for tips that can favor comfort in the future, during the group process



The themes offered in Table 2 describe the perception of the facilitators proposals due to a) establishing greater proximity with adolescents; b) describe concern for adolescents through the discussion process; and c) to know the context, to construct what may or may not be said or construct in the constructed group process. 
These themes are described according to the proposals of the collaborative practices and in relation to the content offered by the adolescents. Our intention is to demonstrate, through the excerpts of the conversation, how attitudes assumed by the facilitators can enable the participation of the adolescents in the conversations. Furthermore, it is also in our interest to demonstrate to the readers examples of how the process of collaborative conversation with adolescents can take place.
With regard to the discursive practices of the adolescents, the themes refer to the elements that are offered to the facilitators. So, they are excerpts that elucidate what, that is, they are constructions related to contents that can be worked in a group process, as well as understandings of how the group relationship can be better used. Table 3 describes what these themes are.

Table 3. 



Themes related to the suggestions of the adolescents
	Themes – suggestions from the adolescents
	Meaning

	Daily examples
	When adolescents describe their previous experiences on certain subjects

	Facilitation Tips 
· Intervention
· Thematic
· Materialities 
	When adolescents present how facilitation can be done, in relation to the intervention with the adolescents and the group (ask for silence or opinion); in relation to the suggestion of themes and in relation to which materials to use

	Revelation
	When adolescents say more about themselves, their tastes and opinions

	Evaluation
	When adolescents evaluate the preparatory conversation and the initial proposal of the group, as well as the facilitators posture 



The themes presented in Table 3 offer a dimension of how the repertoire that adolescents have can act in the group process, either by presenting what they understand they want to happen and not happen in the group; either by proposing what they consider important to be discussed in the group about sexuality. 
That said, we will describe excerpts below that illustrate the construction of the preparatory relational reality for moments of group interaction. Then, we will present how the adolescents developed their responses in interaction with the facilitators. In the excerpts we indicate only once the names of the facilitators and of the adolescents, so we assume an abbreviation with the first letter of the name.
For that, we will present what is consensual among the adolescents on each theme, highlight some answers with unpublished elements, as well as describe excerpts that illustrate some point that deserves to be highlighted, and we also discuss them in relation to the collaborative attitude of the facilitators. The next paragraphs, then, present such a structure in each of the category’s Daily examples, Facilitation tips, Revelation and Evaluation, coming from the suggestions of the adolescents, in interaction with the facilitators, as seen in Table 2. 
In the themes on Daily Examples, the adolescents told about their previous experiences of group participation, coordination and conversations about sexuality in other spaces. We find it interesting to point out that all adolescents tell about group experiences at school as the main one, and add sports activities in extra-school groups and religious meetings for young people. They tell the facilitators that what makes a group experience memorable is being together in a relaxed and fun way. Although in all conversations the importance of talking about sexuality arose, adolescents have almost exclusively school experiences in conversations about it. 
In this regard, few highlight other conversations, even considering friends. Mirela, Alemão and Vitória report on conversations with mothers as the only interlocutors. The following excerpt illustrates, through the speeches of Alemão, an example of conversation with his mother.	

Author 1: Besides school, have you never talked about it in other spaces? With someone, some friend, cousin, father...
Alemão: With my mother only.
D: And how was this conversation with your mother, was it cool?
A: It was fast.
D: Was it fast? And what was it about?
A: It was about that.
D: About sexuality. But any specific subject? How fast was it?
A: Quickly. She just said I have to use condom, just that.
D: And it is over. And do you think it was an important conversation for you?
A: I think it was.	 

As facilitators, we seek to find more information about conversations that Alemão may have had about sexuality. This investigation of previous experience in sexuality intervention could give us hints of what makes a conversation about this topic important to him, offering subsidies on how we could relate to him and the group, in the process of mutual investigation.
Regarding the Facilitation Tips, the adolescents present several suggestions on how an environment can be more welcoming so that conversations about sexuality are possible. The suggestions are understood in three directions: how the facilitators can intervene in the dynamics of the group, which themes can be addressed and with which materials. When asked about ways to intervene in the functioning of the group, adolescents say that the themes have to be worked in a relaxed and dynamic way. They also say that if the facilitators want to ask for them and they want to share their ideas and opinions, they can do so. Giovana and Mirela make reservations about this functioning in relation to friends, which leads us to consider differences between the members of the group:
 
Author 1: If, for example, if you haven't given your opinion, or what you think about that subject that we're talking about, do you think it's okay for us to say “Gi, what do you think about this? Gi, what are you thinking?”
Giovana: Oh, it is fine to me.
D: Is it?
G: For Sophia, I don't know, but for me it's okay.
D: Yeah? There is no problem to ask directly to you?
G: No.

The facilitators' stance of not knowing, which in this fragment is manifested by the request for facilitation tips, helps the adolescents to present more than tips about themselves, pointing to the understanding that it is important not to generalize and homogenize the group. That is, the adolescents demonstrate that even though they are friends, they can be different and be bothered or not with some interventions. This fragment becomes even more interesting when Sophia and Clara, specifically, ask that they are not the only and main focus, but that the facilitators are able to call the participation of the whole group first and include them:

Author 2: And if, for example, happen a situation that you did not understand, but we really wanted you to speak. Then, let’s say, could we do something more direct? Like, asking “What's up Sophia? What are you thinking?". Or some other way that you could join?
Sophia: No, it's…. You can speak the way you did, normal.
L: Just asking?
S: Yeah.
L: Or sometimes ask everyone a little bit? Or it could be something more direct, like “what's up, Joe? what are you thinking?”
S: I think it's better to first ask everyone, because otherwise, then they’re going to be talking about why you asked just for one. 
L: Oh... then they can feel kind of excluded like that? Or kind of persecuted? Like the teacher who always gets one to ask... I understand. So, it's okay, both ask a few more direct things, and go little by little so no one feels a little persecuted right?
 
Some adolescents suggest how facilitators can ask for silence, which varies between making agreements with the group not to speak all at the same time, waiting to speak only when there is silence and punishing those who are not collaborating with the group (like sending people away or depriving them of something more fun). Still on how to intervene in the dynamics of the group, Helena, Clara, Francisca, Emanuelle and Sophia suggest that the themes can be worked more smoothly or lightly first, because some taboo subjects (such as sexuality, suicide and mental health in adolescents) cause more tension, then they can be worked on progressively. As can be seen in the excerpt of the conversation with Clara: 

Author 1: And then, these taboo themes, they are usually subjects that are not so comfortable to talk about. Do you think there is any way that a subject that is not very comfortable is more comfortable to talk about?
Clara: I think the way of speaking. If you speak in a friendly way, it will be more comfortable to speak... Now if you get straight like that, I think it will not be as good to speak as if you were among friends, you know?

Pedro reinforces with the facilitators that an interesting way of working on sexuality is choosing a simple language: 

Author 1: Talking about sexuality, adolescence, drugs, is not always very comfortable, right? We avoid talking a little about these matters. They are usually more uncomfortable subjects. Can you think of any way to turn this uncomfortable subject into a comfortable one?
Peter: No.
D: No? Is there nothing we can do to make it more comfortable to talk about these issues?
Q: Lighter, speak lighter.
D: Cool. And how do you think it can be lighter?
Q: Like talking about the names of things that people already know, understand?
D: Don't say anything too difficult, is that it?
P: Yeah.

Francisca also offers tips on how facilitators can do to ensure a welcoming and trusting environment:

Author 2: And thinking about it, that you really don't know each other, do you think of anything we can do to make it less uncomfortable?
Francisca: I don't know.
L: Do you think that is something that will only gradually going?
F: Try to get to know each other… Like, try you and Author 1 ask some personal questions, not so personal, so we can open up and get to know each other. 
L: What would a personal question be, or not so personal?
F: Oh, like something they don't want to tell...
L: Is there anything you think of when you think of a question that is very personal right away? Or is it more in general?
F: Is more in general. 
L: So, is it getting to know each other little by little? Like this, asking some general questions, like this, until everyone gets to know each other and trust each other?
A: Yeah!

In these three sections, we can see how important it is for the facilitators to construct a comfortable atmosphere, which we believe is possible through the joint construction of knowledge. It also adds the approach that is established for adolescents, favoring that Francisca affectionately refers to the first author as “D”, for example. Considering the relational expertise of the adolescents and facilitators, we know that for embarrassing conversations to become possible, we can talk in a friendly manner, with simple language and ensuring welcoming environments, seeking to construct trust among the group.   
When we ask which themes they would like to address, within the “adolescence” and “sexuality” panorama, they are suggested: drugs and sexuality, menstruation, “the other and my body” relationship, mental health in adolescence, relationships, gender roles, relationships and prejudices. When asked what subjects it would be best not to discuss, they unanimously report that it is possible to explore any subject. Even agreeing, Emanuelle and Helena say that talking about sex is potentially uncomfortable. Regarding possible materialities, explanatory images and videos, research, magazines and films, as well as everyday situations are suggested:

Author 2: And is there any way you think to approach, to discuss these topics? Something like "I saw a movie about it, a soap opera", or bring up a situation, or just talk more openly?
Francisca: I don't remember any movie or soap opera for now, but I think it’s a more open way to talk. Because they will think that through television or cinema screens it is one thing, and in real life, it is totally different. So, it's trying to put in their minds what is happening in society, what the whole society thinks.
L: So, try to bring what we're really living for, what do we see every day, a situation that we experienced? In this sense?
F: Yes.

In this fragment, the facilitator offers space for Francisca to transform an idea. In other conversations, when adolescents suggested something, they opted for videos and images, perceived in the excerpt as the first suggestions of the facilitator, however the idea is transformed with an unprecedented suggestion. 
The theme Revelation presents an important compilation that refers especially to the personal characteristics of the adolescents, which we understand that we should consider to promote dialogical spaces in the group process. At this point, adolescents present themselves in a very similar way: in general, they are shy; speak little and observe more in group spaces; they understand that intimacy helps them to loosen up and talk more; feel comfortable with the composition of this group; having little or no experience in conversations about sexuality beyond school. 
Although Sorriso and Pedro listed the importance of intimacy to feel comfortable in a group, they present themselves as people who speak a lot in a group. Regarding the girls, with the exception of Francisca, they all describe themselves as shy. We highlight the fear of making mistakes in groups as a relevant element that appears in the speeches of Emanuelle, Sophia, Francisca and Mirela:

Author 1: And with friends, so, have you talked about sexuality between you?
Mirela: Yeah.
D: Already?
M: Already, just about condoms, you know, that once a girl said she had found it, then she didn't know what it was and asked her mother, then her mother didn't answer, and then she learned what it was... But other things too.
D: Yeah? And do you remember a conversation that was meaningful to you? With someone, about sexuality? No? And for example, this conversation that you did... That you heard your friend who saw the condom and asked her mother, and she didn't want to tell her what is it, and then her friend discovered what is it. This conversation you had with this friend. Was there anything you did to make this conversation quiet, comfortable, light?
M: Maybe the way to speak... Without saying like ‘oh, wow’ these things.
D: Without overvaluing the subject? Like without saying "oh, sex, wow, oh my god!"
M: She says like "wow, don't you know what this is?"
D: Oh, ok. Without devaluing the person, without minimizing the person? Like everyone might not know what a condom is, for example, and find out for the first time, that's normal, right? No one was born knowing what it is.

	This excerpt is interesting because it also exemplifies the speech of other adolescents about fear and discomfort with judgments and criticisms when they do not know or make mistakes in a group. This is an important tip for us to know how to dedicate ourselves to the construction of spaces where non-knowing, in the form of doubt and error, is welcome. At the same time, it is interesting to see how only teenage girls were able to present this issue as something relevant to be considered in the group process. 
Likewise, of the 11 adolescents with whom we spoke, seven are girls, of which six said they speak little in group. This information portrays characteristics of the girls most concerned with people's opinions and judgments, which may lead them to speak less, give their opinions less and be more concerned with the reactions of people in groups. 
Still about how a conversation can be more comfortable, Helena highlights patience and interest as important elements in conversations, and talks about the confidence that she would like the group process to be able to create:  

Author 1: We are somehow talking now about sexuality, right? Somehow. Is it light and calm for you?
Helena: Ok.
D: What do you think you're having here to stay light and calm?
H: Maybe your patience.
D: Am I patient?
H: Yeah.
D: Why are you saying that I am patient?
L: Because every time you try to take something from me.
D: Is that being patient?
L: For me, yes. Because when you don't have the patience, you don't care, and skip to another issue.
D: And then this patience, right, on my part, makes you calm, even creates trust between us so that you can tell me things, give an advice?
H: Yes.

	We understand that the collaborative attitudes of the facilitators helped the adolescents to report relevant aspects of their own respect and offer tips on how they prefer the group's dynamics to be able to speak more calmly about sexuality. We believe that being spontaneous and living with uncertainty on the part of the facilitators may have had a positive influence for the adolescents to give tips on collaborative facilitation for the group. 
For us, they reveal exactly how spaces of respect and celebration of differences, the viability of language, relaxation and the joint construction of knowledge can alleviate some of the characteristics that could be obstacles such as talking little in a group, being shy and to be afraid of making mistakes, thus enhancing the group process.   
Finally, all adolescents evaluate the preparatory conversation and the initial proposal of the group quite positively. Giovana highlights how easy the preparatory conversation was:

Author 1: So, we are having this conversation individually with everyone, so we can see what can be good for us to do with this group. And what did you think about us having this conversation? 
Giovana: Well, I think it's cool!
D: Yeah?
G: Very different!
D: Different? Why?
G: Because I never talked, like that, in a room, alone.
D: Oh no?
G: No.
D: And what did you think?
G: Different… to talk to a lot of people
D: Is it? But was it more difficult or easier?
G: Easier.
D: Easier?
G: Easier.
D: Why?
G: I don't know, because I'm used to you.
D: Is it? And wasn't, I don't know, embarrassing...
G: No.

Sorriso says about his relationship with the group's initial proposal:

Author 2: Hmm… Ok! Well, thinking about all that we talked about, everything that we lived that other day, how are you? How do you feel in that group?
Sorriso: Ah...
L: Are you excited? Or are you suspicious? 
S: Oh, I'm excited! It's the first time they have this in the neighborhood.
L: Is it? This thing with adolescents, or this in general, about sexuality, about adolescence?
S: Oh, what I think that this is the first time for everything!
L: Yes... Why didn't they do these things for adolescents before?
S: No.
L: There was not… never participated in a group like that, for example, we are not even trying to do?
S: Yeah, never had.
L: Yes.
S: Well, as far as I know, no. I never heard about it.
L: Ah, how cool, that we can participate in this now! About sexuality too? There was nothing like that, do you remember?
S: No.

Thus, the very proposition of preparatory conversations to talk about the group is a collaborative posture, in which there is mutual investigation, in which the relational expertise is motivated especially by the facilitators' stance of not knowing, offering their ideas and thoughts, being public in a spontaneous and uncertain way, thus enhancing mutual transformations.
With regard to the facilitators' attitudes as a way of enhancing the dialogic and respectful process, we present some statements by adolescents who suggested that the way we had conducted some moments would already be portraits of collaborative facilitations. Clara evaluates our postures in two moments:

Author 1: Has the subject of sexuality, for example, been worked on at school?
C: Already.
D: Enough? 
C: Enough.
D: And when it was worked on, was it nice?
C: It was… it was very nice to talk with the teacher.
D: How was it?
C: It was like talking to you, like, like a friend, you know? He explained, joked, like... He taught, but at the same time he relaxed, you know?
D: And do you think that this is a nice, light, easy way to talk about it?
C: Yeah!

Author 1: How can we act so that people do not feel embarrassed, but that they also feel invited to be part of the group? 
Clara: I think the way you did the last time we came was really cool!
D: How was it?
C: Oh, like, you asked each one a little bit, you talked about the subjects, the things... The people were shyer, but it was cool!
D: Yeah, did you think it was good?
C: At least I thought so.

The excerpts illustrate Clara's assessment of how she understands that our attitudes enabled conversations and invited participation in the group process. We understand that the effort of collaborative action has as main answer the process of co-responsibility by the group process. In a conversation with Francisca, we noticed how she cares about the group's dynamics:

Author 2: Well, in general I think it was more like that... I don't know, is there anything you was thinking that I didn't ask? When you think about group meetings, relationships with people in the group, is there anything you want to say?
Francisca: Is it just about the girl or about the others?
L: There will only be girls who are there in the WhatsApp group… I will not be able to participate, unfortunately.
F: Why?
L: Because I can't on Friday afternoon. When it was going to be on Thursday, I could still come, but I don't remember who couldn't come on Thursday.
F: It's Vitória, she's on the course…
L: Yeah, and then I won't be able to participate on Friday...
F: Ah... can't you schedule two days a week? Like Thursday and Friday?
L: But then would we do one day without Vitória?
F: Yeah! 
L: I don't know, you wanted that...
F: I don't know.
L: Do you think it would be interesting if I participated?
F: I think so.
L: Because if not... it could just be Author 1, that you already knew...
L: What did you think?
F: Oh, I don't know... Maybe it will work. Will Author 1 be able to handle it?
L: Do you think that because there are so many girls... you thought that Author 1 couldn't handle it?  
F: Maybe the girls can't open up, they can't make the girls open up.
L: Do you if I’m together, maybe I could help in that sense?
F: I think if there are two, maybe they will open up.
L: Well, we can talk, both with Author 1 and with the other girls and do it, sometimes we can see a way of this happening.
F: Yeah. 
L: We can talk to everyone later.
F: Ok...

This example of conversation demonstrates exactly the process of constructing feelings of co-responsibility, made possible by collaborative and inclusive attitudes. The facilitator's spontaneous and open collaborative stance allowed Francisca to offer both her concern in the group's facilitation process and a suggestion of how it could be resolved. 

Discussion
We understand that the chosen excerpts from the conversations could illustrate how these preparatory meetings were relevant so that the facilitators could have elements of how to act in a group with adolescents about sexuality. Among the meanings produced jointly, we highlight that adolescents had few experiences in conversations about sexuality, and that their school references outline their understandings of what can be group facilitation, either for the suggestions of images and didactic videos as materials, or for the suggestions of how to coordinate the group. We also emphasize that it was possible to envision, together, comfortable conversations on any subject involving sexuality and other taboos, as long as we used accessible and friendly language and strategic resources such as approaching the subject in a broad way first, then go deeper. 
	With regard to the preparation for the group, the conversations were particularly important to help us jointly construct an environment capable of offering comfort for the expression of opinions without fear of making mistakes and to be attentive to the different dynamics between boys and girls. The members of the future group gave important tips on how they could feel coerced to express themselves, in case of doubts or exhibitions. These were not concerns listed by boys, although they listed intimacy as a relevant factor for the viability of their expressions, they described themselves as group speakers. 
	We realize how there is a factor associated with gender in these descriptions, that is, with regard to the most hegemonic constructions about how girls should behave, the notion that we should be calm, quiet and respectful. Unlike boys, the narratives that construct the girls are imperative that we are concerned about what we say and whether or not what we say was appropriate for the moment (Gergen, 2001). 
Furthermore, it was in the process of these conversations that the facilitators were able to explore, deepen and concretize the feeling of co-responsibility by the group itself. We agree with Vicente and collaborators (2015) when saying that the act of asking people to offer something about themselves to the group, makes it possible for them to choose for themselves the versions they want to act in the group. Thus, through preparatory conversations it is possible to negotiate the correponsabilization and collaboration with adolescents towards the group process.

Final considerations
	We perceive preparatory conversations as an important tool for collaborative propositions of relational realities. According to Vicente and collaborators (2015) when we propose to construct the conversational context of the group, we invite everyone involved to be part of the here-and-now of our conversations, in a process that they call "meta-conversation". In this research, we present how the attitude of facilitators can favor the construction of adolescent’s senses about a group on sexuality. We understand that the collaborative effort of facilitators in search of tips and suggestions for the group process has enhanced interactive dialogical formats. 
	We understand that by engaging in conversations whose proposals were to produce meanings about the group dynamics itself, we describe their reality as inclusive, appreciative and collaborative. In this way, we create their experience and operate as a group from the descriptions we want to produce as reality (Vicente et al., 2015)). We understand that this space of trust and credibility can draw a future that we want together (Japur & Ruffino, 2015; Vicente et al., 2015).
	Also, in this process, we problematize stiff structures of power, in which we should act as researchers who know what should be asked in structured interview scripts (avoiding the feeling of not knowing), as well as that centralize the dynamics of groups due to their informative and little-discussed methodological aspects. Thus, we invite adolescents to relational practices, which enable heterogeneity and seek to share the management of the group (Japur & Ruffino, 2015). 
Finally, we highlight that there is an ethical scientific social principle that concerns the epistemological and methodological choices of this research that is reflected in the descriptions about adolescents. Presenting excerpts transcribed from these conversations is a way of illustrating and offering other versions about the adolescents, perceived as interested and engaged in a group process. This statement is also consistent with the statements that group operations stem from group descriptions, that is, we understand that descriptive (positive) alternatives for adolescents allow the construction of other interactions. 
Finally, in addition to being interested in future studies presenting the meanings produced in the preparatory conversations for conducting the group process itself, we highlight how the preparatory conversations are particularly interesting for constructing group processes. From them, it was possible to jointly construct aspects that can favor and also constrain collective participation. For these reasons, we suggest that the creation of dialogical spaces for the construction of the group process presents itself as an interesting resource for group membership and participation, in addition to favoring protagonism and co-responsibility for the group process.
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