
Facilitation techniques—Sam introduced methods from AORTA (Anti-Oppression Resource Training 

Alliance) that can help to ensure that all of our voices are included in meetings. Techniques 

 Group agreements 

o Stacking—a co-facilitator monitors the room to identify individuals who would like to 

speak. The monitor determines the order in which people will be called on to speak 

prioritizing individuals who have spoken less. 

o Hand gestures—check in to find out where every member of a group stands on a 

decision. Hands up (yes!); hands level (meh, ok); hands down (dislike, but can live with 

it); crossed hands (blocking the decision—can’t live with it—I will leave the group). 

 One diva, one mic 

 No one knows everything, together we know a lot 

 Move up, move up—Means that people who are often vocal move up to grow by listening more, 

and people who are often quiet move up to grow by speaking more. 

 We can’t all be articulate all of the time (oops/ouch) 

 Be aware of time 

 Be curious—when you feel challenged, ask clarifying questions 

 

Data collection updates and next steps 

Subgroup met and revised the survey.  

 Significant changes included changing the demographic area from box checking to a fill in the 

blank question where people can describe their identities.  

 Regarding the client survey information, Terri clarified that the survey was not originally 

developed for our Movement work. It was initiated prior to movement for the purpose of 

identifying client and programmatic needs to inform ICADV’s trainings and programming. We 

thought that with some additional questions, the survey could also be a piece of data to inform our 

movement work. This will not be the only source of data that we use to determine programmatic 

changes for our Movement work. We know that we will need to be intentional about hearing from 

multiple populations who will not be represented through the survey. 

 How else will we hear from people? Who else do we need to hear from? 

 Method matters. We don’t feel comfortable asking survivors to respond to the survey in front of 

us because that creates a power dynamic that will inevitably influence answers. We need to create 

opportunities online and in place to allow for anonymous responses. How do we find out what we 

need to know in a way that aligns with our Move to End Violence values? 

o Where to put it? Website, newspaper, focus groups 

o We want to rely on multiple strategies—each agency can pursue the methods that work 

for them 

o We need to hear from people who didn’t receive services, too. 

o Ask general public questions about how they are balancing their wellbeing—how do they 

engage in healthy relationships, what makes it hard for them to have them? 

 

Power discussion 

 We reflected on what power means to each of us and briefly shared statements about our 

feelings/experience of power with the group. 

 

 Speed dating—Cierra led us through an exercise to explore the constructs of power over, power 

to, power with and power within and to identify the implications for these constructs in our work. 

 

 Reflections 

 



o Power over 

 We play a part in that. We have power over our clients.  

 The agencies we interact with have power over us.  

 Services are a commodity. We determine who is “worthy”, who is a good 

investment, etc.   

 The CJ system and law enforcement exercise power over.  

 Zero sum construct—while we reject power over in the context of relationships, 

we didn’t so much try to change the power structure more broadly in society—

we just advocated for the people that we serve to have their share of it. 

 Funders have the power to shape our projects and to tell us who we work with. 

They govern our response. The constant need to leverage funders puts us in the 

position to reaffirm/re-energize the current power structure. 

 

o Power to 

 Our Movement cohort is a good example of bringing folks together to leverage 

collective power. 

 Making connections and introductions to try to share power 

 Our siloes and self-protection/maintenance hinders our ability to leverage 

broader collective power. 

 What would change if we built a shared decision-making model into our 

programs 

 Rules reduction sought to foster power to and power within 

 How staffing decisions are made within organizational structures—who is 

empowered to make decisions at work, programs, resources.  

 

o Power with 

 We’ve had success as a movement in securing funding and legislation to try to 

enable and protect our work/those we serve. We’re not sure that we’ve had 

success in preventing violence. 

 The collective is hard because we don’t always keep our eye on the big 

prize/vision.  

 Collaborations are a strength 

 

o Power within 

 This is a core component of our work 

 We miss the cultural aspect of what someone’s power looks like to them. 

 We have a model (mainstream) about the appropriate amount or expression of 

power. 

 Power within also means that people will make decisions that we will really hate. 

This doesn’t mean that we will all agree. 

 Identifying versus identities—Identifying is owned/chosen, identities are 

imposed. 

 Evidence-based practice—what is “legitimate” is defined by people with power. 

Evidence-based versus community-based and culturally competent. 

 

Arenas—Spaces where decisions are made 

o Provided/closed space 

 Board of directors 

 Government 

 Movement cohort 

 Administrative space 



 

o Invited spaces 

 ICADV legislative calls for action 

 Designated board seats 

 Good neighbor meeting 

 What are the outcomes? Do the invited people have influence/power as a member 

of the group? 

 

o Claimed space 

 Raises a question about power in our data collection methods. Reading what 

programs have already created as opposed to exercising our power by asking 

communities to tell us. 

 Rather than passing the mic (sharing within existing power structure) we should 

provide local communities with speakers to amplify what they’re already 

doing/saying. 

 How do we find/connect with these groups? Churches, organizations that 

work with migrant workers 

 How do we foster trust in these relationships where we know that they 

were created because of our “closed space”? How can we support your 

work?  

 Degree of visibility 

o Visible power 

 “around the table”  

 Some people aren’t written into power documents—their identities are not 

included in analysis of issues or solutions 

 Leadership of all types 

o Hidden power 

 Lobbying 

 Religion/religious influence 

 Inner circle people 

 Family surrounding decision makers 

 Bodies—identities 

 

Next steps and data collection—we then discussed possible next steps for data collection.  

 We generated a list of priority populations that we would like to hear from.  

 We talked about multiple asking strategies—surveys, conversations, interviews, reading 

documents these groups have already produced, etc. We acknowledged that multiple methods will 

be needed. We would like to identify what we would like to know, then to work with a 

researcher/evaluator to help us develop appropriate questions to get at that information.  

 We noted that we have cast a comprehensive net in articulating our goals for data collection—

going forward we acknowledged that we will have to make decisions about what constitutes 

“good enough” data collection to balance a comprehensive overview with feasibility in our 

collection efforts.  

 We agreed that programs should review the list of priority populations and check in with their 

agencies to determine with which populations they may be able to collect data. Please see the 

mapping document for the list of priority populations we generated. 


