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Abstract
Addressing sexual and relationship violence (SRV) on campuses requires coordinated engagement from all members of the campus-
community; however, many campuses do not yet have the infrastructure or institutional commitment to build an all-campus action
plan. In such cases, campuses lack the metaphorical table around which collaboration happens. This paper presents tensions and
lessons learned so far from a faculty-staff-student partnership to build a movement toward university-wide collaborative practice.
Through iterative, collaborative reflection on our context, practice, and intermediate outcomes, we identified recommendations for
improving praxis in campus-based, intersectional anti-SRVorganizing. Our analysis explores how our individual positionalities both
open up and limit our potential to move this work forward. We share our guiding values and frameworks, including intersectional
feminist attention to power and oppression; centering survivors and students; strategic collaboration within systems; and integrating
self-care and other supportive practices for building a sustainable movement. Our emergent strategy, illustrated through ten lessons/
tensions and four case examples, focuses on finding close collaborators with shared SRVanalysis; making the best use of resources
and spaces we control; identifying meaningful Bsmall wins;^ and pursuing opportunities to connect to others through positive
collaborations. Efforts to intentionally raise awareness and grow strategic institutional connections build momentum toward
institutionally-supported campus-wide evaluation and reimagining of prevention and survivor-support efforts. While feminist
collaborative social change is challenging, we celebrate and learn from our Btwo steps forward^ to sustain us through the inevitable
steps back. We write to stir a conversation where we help each other interpret and learn across our varied contexts.

Keywords Sexualviolence .Relationshipviolence .Campus .Highereducation .Participatorypractice .Collaboration .Feminist
praxis . Social change

Creating sustainable, institutional change to a university’s re-
sponse to sexual and relationship violence (SRV) requires
engagement from top to bottom, left to right. This includes
attention to student, staff, and faculty experiences, knowledge,
skills, and behaviors; institutional policies and practices; cur-
ricular content; support services; and the ever ephemeral
Bculture^ of the institution. Effective work in this arena also
requires power-conscious approaches that employ social jus-
tice, gender equity, and intersectional analytic frameworks
(Crenshaw 1991; Harris and Linder 2017). Building on
community-based models of anti-domestic violence

organizing (e.g., Allen et al. 2008) and sexual assault response
teams (Greeson and Campbell 2013), many campuses have
moved to form cross-unit, cross-level participatory commit-
tees against SRV. But on campuses with little to no existing
coordinated action around SRV, how do you get there?

This paper presents tensions and lessons learned at the end
of a 1-year advocacy and organizing effort to build a partici-
patory movement toward large-scale, university-wide collab-
orative practice. This initiative follows campus-based sexual
and relationship violence prevention and response recommen-
dations from the Center for Disease Control (CDC, 2016),
American College Health Association (ACHA, 2016), and
California Coalition Against Sexual Assault (CALCASA,
2016). Consistent with these recommendations and the
broader literature on effective collaborations to solve complex
social issues (e.g., Israel et al. 1998; Minkler and Wallerstein
2011), our organizing approach recognizes that no one unit or
stakeholder group has all the necessary expertise, power, or
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responsibility to address SRV. Sustaining participatory collab-
orations involves establishing group processes that foster trust
and mutual respect and ongoing evaluation of group process
effectiveness. Members must come together in pursuit of a
shared goal using joint ly determined strategies .
Accountability and willingness to change are critical.

Our approach to participatory practices recognizes the val-
ue of each stakeholder while attending to differences in power,
positionality, and training that influence how we make sense
of and design interventions to address SRV. We draw heavily
on intersectional feminist anti-violence movements and apply
the social-ecological framework to unpack lived experience in
the university context. This framework proffers theoretical
insights that view SRVas reflecting unequal power dynamics
at the macro level. This work must always flow from an inter-
sectional frame – looking at gender in isolation strengthens the
legacy of white supremacy that undergirds US society and
harms survivors (Adelman 2004; Crenshaw 1991; Fineman
and Mykitiuk 1994; Hill Collins 2002; Richie 2000;
Schneider 2000; Sokoloff and Dupont 2005; Sokoloff and
Pratt 2005). To address the root causes of SRV, we center
voices of survivors, attend to our individual stories and
analyses, and understand that institutions that appear neutral
or benign often mask their role in perpetuating the conditions
necessary for SRV to thrive. Our pursuit of transformative
change on campuses leads us to heed the call from Luoluo
Hong (2017) for universities to be brave and move from indi-
vidual-level, ahistorical, power-unconscious approaches to
systematically adopt a social justice paradigm.

Other papers describe processes for engaging in systematic
examination of university practices once a multi-stakeholder
group is convened by campus leadership (e.g., Lichty et al.
2008). This paper describes organizing in the absence of such
groups. In particular, we trace our own institutional advocacy
efforts, flowing from an organic partnership between a
tenure-track faculty member (Lichty), an academic staff
and affiliate faculty member (Rosenberg), and an under-
graduate student (Laughlin). As we detail later in this pa-
per, a major impetus for our work stemmed from the do-
mestic violence homicide of UWB student Anna Bui by
another UWB student (Groover 2016) and our outrage at
the University of Washington’s weak institutional re-
sponse. We felt compelled to incite institutional change
from a participatory, intersectional social justice frame.

This case is in progress and imperfect. Within our triad we
adopt a transformative participatory approach that seeks to
upend traditional power and foster individual and collective
empowerment (e.g., Cousins and Whitmore 1998). Our
broader organizing practice is more practical and limited at
this stage.While ideally all relevant stakeholder groups would
deeply engage in and maintain joint control over the effort to
mobilize the institution to establish a formal coordinating
body, we work on an under-resourced, young campus. Most

people work beyond a single job description. In addition, not
all stakeholders have the power and flexibility to actively join
the work without a formal organizational appointment. This
challenge to participation may be rooted in issues such as
institutional requirements, structural oppression and related
experiences with institutional betrayal (Smith and Freyd
2014), and individual, personal life circumstances.
Therefore, we describe a process for finding, learning along-
side, and/or inviting prospective collaborators to join the
Bbefore the beginning^ effort, with a respectful appreciation
for those who cannot actively engage at this stage. By present-
ing a case study in progress, we make a claim that intersec-
tional feminist anti-violence scholars and activists need to
facilitate conversation in the middle of our struggles for
change, not only once the outcomes have been determined
and the process deemed ideologically exemplary. We cannot
afford to wait until we have the perfect process and outcomes.

Background

Campus as a Site of Sexual and Relationship Violence
Prevention and Intervention

Sexual violence, also referred to as sexual assault, sexual mis-
conduct, sexual harassment, or rape, includes any unwanted
sexual attention or contact obtained through force, coercion,
or other tactic without active, willing, informed consent
(CALCASA, 2016). Relationship violence, also called domes-
tic violence or intimate partner violence, refers to a pattern of
behaviors one person uses to maintain power and control over
another person. This may include psychological, emotional,
and/or economic forms of abuse. Physical violence may or
may not be present (Sokoloff and Dupont 2005; Sokoloff and
Pratt 2005). People who cause harm can mobilize their societal
privilege to maintain power and control over their partners. For
example, partners of undocumentedwomen can threaten to turn
them into Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) if they
do not comply with their demands. Both sexual and relation-
ship violence are rooted in cultural norms regarding sexuality,
relationship formation, and systemically-maintained power and
control (Harris and Linder 2017; INCITE!, 2006).

Recent meta-analyses conservatively estimate that one in
five cisgender women on college campuses have experienced
sexual assault (Muehlenhard et al. 2017). Estimates for trans-
gender or non-binary people and cis men are less well docu-
mented, but research suggests nearly one in four transgender
or gender non-conforming people (Cantor et al. 2015) and
approximately one in seventeen cis men have experienced
sexual assault (Krebs et al. 2016). Relationship violence
among college students is similarly high (e.g., Knowledge
Networks 2011). While large scale quantitative studies have
not adopted intersectional analytic frames, INCITE! ( 2006)
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and Harris and Linder (2017) showcase how the sexual and
relationship violence perpetrated against marginalized popu-
lations such as women of color, transgender people, queer
people, and people with disabilities, are linked to oppression
in complex ways that may impact response and recovery. SRV
directly impact staff and faculty as well. In any given group on
campus, be it a class session or faculty meeting, survivors are
in the room.

Sexual and relationship violence Bshow up^ on college
campuses in a variety of ways. For example, SRVare present
on campus through the impact of new or past incidents on
individuals who require academic or workplace accommoda-
tions, course curriculum that intentionally engages these is-
sues as topics of study, and through hostile environments cre-
ated through sexist comments or jokes. The pervasiveness of
gender bias in educational contexts in the U.S. led to the cre-
ation of Title IX which requires educational institutions to
address SRV through prevention education, support for survi-
vors, and adjudication processes (White House Task Force to
Prevent Students from Sexual Assault, 2014). However, im-
plementation guidelines offered by the federal government
can change at the whim of the current administration, as seen
with the recent Department of Education rescinding of the
Dear Colleague Letter issued by the Obama-Biden adminis-
tration (Campus Advocacy and Prevention Professionals
Association 2017). Universities must determine for them-
selves how to comply with Title IX in this shifting landscape.
Ideally, institutions will aspire to go beyond compliance
with federal mandates to demonstrate a commitment to
equity-focused, survivor centered SRV prevention and
response.

Challenges to Participatory Practices on College
Campuses

When pursuing collaborative, campus-wide anti-SRV work,
there are many potential challenges. Some challenges reflect
the nature of college campuses. Other challenges are more
pervasive. In a society rooted in white supremacist,
cisheteronormative patriarchal power relations, work to sup-
port healthy relationships, consent, and accountability meet
resistance no matter our institutional location (e.g.,
Schneider 2000; Incite!, 2006). Furthermore, the overt and
covert sexism linked to SRV (e.g., Aosved and Long 2006;
Burt 1980; Gartner and Sterzing 2016; Chapleau et al. 2007;
Koepke et al. 2014; Abrams et al. 2003) is modified by the
racist, classist, colonialist policies and practices that represent
the backbone of most US higher education (e.g., Au 2010;
Lampman et al. 2009; Patton, 2004a & 2004b; Mirza 2015;
Ladson-Billings 1995). Below we describe specific challeng-
ing conditions that are particularly salient when organizing
around SRV.

Individual Resistance: Why Are we Talking about Sexual and
Relationship Violence? Despite over 40 years of feminist ac-
tivism, SRV remain issues not regularly discussed in public.
While 2017 saw a burst of conversation through #MeToo and
the work of Tarana Burke (Burke 2018; Garcia 2017), the US
has a cultural legacy of treating Bfamily^ or Brelationship
issues^ as private, to be handled behind closed doors
(Fineman and Mykitiuk 1994; Schechter 1982). This silence
extends to nearly all matters of sexuality, and especially sexual
violence. Similarly, rape myths and just-world beliefs create a
context where people see SRVas an individual-level problem,
the result of bad choices by a victim, rather than a product of
cultural norms (Burt 1980; Hayes et al. 2013). All members of
the campus community are susceptible to these erroneous be-
liefs. These macrocultural values and norms paired with lack
of awareness of the Title IX obligations to address SRV on
campuses, may result in faculty, staff, and student resistance or
indifference to trainings on and resource allocation to system-
atically address SRV.

Role Confusion: Whose Job Is this, Anyway? University struc-
tures tend to draw lines between academics and all other ser-
vices provided on campus (e.g., Bourassa and Kruger 2001).
Part of the legacy of the dichotomy between Bpublic^ and
Bprivate^ domains is a deep ambivalence on the part of ad-
ministrators and academics about the role of teaching staff in
supporting students who experience SRV (Hayes-Smith et al.
2010). Professors and academic staff focus on pedagogy and
research whereas responsibility for student social-emotional-
physical well-being is often centralized in the hands of student
affairs’ staff. While these individuals often have training in
how to support student development, this false divide of or-
ganizational responsibility can lead people on the academic
Bside^ to ignore how their curricula and pedagogymay impact
student well-being (Carello and Butler 2014). Given their re-
curring contact with students, the prevalence of SRV, and the
likelihood of trauma to impact academic performance, profes-
sors and academic staff are guaranteed to encounter survivors
in need of support. In addition, curricula may include content
that can be traumatically triggering for survivors. It may also
reinforce (or disrupt) patriarchy and rape culture. Taken to-
gether, professors and academic staff play a significant role
in campus efforts to address SRV. While some faculty are
engaged in this kind of emotional labor (e.g., Tunguz 2016),
the challenge is to help all members of the college campus see
their role in this work and for the institution to support their
development (Durfee and Rosenberg 2009).

Organizational Structure: Who Talks to Whom under What
Conditions? Linked to the issue of role confusion is a larger
challenge of organizational structure and distribution of power
across faculty, staff, and students. Following participatory best
practices, if all players have a stake in how SRVare addressed
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on campus, then all should be at the table with equitable power
to influence the work. Buy-in and transparency increase the
likelihood of full participation and effective implementation
(Israel et al. 1998; Minkler and Wallerstein 2011). However,
in the university context, organizational divides challenge
these participatory principles. Units are isolated, with different
processes, hierarchies, and perceived domains of practice
(e.g., CALASA, 2016; Keeling et al. 2007; Kezar 2005).
Faculty may know their curricular programs, other academic
units, and the faculty code of conduct, but they do not attend
staff meetings or even necessarily know what staff roles
exist on campus. Staff who have direct contact with stu-
dents, on the other hand, likely have a much broader view
of the institution. Their work supporting student well-being
is seen as interrelated and as such is housed under sweeping
units with titles like BStudent Affairs^ that address every-
thing from counseling to conduct to health and wellness.
Support units across campus are often better networked
with established communication practices. That said, they
do not always know faculty, their research, their curricula,
or their expertise. Silos persist.

Power differences among faculty, staff, and students are
also evident. Between academic freedom and shared gover-
nance, faculty members hold extensive institutional power.
Faculty tend to choose what and how they teach, select their
required service to the institution, and set their own research
agendas. They are on campus when necessary, but rarely on
demand. Staff, on the other hand, are typically more
constrained by job descriptions, traditional hours, and are of-
ten implementing unit mission and values rather than their
own. In general, higher education positions students to have
the least amount of power on campus, framed primarily as
consumers of the institution (Bunce et al. 2017). They pay to
attend, are told what they have the option to learn, and are
conditioned to be recipients of campus resources/programs
rather than potential co-developers. Ultimately, students are
framed as recipients of knowledge rather than knowledge
producers (Freire 1971). When they rightly rebel against
old guard ideals, they are only sometimes taken seriously.
Despite some moves to incorporate student voice in edu-
cational reform (Cook-Sather 2015), the expression, Bwait
until they graduate^ is considered academic credo by
many.

This siloed organizational structure paired with different
degrees of power breeds fractured networks, stereotypes, and
assumptions about roles and allegiances that challenge col-
laboration (e.g., Kezar 2014). At its worst, students are seen
as idealistic antagonists, staff are seen as towing the party
line, and faculty are seen as ego-driven and disconnected
from the reality of student and university needs. Pursuing
participatory, power-sharing practices in these conditions
requires relationship building, attention to process, and
emotional labor.

Levels of Analysis and Guiding Frameworks: Why Are we
Talking about SRV like this (through an Intersectional,
Systems-Oriented, Social Justice Framework)? Those explicit-
ly assigned the responsibility to address SRV on campus are
often in positions that respond on a case-by-case basis (e.g.,
counselors and conduct officers). While an individual-level
focus may dramatically impact the life of a single survivor, it
will not change the underlying culture and contexts that pro-
duce these incidents. Indeed, CALCASA ( 2016) and the
CDC ( 2016) call on universities to adopt the social-
ecological model and examine policies and practices across
multiple levels in developing their prevention and response
plans. Yet, to create sustainable change, we need university
personnel to have the space, time, and institutional commit-
ment to examine the system as a whole while working from a
transformative, intersectional social justice model.

This is further complicated by the ways that oppressive
power structures are embedded within university contexts.
We grapple with the extent to which we view our work within
university contexts as using, in Audre Lorde’s famous formu-
lation, the Bmaster’s tools^ to dismantle the Bmaster’s house^
(Lorde 1984). In other words, if we view the neoliberal uni-
versities as a tool to maintain white supremacist, misogynist
power structures, are we wasting our time trying to reform
them? Or worse, are we unwittingly strengthening them?
Would our energies be better spent exclusively collaborating
with community-based organizations that function outside of
the educational industrial complex? Though we continue to
grapple with these questions, we tend toward a Foucaldian
analysis of power as inherently unstable and open to resistive
ruptures and re-formulations (Foucault 1990). In this frame,
the university remains one of many sites where power struc-
tures are vulnerable to reconfiguration.

Why a Participatory Approach?

Analysis of traditional approaches to university-based anti-
SRV work demonstrate the lack of attention to power, culture,
and local context and raise the need for multi-level engage-
ment to create sustainable change (Hong 2017). Furthermore,
while campus administrators and other officials hold impor-
tant views of the institution, theirs cannot be the only perspec-
tives guiding the design and implementation of SRV response.
Non-participatory top-down approaches tend to lack ground-
ing in the lived experience with SRVon campus or the histor-
ical roots of violence (e.g., Harris and Linder 2017;
CALCASA, 2016). It is essential to listen to those
implementing anti-SRV campus practices and those impacted
by SRV, frommultiple positions in the institution and multiple
social locations. Furthermore, a well-executed participatory
approach can dismantle institutional power dynamics and
break down silos to promote meaningful conversation and
coordination to address multifaceted issues like SRV.
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Therefore, we argue that campuses must undertake participa-
tory practices that align, coordinate, and build in assessment
protocols that center marginalized voices and examine the
work through a social justice lens (i.e., transformative
participatory evaluation, Cousins andWhitmore 1998). In this
way, an institutionalized body is not merely serving to pro-
mote efficiencies and maximize effectiveness of program-
ming, but to serve as a site of grounding, commitment to,
and actualization of a larger transformation related to SRV
within higher education.

At the outset of our efforts to create participatory processes
for pursuing transformative change on our campus, some of
these challenges were already evident. Others emerged over
time throughmissteps and confused interactions.We share our
strategies for navigating these challenges and other tensions
after providing an overview of our context, emphasizing our
institutional history, author social locations and histories relat-
ed to SRV, and impetus to take action.

Framing The Context

Given the importance of context for informing approaches to
collaboration, social change, and social justice, we provide a
description of our university context as well as each author.
This information intends to ground the reader in the conditions
of our practice on a small, public university as well as our
positionalities and relationship to the subject matter. Our so-
cial and institutional positions can be resources and chal-
lenges, and we draw on this complexity as we describe our
collaborative organizing practice.

University of Washington Bothell

University of Washington Bothell (UWB) is one of three
campuses within the Washington State public university
system. UWB is a rapidly growing commuter campus,
nearly doubling student enrollment in the last 5 years. As of
the 2016–2017 school year, our total student enrollment was
5735 (89% undergraduate and 11% masters-level students).
Our campus serves a diverse student body with 49% of
students entering in their first year being the first in their
family to go to college and 57% identifying as people of
color (UWB 2017).

As a developing campus, there are many ways in which we
are Bin progress.^ For example, while students create clubs
that provide peer support and community (e.g., Latinx Student
Union, Black Student Union, Muslim Student Association,
Gender Equity Club, Parent Union, Pride Alliance), we do
not have a women’s center, queer center, daycare, or health
center. The campus Diversity Center opened in 2017 after
years of student-led advocacy and organizing (Perez et al.
2015; Silva 2018), primarily by students and faculty of color.

Note, the Diversity Center was not yet open at the time we
began our organizingwork.While the folks dedicated to open-
ing the Diversity Center included attention to the needs of
sexual and relationship survivors in their list of demands, they
were not able to join our mobilizing activities. It is uncertain
how participation and engagement in this work may have
unfolded differently if these mobilization efforts were not
co-occurring.

Title IX coordination is centralized across the tri-campuses.
However, each campus is obligated to provide prevention ed-
ucation and support services for student, faculty, and staff
survivors. At the time we undertook this organizing work,
SRV prevention education and survivor services were under-
developed. There was no dedicated SRV staff employed at
UWB. There was little systematic, required staff training,
and no required faculty training, on SRV. Bystander interven-
tion training occurred in a 1-hour segment of new student
orientation, student health educators provided occasional
SRV-related events, and a handful of professors taught courses
that intentionally covered sexuality and relationship topics
relevant to SRV. There was no indication that individuals serv-
ing in first-responder roles (e.g., student conduct, campus
safety) were offered or required to attend in-depth trainings
on SRV (e.g., the standard 40-hour community-based agency
trainings), particularly intersectional, trauma-informed,
survivors-centered SRV trainings. There were also no known
resources committed to coordinating or evaluating our limited
campus practices related to SRV.

While we did not have a systematic, coordinated institu-
tional response to or financial investment in addressing SRV
on our campus, we did have individual people distributed
across many units with deeply held commitments to ending
SRV. We also had, and continue to have, positions on campus
in which people are guaranteed to engage with survivors.
These individuals require training and support to develop trau-
ma-informed, survivor-responsive practices. So how do we
get from individuals with commitment and awareness of a
responsibility to address this issue to a collective movement
and coordinated effort to address SRVon our campus?

In what remains of this paper, we describe how we, a stu-
dent, a staff member, and a faculty member, came together to
press for action on our campus. Holding the national and our
local context for campus-based SRV in mind, we will share
our personal backgrounds, process, and tensions/lessons we
are learning from an effort to develop a participatory cross-
campus movement to address SRV.

Author Background and Impetus to Act

Author Background: Lichty (Faculty) I am a white, middle
class, queer, genderqueer woman. At UWB, I am an assistant
professor in a non-departmentalized interdisciplinary school. I
aspire to destabilize gender binaries and disrupt rape culture
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through university-based sexuality education and social jus-
tice pedagogy. I identify as a feminist activist-researcher. My
personal activism and professional practice focus on sexual
violence and sexual health, first as an undergraduate trained
advocate and campus organizer, then as a graduate student in
community psychology. I am trained in community-based par-
ticipatory approaches to research and the use of systematic,
rigorous inquiry to document social issues, design interven-
tions, and evaluate their impact. My research has focused on
education-based sexual harassment, community response to
sexual violence, youth response to rape, and campus-based
responses to SRV (e.g., Campbell et al. 2005; Lichty and
Campbell 2012; Lichty et al. 2008).

I have personally felt the direct effects of SRVas long as I
can remember. Seventeen years ago my post-traumatic stress
symptoms almost ended my academic career, and the physi-
cal, psychological, and economic effects of past and ongoing
interpersonal violence are with me daily. I do not typically
discuss my survivor identity when I do this work. This paper
marks the first occasion I am Bpublicly^ disclosing this status.
Fear, shame, and not wanting to place a spotlight on my story
(particularly given some of my privileged identities) are some
of the reasons for my silence. However, it is a critical element
of how I conceptualize my role as a participant in this work.
As a survivor-activist-researcher, my work on campus is
grounded in professional commitments and expertise; it is also
a personal act of resistance. Identifying with social issues im-
pacts the way we engage in practices to create change. As well
understood in feminist practice (e.g., hooks 1994), our person-
al experiences offer value and complication. I reflect on the
distinctness of my own social positioning, interrogate my
biases, and intentionally seek collaborations across lines of
difference to create a more robust, responsive approach. I also
draw on the energy and investment that comes from my per-
sonal connection to the topic. I take on labor and commit to
extreme hours (while also being a single parent) because I
remember what it was like to ask for accommodations, to be
terrified of uninformed professors or university staff, and to be
triggered by course content and classmate behavior. I have
more power now, and I feel responsible to act. I refuse to
accept institutional betrayal as a static, perpetual reality. I am
committed to see change and believe that change is possible,
in individuals and across systems. That said, the nature of my
engagement in this work varies over time. When the work
described here began, my campus-based anti-SRV activities
focused on prevention through the promotion of positive sex-
uality and relationships via class-based curriculum. I was not
connected to others doing anti-SRV work on campus or in the
community.

Author Background: Rosenberg (Academic Staff and Affiliate
Faculty) I identify as an Ashkenazi Jewish woman and femi-
nist activist/academic. I have worked to create safe and loving

communities across multiple contexts and institutions. I
worked as a front-line legal advocate in a confidential shelter
for 6 years. Experiencing the profound tension between the
battered women’s movement’s insistence that patriarchal in-
stitutions foster SRV while looking to these institutions for
relief led me to graduate school to more deeply interrogate
the relationship between feminist activism and the law. For
my Masters, I explored the barriers domestic violence pro-
grams face when seeking to engage in transformative social
change. For my dissertation, I did a comparative case study of
feminist anti-violence organizing in Seattle and Vancouver,
BC. I am also the lead writer for the community education
tool BIn Their Shoes.^ After the birth of my first child, I
decided to leave the anti-violence work because it was taking
too heavy an emotional toll. I was thrilled to find an opening to
direct the Writing and Communication Center at UWB.
Although I continued consulting work with community orga-
nizations, I did not continue the research plan I developed in
graduate school.

Lichty & Rosenberg’s Collaboration History Our collaboration
began in the classroom in 2014. While preparing
for Rosenberg to guest speak in Lichty’s gender-themed
Interdisciplinary Inquiry class, we learned of our respective
backgrounds in SRV activism and research. After 2 years of
co-presenting, we developed and co-taught a first-year 10-
credit inquiry and composition course called BGender under
Construction.^ This course focused on deconstructing gender
through an intersectional feminist lens while developing stu-
dent composition skills. Co-creating this course made space
for us to examine our pedagogical practices, develop shared
frameworks around gender and social justice, and translate our
different disciplinary and practice languages. We considered
integrating a unit on SRV into this course, but deemed our-
selves not ready to take on this topic with first year students.

Moving toward Action: Lichty and RosenbergAs referenced at
the outset of this paper, in 2016, Anna Bui, a UWB student,
was murdered by her ex-boyfriend and fellow UWB student.
He stalked and intentionally killed her, along with two of her
friends, when she refused to continue dating him. By his own
admission, this was an act of relationship violence.

Devastated by the news, we watched and waited for our
campus response. As emails were released from upper admin-
istration, no mention was made of relationship violence.
Language like Bcruel twists of life^ and passive references to
our Bslain student^ were (and remain) prominently featured.
This failure to name relationship violence alarmed us.

We privately reached out to members of campus leadership
and support services to inquire about the protocol for response
and plans for addressing relationship violence head on. We
raised concern for existing survivors on campus and the need
for intervention on this pressing social issue. A few colleagues
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responded echoing our concern and upset, but took no visible
action. In all other cases, we were met at first with responses
emphasizing concern for those grieving and/or a desire not to
prematurely politicize (her) death. When we pressed further
about the importance of naming and the need for honest griev-
ing over both the loss of life and the way in which the life was
lost, as an act of relationship violence, we were met with
silence and blunt refusal to change course.

For Lichty, this lack of naming felt like a personal erasure.
It felt like a gag order, like relationship violence survivors
could not exist on campus, even when it kills us. Pushing past
this institutional betrayal (Smith and Freyd 2014), we com-
mitted to being agents of change where our institution was
not. This sparked our organizing efforts to build a movement
and systematic institutional commitment to address SRV on
campus. Our goals were to take immediate action where we
could and try to build a movement toward institutional
change. We identified our first task of learning more about
existing infrastructure and procedures. We also considered
immediate actions we could take in contexts we control, like
revising our course content to incorporate SRV. A colleague
we previously reached out to invited us to an informal anti-
SRV discussion. This moment brought together a small group
of students, faculty, and staff who were concerned and com-
mitted to making change. This is where we met Laughlin.

Author Background and Movement toward Action: Laughlin
(Undergraduate Student) I identify as a White, cisgender
woman. I’ve spent my life in emotionally, and at times phys-
ically, abusive households - my survivorship is ongoing. Two
years ago, at age 21, I was diagnosed with a rare form of
ovarian cancer which forced me to leave school to undergo
surgery and several rounds of chemotherapy. Three months
after my final chemo treatment, I was raped by a coworker
(though, like many survivors, I was reluctant to immediately
identify the experience as such). Aweek following the assault,
I quit my job and returned to the university to begin
onboarding for my new position as a peer health educator.
During a student staff training, a local sexual violence agency
presented to our team and it was at this time that I recognized
the incident a week prior as sexual assault; it would be another
2 weeks before I understood it was rape. As a result of these
significant, concurrent traumas, I suffer from post-traumatic
stress disorder, anxiety and have ongoing physical pain.
Academically, I have found myself continually going head-
to-head with faculty who refuse to hold themselves account-
able in creating accessible class spaces for survivors which has
thereby transformed my relationship to the classroom and im-
pacted my education. Financially, I remain insecure due to a
lack of access to supportive workplaces or funding for my
anti-SRV work on campus. Interpersonally, I have retained
only a handful of relationships with folks who knew me pre-
assault. My family is not aware of the scope of my anti-SRV

work or the true reasoning behind my involvement. My trau-
ma has touched every part of my life and is inextricably linked
to my daily processes.

I began my senior year 3 weeks after my assault. I double
majored in Society, Ethics & Human Behavior and Gender,
Women & Sexuality Studies (GWSS) classes. GWSS
coursework allowed me to start making sense of the different
systems and social norms that allowed SRV to be such a prev-
alent experience in my life and to recognize that, contrary to
what my abusers told me, what my rapist told me, and what I
constantly told myself: it wasn’t my fault. I began incorporating
sexual violence into nearly all of my assignments and projects,
several of which included Boutting^myself as a rape survivor to
my peers and professors. I began to meet with classmates who
identified as survivors to discuss our experiences, the lack of
resources, and how we could advocate for change. After dem-
onstrating my commitment to SRV, my professor invited me to
a planningmeetingwhich is where I met Lichty andRosenberg –
we have been collaborating ever since.

Tensions & Lessons Learned from A Work
in Progress

Our Intentions in Organizing

We aim to move beyond individual-level practices or one-off
trainings to develop a coordinated, systematic institutional
strategy for preventing SRV and supporting survivors. We
want to produce sustainable change that is responsive to our
campus context. Our goal is to build a truly collaborative,
participatory process for working across campus units that
includes key stakeholders (i.e., those who design, implement,
and are impacted by these practices), promotes collective buy-
in, attends to structural power, and is responsive to our cam-
pus, faculty, staff, and student cultures. This requires develop-
ing shared language and processes, valuing our respective
roles on campus, and power sharing, for starters. However,
before people can be brought to the table, we have to know
who to invite and have a table to sit around. As a campus with
no dedicated SRV student space, full-time staff, or infrastruc-
ture, it was a challenge to figure out how to start moving the
work forward. After a year of our organizing efforts, the
Chancellor’s office released a statement announcing a new
campus commitment to address SRV, including the formation
of a cross-campus committee (Yeigh 2017). The committee
was formally charged in fall, 2017; Lichty and a member of
our Student Affairs unit are the founding co-chairs. This work
has been messy, and it is only beginning. Upon reflecting on
our experience, there are several lessons learned that we be-
lieve anyone trying to initiate a participatory movement for
change on their campus may benefit from. Therefore, rather
than present a chronological narrative, we frame our
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experiences around tensions and lessons learned in this ongo-
ing process of Bgetting to the table.^We close with four illus-
trative case examples and concluding reflections.

Lesson 1. Find Co-Conspirators, Partners
in Organizing

Pursuing anti-violence work in spaces with no movement,
passive resistance, or even active objection is hard. Really
hard. We do not believe it is possible to sustain this work
without finding people to call your co-conspirators. These
are the people with whom you can speak candidly, name is-
sues and struggles plainly, question motives, consider frame-
works, and, when the frustration level merits it, cry. While
individuals working on SRV outside the university can be
supports and allies, finding people who know your institution
is crucial. In our case, our partnership (among the authors)
extends across levels of the institution (faculty, staff, and stu-
dent), and the makeup of this partnership also serves an im-
portant function in the overall strategy of bringing a campus
together around a shared issue. Below we detail critical ele-
ments of our partnership.

Shared Values, Ideology, and Strategy We share a commit-
ment to intersectional, anti-oppressive, transformative prac-
tices. We actively reflect on our unique and shared identities,
their connections to structural power, and how that may create
advantages and limits to our perceptions, practice, and effec-
tiveness engaging prospective partners. Furthermore, our
strategies for pursuing change are rooted in a shared belief
in the value of collaboration and participatory practices over
antagonism. These shared values, reflective practices, and ide-
ology form the backbone of our partnership. We return to the
principles that underlie our partnership to evaluate past efforts
and determine next steps.

Holding shared values, ideology, and strategy does not
mean we always share language for interpreting events or
easily move from idea or value to action. For example,
Rosenberg and Lichty trained in different disciplinary fields
(Women’s Studies and Community Psychology). We also
were activists and researchers in the distinct community-
based fields of domestic violence and sexual violence.
Laughlin is just embarking on her scholarly and organizing
practice and is connected to a different generation of activism.
These experiences result in differences that have required
translation and sometimes produced frustration. However,
our moments of translation enhance our reflective practice
and mobilization process.

Commitment to Hold Supportive Space In our partnership we
attend to the emotion tied to our work. As co-conspirators we
hold brave space (Arao and Clemens 2013) for airing feelings
and thoughts without concern for political or professional

ramifications. We vent, we name, we listen, we empathize.
And we say Bthank you^ for the ways we work and support
one another. We also each have distinct professional and per-
sonal responsibilities that impact our work. Therefore, we reg-
ularly check in on our respective needs, boundaries, and ex-
pectations. These honest and sometimes difficult dialogues
nurture and sustain our partnership. This is especially impor-
tant given that we are partnering across lines of power, expe-
rience, and development. This kind of supportive partnering
requires a willingness to be professionally and interpersonally
vulnerable. Having a supportive team in place that under-
stands the nature of the work allows us to sustain our efforts
and to keep fighting for those Bsmall to medium wins.^

Insight and Access across Levels of the Institution To build
toward a cross-unit, cross-campus collaboration, we need to
understand the dynamic experiences of people inhabiting dif-
ferent roles, including students. Our partnership bridges fac-
ulty, staff, and student silos within our institution and therefore
provides important insight and connection to different experi-
ences of the university. While bridging faculty-staff divides is
important, we find it most critical to focus on the involvement
and dedication of Laughlin, a student leader, in this organizing
effort. Anti-SRV prevention and intervention work on campus
cannot be done without centering student experience and
voice. They are the reason our campuses exist at all, and most
campus services target them as recipients. Laughlin not only
brings her personal insight and commitment to this issue, she
also serves as a liaison to the student body, and especially to
student survivors. Student survivors have many reasons to
distrust authority figures in higher education; student leaders
are critical gatekeepers as well as collaborators. Laughlin has
raised issues other students face or referred students directly to
us as Bsafe^ allies. Without Laughlin, Rosenberg and
Lichty may be read as suspect agents of the institution, and
we could lose crucial student insight and involvement.

Leveraging our unique roles, we determine who should
initiate meetings, make requests, or even make demands.
Amongst ourselves, we talk explicitly about our respective
power and what makes us an asset in different spaces and
contexts. We analyze unjust hierarchies in the university con-
text while simultaneously seeking to advance our work within
the institution. Together, we are better positioned to unpack
our organizational structure, consider points of leverage, and
see our context more clearly.

Tensions in Close Collaborations Three important tensions are
relevant to this lesson. First, when working with survivors,
additional attention to support processes is required.
Emotional involvement and frustration with slow, bureaucrat-
ic processes are amplified when the issue at hand is part of
your identity (e.g., for consideration on emotional
involvement in sexual violence work, see Campbell 2002).
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This is especially important when we are collaborating with
people who may have caused harm in the past, and who may
have a steeper learning curve related to social justice-informed
practices. While they deserve space to make this paradigm
shift, we also need to honor that waiting for a paid professional
to Bget^ your lived experience does not feel good.

Second, our close collaboration involved three people read
in the world as able-bodied, middle class white women. Given
white supremacy and the race, gender, and sexual orientation-
based historical exclusivity of anti-violence activism of sec-
ond wave feminism, this is a significant consideration for how
we approach this work. We discuss this at length in Lesson 7.

Third, while we can strive to be mindful of power differ-
entials, lines of power can never be fully erased. Faculty, staff,
and administrators hold power over students. Individuals serv-
ing in these roles are gatekeepers to students engaging in this
work whether that be through serving on committees, doing
research, creating clubs, participating in student advisory
boards or co-developing SRV programs as peer health educa-
tors. The extent to which student voice is incorporated into
campus-based institutional change movements is largely de-
pendent on individuals with power inviting student voice and
ensuring those voices are heard and valued. Awareness of
contingent inclusion and dependence on Lichty and
Rosenberg creates tensions that we continuously examine
and adjust process around. Communicating across lines of
power is difficult, even among those we trust and care for
most. Let us say again, this work is messy.

Lesson 2. Be Visible and Keep your Eyes, Ears,
and Mind Open

We found each other through a process of being visible and
vocal about our commitments to addressing SRV. We demon-
strated dedication to doing this work by standing up for these
issues and doing so in influential spaces and/or around indi-
viduals with power. We were brought together at the first
informal gathering because we had each, in our own roles
and capacities, communicated our commitment to SRV.
Each of us built reputations as Bgo-to^ people and were vocal
about our frameworks and values whenever the opportunity
presented. Choosing to do so rendered us visible to one an-
other and to other potential collaborators. At the first informal
multi-stakeholder meeting where we all first met, as Laughlin
describes, BI could immediately tell by the thoughtful lan-
guage Lichty and Rosenberg used and their consideration for
survivors that these were two individuals who I wanted to
work with and could have as my mentors.^ Similarly,
Laughlin spoke with such conviction that there was no
questioning her passion or commitment to making change.
Had any of us been Bcloseted^ allies, there is no way we
would have found ourselves at the same meeting, let alone
embarked on this broader campaign for change.

On campuses without coordinated SRV practices, there are
likely individuals and units doing work to address these is-
sues. These are your best bet for initial collaborators when
building a participatory movement. On the staff side of our
campus, we found this work occurring in student affairs, par-
ticularly within student health and wellness, student conduct
and the counseling center, in addition to campus safety.
Academic units most likely to house individuals with SRV
commitments include (but are not limited to) gender, women,
and sexuality studies; sociology; psychology; social work;
legal studies; public health; nursing and health studies; and
media and communication studies. Subject librarians with ties
to social justice are another good option. Note, the mere pres-
ence of SRV-related work does not mean it is being done well
or in ways consistent with transformative social justice prac-
tice (Hong 2017).

While these are useful starting places, individuals with per-
sonal commitments to SRV could be found anywhere on a
campus. To find other allies, Rosenberg first reached out to
known community-based organizations with connection to
the tri-campuses for recommendations of feminist staff work-
ing on these issues. We also reviewed institutional websites
and all-campus notifications about meetings, presentations,
trainings, or other conversations. If SRV could be raised or
discussed, we attended. Most importantly, we entered these
spaces with an open mind, looking for potential collaborators,
insight into current practices, and opportunities for small-scale
actions. We listened to and learned from our colleagues. We
met with over a dozen people in one-on-one meetings. We
initiated conversations, talked about the importance of SRV
work and invited others to participate.

To be clear, attendingmeetings and trainings is added labor.
Often we did not know where the meetings would lead.
However, on enough occasions attending these gatherings ei-
ther directly connected us with potential collaborators or pro-
vided useful insight into the values of our institution, the
language/culture of different units, and increased our overall
institutional understanding.

Lesson 3. Work from Spaces you Control

Every person has power. The nature of our power varies de-
pending on our individual identities, social locations, and in-
stitutional contexts. Identifying where we hold the most active
power to create change allows us to immediately engage in
SRV resistance work. A guiding question for this lesson is:
Within the bounds of existing structures and roles, what im-
mediate actions can be taken to create change, open conver-
sations with stakeholders, and build new settings for change
and collaboration? We used this lesson to design activities in
spaces we controlled that raised visibility of SRVand promot-
ed broader awareness to hopefully build support for an insti-
tutional commitment to address SRV. Below we outline
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opportunities to consider from each of our positions within the
university. We illustrate some of these examples in the case
example section at the end of this article.

Faculty may consider the power they hold related to teach-
ing, research, and service to the institution. They may also
hold power through shared-governance related to broader in-
stitutional policies and procedures (e.g., consider the power of
the faculty code to create obligations for the institution to
provide supportive resources and training). Related to
coursework, Lichty chose to infuse SRV-related content into
nearly all classes and created opportunities for students to
reflect on SRVand consider the need for intervention in order
to help them identify as players at the table, part of solutions
rather than part of the problem (see case examples for more
details). If you’re able, assign projects where students exam-
ine campus resources and write recommendations for change
(note: make sure you provide thoughtful supervision to stu-
dent projects given concerns regarding rape culture, student
readiness to engage this topic with sensitivity and respect, and
concern for survivor well-being in classrooms). This increases
opportunities to expand the reach of your work and identify
additional students who may be interested in co-creating
change on campus (e.g., more than a dozen students have
conducted student-led SRV projects with Lichty, including
queer students, students of color, male or masculine-
identified students, and first-generation students – with iden-
tities often overlapping- thus expanding the diversity of per-
spectives informing the campus-based work).

Faculty may also consider shifting their research focus to
SRVon campus. To be clear, we do not mean collect data from
a sample of intro students in the grand tradition of psychology.
We mean ask intentional questions to learn about students
experience with SRVon campus. For example, survey, focus
group, or interview research on student experiences with SRV
in classrooms, clubs, or as campus leaders all help inform
practice and generate conversations. As part of our initial
work, we applied for funding to conduct an intersectional
SRV needs assessment that centers affinity groups students
have created on campus and will invite members to review,
critique, and imagine a more culturally responsive campus.
Other projects include institutional observation via policy re-
views, accessibility of outward facing resources, and campus
walking tours looking for visible messages around SRV. Some
of these small scale research projects fit nicely into student
independent studies or capstone coursework. If openings
emerge for doing service in diversity and equity or SRV spe-
cifically, take them. This is a critical space for raising SRVas a
matter related to oppression and equity and resist the tradition-
al university paradigm for SRV work.

Staff power varies depending on position and reporting
lines. In our experience, staff power may be drawn from ap-
proaches to executing professional obligations (e.g., a feminist
empowerment or individual deficits model) as well as

expertise on and influence over organizational practices and
opportunities for evaluation and redesign. One powerful ex-
ample of staff power is the provision of training to
supervisees. Building units that effectively seek to prevent
and respond to SRV may have radiating effects across units
and campus. We also recommend examining the borders of
job descriptions and strategically serving on, for example,
safety task forces, hiring committees, diversity councils, and
other venues where multiple units come together. These
spaces provide opportunities to build connections and interject
anti-SRV-related ideas and values into campus practice.

Student power can be found through club creation and
leadership (see case examples for more on this), student gov-
ernment, class projects, feedback on faculty or program eval-
uations, requesting meetings with campus leadership, and
more general agitation on campus. As students, consider your
role within classes, in your department (if a student employ-
ee), or as part of the larger campus community and then look
for opportunities in service of SRVawareness raising, preven-
tion education, intervention, and advocacy for survivors. If
something doesn’t exist, work to create it. Advocate for stu-
dent activity fees to fund student-led programming. One ten-
sion students may face is not being perceived as credible in-
dependent of faculty and staff allies. Being vocal about com-
mitment to this work helps faculty and staff identify prospec-
tive collaborators and may open doors for joining change-
making efforts.

By taking action in the spaces we control, we can raise
awareness of SRV and identify potential collaborators. Such
activities also help sustain our energy and commitment to this
work – rather than wait for formal, institutionally-empowered
entities, we can make changes on our own.

Lesson 4. Identify Targeted, Achievable Outcomes

While working toward a collaborative, participatory practice
we inevitably identify low hanging actionable fruit. This may
include facilitating revisions to website content, disseminating
resource cards, or developing a survivor-centered resource
guide. These are opportunities to pursue discrete collaborative
projects with key stakeholders which allow us to develop re-
lationships necessary for larger change efforts (see Case
Examples at the end of this paper). These actions, while small,
nurture us. This is particularly critical for student collabora-
tors. In order for this work to be sustainable from the student
perspective, there needs to be meaningful movement...there
needs to be Bwins^, even more so when this labor is invisible,
unpaid, and temporary. Students’ campus engagement varies
from that of staff and faculty because their time is so limited in
this environment. When students leave campus, they want to
do so knowing that they made an impact; that all of the be-
trayal, frustration and retraumatization was worth something.
It’s important that those with institutional power give space
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and provide mentorship to students so that they can pursue
tangible, meaningful outcomes on SRV-related projects.
Though the slow, bureaucratic process for long-term, transfor-
mative change cannot, and arguably should not, be sped up,
there is always labor that students can take on so long as
faculty, staff and administrators work with students to identify
what projects feel significant to undertake (ideally with pay).

Lesson 5. Despite Advice to the Contrary, SAY YES (a
Lesson for Faculty1)

One of the more important strategies for gaining the trust and
respect of our colleagues was in how we showed up and com-
mitted to step outside our traditional roles. This is especially
true for Lichty. Tenure-track faculty are expected to do re-
search, teach, and do service for their unit and larger institu-
tion. In that order. Best advice is to collect data you can turn
around for publication fast, teach repeating courses to reduce
course preparation, and do the bare minimum of service. In
other words, say no to everything that does not directly meet
the tenure or promotion goals. While many of our colleagues
choose not to follow these recommendations, it is no wonder
the stereotype of faculty is that they are ego-driven and dis-
connected from the needs of the institution.

When starting a movement for change on campus, faculty
may build trust by intentionally ignoring conventional advice to
not take on additional labor, within reason, by proving commit-
ment to more than a tenure line (if they are privileged enough to
have one). Our strategies: Show up to meetings with interest
and respect for the work that has come before. Be humble while
also demonstrating expertise, and then offer to do something in
service of the group. Ask how to lift up thework of others. Then
follow through. For example, invite people to be class guest
speakers to promote their services. This demonstrates respect
for what that person brings to the campus and hopefully helps
more students access those services.

When asked to serve in larger capacities that are directly
linked to anti-SRV work on campus, SAY YES. For example,
after nearly 6 months of attending meetings and getting to
know key players doing Title IX and SRV work on campus,
we (all three authors) were invited to serve on the search
committee for our first ever dedicated campus-based sexual
assault and relationship violence advocate/educator. This
service opportunity arose when all of our service obligations
to the institution were already met. Participating in this unique
moment of institution building allowed us to demonstrate our
commitments and expertise related to the topic, support
ongoing labor to develop our resources, and personally
connect to more people affiliated with SRV work. In

meetings where we discussed institutional needs and goals,
we learned extensively about our institution, other units, our
colleagues, and their experience with SRV. These
conversations broadened the scope of understanding on all
sides. This also served as a micro-level multi-unit collabora-
tion, organized around clear objectives and activities, a mean-
ingful way to build rapport.

While all of this Bsaying yes^ is in service of building trust
and rapport, faculty members interested in keeping their posi-
tion have to learn how to render the scholarly dimensions of
this long, slow process for developing community-based (in
this case the university is the community) participatory eval-
uation and research partnerships legible to colleagues and re-
view committees who are not familiar with this approach.
Find creative opportunities to generate output that is consis-
tent with other scholarly products. This in-progress article is
part of that effort. In addition, we have presented dimensions
of our work at three scholarly conferences including an un-
dergraduate research and practice conference, a scholarship of
teaching and learning conference, and a Women’s Studies
conference.

Tension: We can’t Always Say Yes, and Sometimes, We should
Say no (See Also, Lesson 9)Unpaid labor by women, especial-
ly women of color, is a significant problem within the acade-
my. Disproportionate service expectations paired with un-
equal pay (that intersect gender and racial lines), particularly
when doing work around gender equity, are a persistent and
unacceptable reality. This lesson is meant to encourage faculty
to think intentionally about our stereotypical perception
among staff and others and consider how we can (if we can)
resist those assumptions. It also highlights the value of saying
yes to added labor that may have a positive effect on efforts to
grow a movement. However, structural imbalances of power
may significantly impact when a person says yes or no.
Boundary-setting also deserves respect and compassion.
These are not easy decisions. Ultimately, all of us should be
paid to engage in this critical, federally-mandated work.
Perhaps someday.

Lesson 6. Honor Past and Ongoing Labor Related
to SRV

As we organize, we must be mindful of the history of a place
and current labor. While we aspired to be inclusive as we
moved toward the founding of an institutionalized collabora-
tive entity, the process moved too quickly to allow everyone to
have a voice. Despite including leaders and some staff of
different units, we later heard that some people felt left out
of the conversation or that we failed to showcase the existing
work at our institution. As a group of practitioners engaging
topics so often dismissed or ignored in society, this perception
was deeply concerning. To grow and sustain this work, we

1 Credit to Rosenberg and other staff who shared their hesitation about work-
ing with faculty and educated me (Lichty) in this process.
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need (and want) to honor past efforts, even as we revise them.
No labor should go unrecognized among collaborators. When
this was raised to our attention we issued an apology and
invitation to have one-on-one discussions about how to do
better. Accountability when we make mistakes, no matter
howwell-intentioned, is essential to building a caring, produc-
tive collaborative movement.

Lesson 7. Attend to Identities and Frameworks

We are three intersectional feminist anti-violence practi-
tioners. We utilize our identities and connections to queer,
femme, genderqueer, income-unstable, Jewish, disabled,
anti-racist and survivor communities to reflect deeply on
how we mobilize this work. We are also three white people
doing organizing work in a white supremacist society.
Therefore, as we pursue practices that attend to the ways struc-
tural power animates identities, we are especially intentional
in how we attend to the intersection of race and survivor status
as well as other less visible oppressed identities (e.g., disabil-
ity, queerness). This means reading, listening to, and seeking
guidance from survivors from multiple marginalized identi-
ties, including forming collaborations with liberatory
community-based agencies who center the experiences of
marginalized survivors such as the NW Network of Bi,
Trans, Lesbian and Gay Survivors of Abuse. We also secured
funding to pay marginalized people for their labor (e.g., the
intersectional needs assessment funding we received is exclu-
sively to pay student participants). We also do not assume the
burden of unrecognized, unpaid organizing labor should be
placed on multiply marginalized people. Throughout this ef-
fort to develop a formalized institutional space, we have in-
cluded students and colleagues of color in our conversations.
Students have engaged with Lichty through their independent
studies but declined to join other informal organizing spaces.
The few academics and staff of color on our campus are or-
ganizing across many spaces, and while they expressed care
and support for this work, they did not join the initial mobi-
lizing effort. We respect these decisions. In sum, while com-
mitment to intersectional, social justice approaches guides our
methods, our intersecting identities inform how we make
sense of these issues and needs, providing meaningful insights
and biases.We are aware of the limits of our own perspectives,
and that optics and representation matter. These are critical
points of tension and awareness in anti-SRV work, particular-
ly when lead organizers hold visibly privileged identities.

Lesson 8. Remember that you Are a Stakeholder, Too

Community-based participatory research best practices in-
struct us to work from shared expertise (rather than with def-
erence to a PhD) and to serve as facilitators rather than direc-
tors. Our training encourages us to listen deeply rather than

speak, especially in early stages of rapport building, as we are
often outsiders to communities we collaborate with. However,
we are not outsiders on our own campus. We have a stake.
Therefore, in our practice, we balance a mindfulness of power
within the institution and across roles, while also leaving room
for our voices, even in these early stages. It took time to feel
comfortable pushing back on problematic statements made by
colleagues or to suggest we change course in planning meet-
ings. When moving toward institutional action, respectfully
sharing insights and professional commitments is essential
and appropriate. This is especially important for people, par-
ticularly those with less power like students, who are coming
to this work having been harmed by the institution. We cannot
engage as authentic participants in the collaboration process if
we are hiding pain in the room for the benefit of others. We
found trying to serve as facilitator of others first (at the ex-
pense of our voices) had the reverse effect of deepening dis-
trust and barriers to some connections. Through honest, me-
diated professional accountability conversations, we found
ways to give voice to harm while moving the collaboration
forward. These are works in progress.

Lesson 9. Identify your Limits and Prioritize
High-Impact Practices

Personal commitment to this work does not account for burnout.
Fiery passion to see change can sometimes obscure our vision of
our own needs and which activities should be prioritized.
Visibility gained through adhering to Lesson 2 can producemore
opportunities than are possible to take on. Just because an oppor-
tunity presents does not mean we have the capacity, practice-
based skills, or socio-emotional supports to take on the project.
Also, not all actions are of equal importance or likely impact. We
learned to adopt a deliberate self-reflective needs assessment
approach by asking: Is this contributing to sustainable
changemaking or is this a one-off intervention thatmay disappear
when students graduate, staff take promotions, or faculty leave
on sabbatical? If it is the latter and if it does not contribute to
nourishing our practice, we focus our energy elsewhere.

Lesson 10. Stay Connected and Support each Other
when Things Inevitably Go Sideways

Building a movement related to SRV on a college campus is
not a straightforward process. We had meetings go wonder-
fully, received commitments to act, followed by silence. We
had miscommunications and missteps, amongst ourselves and
with others. And so we end our lessons where we began, with
the importance of staying connected to our closest partners in
organizing. When we have pulled all the low hanging fruit we
can find and exercised all our individual power in spaces we
control, we are there to commiserate and keep each other in
the fight.
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Case Examples from our Process

To illustrate the lessons, we share four case examples from our
work over the last year. One focuses on teaching, one on
student leadership, one on multi-unit collaboration for a spe-
cific Bsmall win,^ and finally a snapshot of organizing and
creative actions that led to our committee charge. While con-
ditions on campuses vary, we hope these spark possibilities for
initiating cross-campus anti-SRV conversation and
movement.

Bringing in Students as Experts through Course
Content and Learning Activities (Lichty & Rosenberg)

We were scheduled to co-teach our first-year, first-term dis-
covery course the autumn quarter following Anna Bui’s mur-
der. Previously, this class consisted of an arc that began with
deconstructing the gender binary and moved students to ex-
amine gender fluidity. After Anna’s murder and the limited
institutional response, we decided to adjust the course. To
create opportunities to educate students about RV, we retained
early units and added a 4-week unit that offered a focused
analysis of RV through an intersectional feminist lens. We
partnered with community agencies and a university-based
advocate to provide background information on RVand cam-
pus responses to it.

With this foundation, we emphasized students’ expertise
on our campus context as we presented potential RV interven-
tions drawn from activists and academic literatures. In groups,
they each evaluated one intervention through an intersectional
feminist lens and its fit with our campus. Students presented
their intervention to the class, made recommendations for how
they could be adjusted ormodified to better serve our students,
and wrote white paper with campus leadership as the target
audience. This class-based work enlisted first-year students
as experts on the student experience and collaborators on
creating campus-based change. Many students came for-
ward as relationship violence survivors, sharing their
stories in powerful moments of learning, compassion, and
calls for change.

This practice generated student-based insights and created
awareness and energy around this issue. We bring these
student insights into our campus organizing practices. We
also continue to invite interested students to organizing
meetings. Some have joined student clubs related to SRV.
Others have added minors and majors related to GWSS.
Ultimately, we hope that this exposure produces awareness
that may lead to a climate of support for and desire to
participate in campus-initiatives related to SRV. In addition,
we hope we have intervened on campus climate by develop-
ing our students’ awareness and skills for talking about and
responding to RV.

Student Club Creation: Sexual Assault and Violence
Education (S.A.V.E)2

Students can begin addressing SRV on their campuses by
forming an institutionally-recognized club. Student clubs re-
quire minimal effort to create, are (mostly) easy to sustain, and
typically receive campus funding for programming. As a club,
students can design and implement campaigns and events
with limited institutional interference. In addition, clubs build
a community dedicated to the same cause which can be espe-
cially powerful for student survivors of SRV. Since these pro-
jects are created by students for students (sometimes by sur-
vivors for survivors) they can be more impactful than those
devised by the institution.

Laughlin founded a student club called Sexual Assault &
Violence Education (S.A.V.E) with Rosenberg and Lichty
serving as advisors (say yes!). From its inception, S.A.V.E
has been survivor-centered on both the student and faculty/
staff sides. Over the past 16 months, S.A.V.E’s work has in-
cluded classroom presentations, workshop development/facil-
itation, social media/web design, film screenings, hosting
guest speakers, creating resource materials (including a first
of its kind for-survivors-by-survivors resource guide), and
general awareness raising through posters, stickers, brochures,
and buttons. One of our most successful campaigns has been
the #SurvivorLoveLetters project which was adapted from the
Tumblr page, Tani Ikeda, a rape survivor, created in 2015
(Ikeda 2015a). The inspiration for the project came after
Ikeda wrote a love letter to herself on the anniversary of her
assault (Valentine’s Day) and then created a platform for other
survivors to do the same (Ikeda 2015b). Since Sexual Assault
Awareness Month (April) 2017, S.A.V.E has displayed phys-
ical survivor love letters written by students, staff, and faculty
along one of the main hallways on campus. Laughlin is cur-
rently working with the campus’ space management depart-
ment to make this a permanent installation.

Thus far, S.A.V.E has collaborated with student survivors
and allies, our faculty advisors/SRV experts, faculty sup-
porters (particularly the GWSS program), Student Affairs
(the Diversity Center, Recreation and Wellness and Student
Conduct), the Interdisciplinary Arts & Sciences office, student
clubs, resident advisors in campus housing, our chancellor,
campus librarians, Campus Safety, and a (small) portion of
our work has been funded by the institution. By involving
all of these units, S.A.V.E is able to expand the reach of its
work, engage units that may not immediately identify with

2 The club name reflects a moment where our different vantage points pro-
duced sometimes difficult conversations. In this case, both Rosenberg and
Lichty expressed concern about the acronym given legacies of white savior
complexes and the problematic idea that people who experience SRV need to
be saved by others. These points were taken to the group and the students
elected to retain the name but develop a mission statement grounded in survi-
vor empowerment.
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anti-SRV efforts, and demonstrate student capacity to partici-
pate in campus development. All of these contacts carry for-
ward into our collaborative movement to bring the campus
together around SRV.

Those wanting to replicate this model should keep several
considerations in mind. For one, less institutional regulation/
supervision means there is greater responsibility on the club to
exercise extreme caution and care when coordinating pro-
grams - finding sexual assault and relationship violence ex-
perts on your campus is critical. Faculty allies offer valuable
advice on how to be mindful, effective, and intersectional
activists. Finally, survivors should understand that while this
campus involvement can be empowering and meaningful, it
does not always feel good. There may be moments where you
are hurt/re-traumatized by peers, faculty, staff, and administra-
tors. However, by engaging in these difficult dialogues and
finding co-conspirators who will hopefully support you when
things go sideways, you have the opportunity to work towards
creating a safer, braver campus space for yourself and other
survivors.

Small, Attainable Interventions: Campus Safety
Website Revision

Early in our campus research, we found a problematic campus
safety sexual assault webpage. The webpage contained harm-
ful messages commonly seen in public discourse on sexual
violence – don’t walk alone, don’t accept rides, etc. These
messages place the responsibility for safety squarely on vic-
tims and perpetuate myths related to stranger rape. In addition,
the site was labeled an emergency response tips page. In other
words, this was a page someone who was just assaulted might
be directed to (or find through a google search as it was the
first result when you searched our campus webpage for sexual
assault) and met with messages about what they should have
done differently to avoid their current circumstances.We were
alarmed to find this was the primary content on sexual assault
for our campus. We considered direct action against campus
safety. After all, police and security have a long history of
perpetrating a Bsecond rape^ against survivors (e.g.,
Madigan and Gamble 1991).

Despite this impetus to react, we paused. We considered
that, long term, this unit is crucial to survivor well-being on
campus. We need to work together to move toward survivor-
centered, trauma-informed campus safety practice. We also
observed that this webpage was one of at least twelve other
tip pages. It seemed possible the content was developed with-
out realizing the consequences for survivors. We considered
our immediate goals. We wanted the content changed. This
could be done through threats of public embarrassment ala
Saul Alinsky (1971), or we could take a collaborative ap-
proach. We had no existing relationship with campus safety,
no knowledge of where the content came from. We took a

long view on relationship building and acted assuming good
intention. Lichty initiated a meeting at the request of the stu-
dents, with the belief that a faculty request would be taken
most seriously. This reflects the value of partnerships across
institutional levels and strategic leveraging of power.

S.A.V.E members led preparations for this meeting.
Building on the lesson to use spaces you control, S.A.V.E
sought comments on the campus safety content from students
via their club webpage. Similarly, Lichty presented the
webpage to students in her human sexuality class during their
unit on sexual violence. Students were invited to comment on
what they found useful, not useful, and what else they would
like to see. Students universally objected to the content and
requested a list of local resources for support. All student
comments were compiled to share with campus safety as
needed.

Our meeting consisted of S.A.V.E leadership (Laughlin),
Lichty as faculty advisor, and the campus safety leadership.
When the conversation moved to the sexual assault content,
campus safety immediately offered to change it if we had
suggestions. When we provided recommended content, they
committed to making the change within the month and sug-
gested a more prominent placement of the sexual assault sup-
port link on the webpage. This experience reinforced the im-
portance of slowing down, considering our values, asking
questions, approaching with respect, keeping an open mind,
and assuming good intentions.

A Snapshot of our Process: From Informal
Conversations to a Charged Committee

Meetings to plan Sexual Assault Awareness Month (SAAM)
led to conversation about our ongoing practices and opportu-
nities for mutually beneficial resource sharing in service of
SAAM. Given our (the authors’) commitments to larger insti-
tutional change, we asked our colleagues about past work,
successes, and challenges. We identified the shared challenges
of trying to do anti-SRV work in isolation and the need for
more coordination and support across campus. A tenured fac-
ulty member with a diversity-related leadership role suggested
drafting a proposal to create a campus coordinating
committee.

By framing meetings as opportunities and not being
constrained by the original focus of the gathering (e.g., to plan
SAAM programming), we were able to move our campus into
new possibilities. When the suggestion came to draft a pro-
posal, Lichty offered to take up the labor of creating the first
draft. This was a clear opportunity to build on previous expe-
rience and expertise and demonstrate value to the group. We
sought feedback on the proposal from our campus Diversity
Council and GWSS faculty as opportunities to elevate the
visibility of this effort and seek buy-in from faculty, staff,
and students around campus who we hoped would align with

642 J Fam Viol (2018) 33:629–645



our overall mission. We received no objections but no signif-
icant movement toward adoption. Our efforts to initiate the
committee stalled as our subsequent efforts to share the pro-
posal in a meeting with the Chancellor were not successful.

During this process, several of us nominated Laughlin for a
highly visible award for graduating undergraduate students
who overcame obstacles and serve as a campus inspiration.
The award is presented, along with a video describing the
work of the students, at graduation. Laughlin won. Knowing
she was being recognized in large part because of her anti-
SRVactivism, Laughlin saw receiving this award as an oppor-
tunity to raise awareness of SRV across campus, specifically
with campus leadership. Laughlin requested a meeting with
the Chancellor to share more about her experiences navigating
campus as a sexual assault survivor and activist. The meeting
was granted, and Laughlin invited members of the organizing
group to join. We presented our proposal to see our institution
engage in formal strategic design in response to SRV. We
shared the yearlong efforts to develop informal relationships,
and the collective call for institutionally-supported collabora-
tion. Our Chancellor surprised us by saying he had been
waiting for someone to take leadership on this issue, shared
his own concerns and commitments around these topics, and
asked us to develop a formal proposal to present to his lead-
ership council. We in turn asked him to release a statement of
commitment to address SRV.When invited to provide notes to
inform the statement, we adopted explicitly anti-oppression,
feminist, social justice language. His statement was published
in May, 2017 (Yeigh 2017). The multi-unit committee was
formally charged (albeit unfunded) in October, 2017.

Concluding Thoughts from A Work
in Progress

…no hay camino; se hace camino al andar.
There is no path; The path is made by walking
-Antonio Machado

In this paper we shared ten tensions and lessons learned
during our efforts to build a cross-campus collaborative anti-
SRV movement. We discussed finding close collaborators
with shared SRV-analysis, making best use of resources and
spaces we control, strategies for engaging others, identifying
meaningful, achievable changes, and pursuing any opportuni-
ties to connect to others through positive collaborations.

As we transition into the next phase of our work, we hold
close the frameworks that guide our practice: intersectionality
and transformative social justice. As white activists part of a
movement with ongoing issues with racism, classism, hetero-
sexism, ableism, among others, we have a responsibility to

seek diverse representation and ensure our processes support
authentic and meaningful participation for all. Our goal is to
keep listening, learning, and using our own voices from our
respective positions in the university and as people.

For anyone who works in social justice movements, we
know the reality of social change is messy: progress and re-
trenchment, scant resources, and struggles to set strategic
agendas. When we feel the task is too great, we may choose
not to engage at all. We focus on the concept of the Bsmall
win^ to keep us in the struggle: to celebrate and learn from our
Btwo steps forward^ and to sustain us through the inevitable
steps back. We write about our Bsmall wins^ because we want
to stir a conversation where we help each other interpret and
learn from our successes across our varied contexts. We share
notes from our journey that we hope will be of use on yours.
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