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Executive Summary 
With the completion of the Pilot Cohort in 2012, the Move to End Violence (MEV) Program 
instituted some modifications that set Cohort 2 on a different course than Cohort 1.  Some key 
program changes included: (1) an emphasis on “strategists” in Cohort 2; (2) integration of 
Convening 1 with the Movement Building Convening; (3) sending small groups of cohort 
members to Rockwood; (4) de-emphasizing development of “beloved community,” while still 
emphasizing community development; and (5) more emphasis on movement building activities 
throughout the cohort experience, rather than exclusively at Convening 6.  In the short amount of 
time in the program, Cohort 2 went quickly from “forming” to “storming” as a group.  This has 
affected their development of a different kind of mindset toward movement building and caused 
the faculty and the NoVo Foundation to ask the cohort to recommit to MEV and reset order to 
facilitate the development of a “bigger We.” 

This evaluation report presents the baseline data for Cohort 2, their organizations, and their 
network’s characteristics.  Building on the evaluation data gathered starting in November 2012 
through Summer 2013, this Cohort 2 Evaluation Baseline Report presents the findings from our 
review of Cohort 2’s feedback on the MEV Program design and curriculum, the outcomes 
achieved to date, cohort’s experience of MEV and feedback thus far, and key recommendations.  
Key data sources and methods include: document review; Convening 1 observations; Convening 
1 and 2 and Self-care and Sustainability for Impact (SS&I) workshop evaluations and faculty 
reflections; interviews with 19 cohort members; faculty interview; and a baseline survey which 
captures ratings of outcome impacts and networking among cohort members. 

The Members of Cohort 2 

In order to build on Cohort 1’s visionary work, the primary selection criteria for members of 
Cohort 2, which included up to 20 leaders throughout the nation, was experience as “strategists” 
to end violence against girls and women.  The 18 individuals currently in Cohort 2 are diverse 
demographically and have varying levels of experience in the movement.  Exhibit 1 summarizes 
the key characteristics of Cohort 2.  Compared to the pilot cohort, Cohort 2 members tend to 
be slightly younger in age, more geographically dispersed, and part of newer organizations. 
Cohort 2 members and their organizations are engaged in very diverse issue areas and 
approaches. That is, Cohort 2 members are multi-faceted, focusing on nine different issue 
areas on average.  Many of these issue areas also address matters that are connected to and can 
potentially broaden the work of ending violence against girls and women, such as economic 
justice, education, and immigration. 

It is evident that MEV’s intentional recruitment and selection efforts have yielded an eccletic 
second cohort, that is comprised of diverse and dynamic individuals to propel the movement 
forward.  While Cohort 2 and their work together have only begun to take shape, we offer two 
questions for consideration on cohort selection and composition:  How might the Cohort 2 
selection criteria challenge some MEV norms and practices? How does turnover affect the 
cohort’s collective strengths and reach, as well as its ability to engage in movement building? 
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Exhibit 1. Overview of Cohort 2 Demographics 

 



Cohort 2 Individual and Organizational Level Outcomes 

To set a baseline for capturing change, we drew on different data sources to document outcomes 
at the beginning of Cohort 2’s participation in the program.  Outcome areas benchmarked at 
baseline included leadership characteristics, measured by a 360-degree assessment, 
organizational and social change capacity, captured by the My Healthy Organization (MHO) 
assessment and the Social Change and Advocacy Capacity Tool, and connections to the 
movement and each other, assessed using a networking survey. 

Leadership Characteristics.  Cohort members were rated highly by their colleagues, averaging 
scores of “8” or above for all areas of leadership. Specific leadership findings include the 
following: 

• Cohort members and their colleagues identified similar areas of strength and 
challenges with higher scores for interpersonal skills, work performance, and 
creativity and lower scores for understanding needs and supporting others and 
balancing short- and long-term focus.  

• Like Cohort 1, Cohort 2 members generally ranked themselves lower than their 
colleagues. Overall lower self-scores suggest that many of Cohort 2 members are 
their own harshest critics and have room to gain confidence in their leadership and 
interpersonal skills to see themselves the way their colleagues do. 

• On average, Cohort 2 members rated themselves lower along interpersonal and 
communication dimensions but higher for execution and strategy than Cohort 1. 
Cohort 2 is stronger than Cohort 1 in accountability, balancing short-term and long-
term focus, and creating partnerships to move work, all of which are key strengths for 
translating the movement vision into action. 

Organizational and Social Change Capacity.  Cohort 2 members are supported by established 
organizations that have strong and unifying missions and employ a variety of approaches to 
achieving social change. Key areas for capacity development include evaluation, sustainable 
leadership, and critical thinking.  Specific findings related to organizational capacity include:  

• Organizations show the greatest capacity in the areas of purpose and community 
engagement. Alignment around a shared purpose provides Cohort 2 with a strong 
foundation for engaging their organizations to support the MEV work. Cohort 
organizations are also strong in engaging communities and stakeholders, particularly 
through e-communications and web visibility. 

• Organizations are most challenged by evaluation, structures and practices 
around leadership and management. At most organizations, evaluation and 
community engagement in evaluation is not an on-going practice. These 
organizations also struggle to cultivate shared and sustainable leadership models, 
including leadership development, succession planning, and open communication. 

• Relationships between organizational characteristics and dimensions of 
organizational capacity are strong in expected areas and weak in community 
connections. Not surprisingly, older organizations have more developed 
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infrastructures (e.g., information systems).  However, it is notable that they have low 
levels of community engagement and community leadership.  

Findings around social change capacity include:  

• Cohort organizations are strongest in social change approaches while cohort 
members rated themselves highest in strategic thinking. Cohort 2 members can 
draw on their strengths to help their organizations develop strategic thinking 
practices, including goal setting and leveraging short-term and long-term goals to 
advance their organization’s vision. 

• Critical analysis is an area of growth for both organizations and Cohort 2 
members. Cohort 2 and their organizations have room to grow around use of media 
scans and public polling (conducting scans) and assessing the movement’s core 
strengths and how they relate to others in the movement (landscape mapping).  

• Organizations exhibit the most variation in aspects of organizational capacity. 
Organizations were relatively strong in providing a supportive environment and 
adequate resources and relatively weak in leadership and evaluation capacities. 

Connections to the Movement and Each Other 
The network maps show how Cohort 2 members were connected to each other and the broader 
movement prior to joining the program.  The first and most significant finding is one-third of 
the cohort had no connections with any other person in the cohort prior to joining MEV.  It 
is not surprising, then, that Cohort 2 members were less familiar with each other’s work and 
less likely to see each other as leaders, especially compared to Cohort 1.  As with the previous 
cohort, the NoVo Foundation occupies a central location in the network, connecting cohort 
members and their organizations to one another.  Further, cohort members on the periphery 
have their own  networks and the potential to diversify the MEV network through their 
connections to related movements (e.g., immigrant rights, child sexual abuse, etc.).  Finally, 
although there were some formal collaborative relationship among the cohort members coming 
into the program, as a group, we found three unconnected clusters of collaboration and six 
individuals who did not do any work with other cohort members.  As a group, there is much 
work for members of this cohort to come together and connect with the larger movement. 

Initiative Level Outcomes 

The Cohort 2 ratings of the movement strengths and impact of MEV on initiative level outcomes 
tell an interesting story.  Cohort 2 gave lower ratings of movement strengths than Cohort 1.  
This show a level of caution (“there’s room to grow”).  This reflects many factors at play, 
including: (1) cohort members’ limited exposure and ability to comment on the full breadth and 
depth of the MEV Program; and (2) varying characteristics and experiences among the cohort.   

At the same time, Cohort 2 is taking note of the powerful impact of Cohort 1’s critical 
intersectional analysis, the groundwork laid for social change strategies, the Rockwood Art 
of Leadership training, and the impact of the OD work on Cohort 1 as well as the preliminary 
work done with the OD coaches for Cohort 2.  Interestingly, the cohort consistently rated MEV’s 
impact higher relative to the movement strengths (0.8 points higher across all outcomes).  This 



reflects a recognition of MEV’s achievements and sense of optimism of more progress on these 
outcomes.   

Exhibit 2:   
Cohort 2’s Baseline Assessment of MEV’s Impact on Outcomes 
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Specifically, we asked cohort members to assess MEV’s impact on each of the core outcome 
areas (see Exhibit 2 above).  Following are key findings by goal areas. 

Exhibit 3.  Findings on MEV Impact by Outcome Goal Areas 

• Aligning the Movement:  Generally, the members of Cohort 2 felt the current alignment of the 
movement was “somewhat strong” (1.9).  Cohort 2 members felt that the weakest area of the 
movement was the presence of “a unified and directional vision for the future of the movement,” which 
rated between “not at all strong” and “somewhat strong” (1.4).  The most highly rated outcome in this 
capacity area was “[a cluster of] leaders committed to working together to end VAWG” (2.4). 
 

• Strengthening Individuals and Organizations—Identified as greatest area of impact:  On average, 
cohort members felt MEV has made “good impact” (2.9) on strengthening the individuals and 
organizations of the movement. Cohort members explained that their personal experiences with the 
Rockwood Art of Leadership Training, organizational development work, and the Movement Building 
Convening played key roles.  Additionally, some Cohort 2 members who are colleagues of Cohort 1 
members said they saw changes in their Cohort 1 peers after taking part in MEV.  Consequently, 
Cohort 2 said MEV has had “good impact” on “awareness of self and social identity” (3.3) and 
“organizational capacity to think strategically and engage in social change strategies” (3.2).  They 
stated that MEV has had “some” to “good impact” on encouraging organizations to adopt “models to 
best advance organizational missions and organizing work” (2.3).   

Interestingly, three of the five highest rated outcomes in this category are intermediate to long-term 
outcomes (sustainable leadership, shared leadership models, and ecosystem of organizations).  This 
speaks to the impact of MEV that was observed by Cohort 2, even early in their participation in MEV. 
 

• Enhancing Movement’s Capacity to Advocate for Social Change:  Cohort 2’s average ranking 
across all outcome areas for this capacity area is 1.8, indicating that, as a group, cohort members view 
the movement’s ability to advocate for social change as between “not at all strong” and “somewhat 
strong.”  In terms of MEV impact, cohort members assessed the impact level as between “some 
impact” and “good impact.” The cohort felt that MEV has made a slightly stronger impact on increasing 
“capacity across cohorts to gauge, target, and shift attitudes and behaviors related to gender-based 
violence” (2.7) than on supporting “effective research and messaging to inform social change efforts 
and support projects/campaigns” (2.4) and “knowledge of and capacity to use fundamental and cutting 
edge advocacy, organizing, and campaign tools and strategies” (2.3).  That being said, many cohort 
members chose “too early to tell” for these outcome areas; this was not surprising since the cohort has 
not engaged in any work around enhancing the movement’s capacity to advocate for social change yet. 
 

• Building Critical Mass within the Movement and with Other Movements: Cohort 2, on average, 
reported that the current strength of the movement is between “not at all strong” and “somewhat strong” 
for this capacity area, though MEV is perceived as having some impact, particularly on the use of 
intersectional framing. 
 

• Engagement of Other Funders—Identified as the lowest area of impact:  Cohort members ranked 
the current funding strategy as “somewhat strong” (1.8) and felt MEV has made at least “some impact” 
on this capacity area.  Note that 10 of the 17 cohort members thought it was too early to tell whether 
MEV had made an impact on funder engagement strategy, which is expected given where they are in 
the program. 
 



Progress to Date 

Our analysis shows that the different program emphasis and cohort characteristics are playing 
significant roles in the outcomes reported thus far.  Overall, Cohort 2 has brought a high level of 
criticality to the program and a willingness to take action to advance Cohort 1’s vision.   

Individual level outcomes:  Cohort 2 members have engaged in self-work to enhance their 
leadership skills.  They are stepping outside of their comfort zone to re-examine their life 
purpose and connect to the broader movement work.  Specifically, all cohort members who 
attended the Rockwood training this year (16) reported experiencing profound transformations 
through increased awareness about themselves, their purpose, and their ability to lead.  
Moreover, Rockwood has facilitated some members’ decision to leave their organizations and 
helped them to navigate through major change and transitions with more clarity.   

MEV has also created an all-too-rare space for reflection and raising awareness of individual, 
organizational, and movement habits that are counter to leaders’ well-being and longevity of the 
movement.  In fact, among SS&I workshop participants: 

• 97% agreed or strongly agreed that they have an increased appreciation for the 
relationships between self-care, sustainability, and impact. 

• 95% reported an enhanced personal practice of self-care. 

• 94% reported an enhanced organizational practice of self-care. 

Organizational Level Outcomes:  The impacts at the organizational level have taken several 
forms.  At least nine of the cohort members reported having movement building conversations 
with their staff upon their return from Convening 1.  Cohort members also talked extensively 
about the application of Rockwood tools and learnings to impact their organizations.  In addition, 
the Self–Care and Sustainability Workshops is beginning to have a ripple effect on cohort 
members’ organizations through increased dialogue about the relationship between personal, 
organizational, and self-care and plans to apply what they learned from the workshop. 

Cohort Connection and Cohesiveness:  At the cohort level, the results have been mixed with 
most cohort participants asking for more and better facilitated opportunities to learn, exchange, 
and build solid relationships with each other.  As noted earlier, many cohort members did not 
know each other prior to joining the MEV Program.  However, they have quickly seized on the 
opportunity to network, collaborate, and learn from each other.  Some of these exchanges were a 
direct result of MEV inter-session work and the India workgroup, following up with Rockwood 
Leading Forward plan buddies, but other connections and collaborations were initiated by the 
cohort members themselves, including meetings over lunch, dinner, and meeting up at 
conferences. 

Movement Engagement:  While it is still very early to discuss impacts on the movement level 
outcomes, the cohort members’ attitude—about the MEV vision, willingness to host movement-
building conversations, sharing their learnings with their partners, and willingness to become 
spokespeople for MEV—show the extent of their integration into the program and readiness to 
assume movement-level leadership.   



viii 
 

Recommendations 

The Cohort 2 feedback prior to Convening 2 suggests that they need more time for setting, 
resetting, and creating supports and collaborative spaces for networking and exploration of 
alignment and bringing learnings back to cohort’s organizations.  Following are some 
recommendations for consideration: 

• Rethink the timing and sequence of activities in bringing Cohort 2 onboard.   

• Devote more attention throughout the new cohort’s onboarding and first several 
months to help members absorb and own the program expectations, particularly 
their “task as cohort.”   

• Use the landscape exercise in order to broaden the understanding of Cohort 2’s 
purpose in the MEV Program.   

• Establish clearer group agreements upfront on the process for group decision 
making.   

• Provide adequate opportunities for a new cohort to create a basic sense of 
alignment.   

• Consider sending cohort participants to Rockwood prior to the first convening so 
individuals can practice navigating personal and political issues. 

• Explore how the cultural competency of the Rockwood leadership model can be 
enhanced and include more conversations on building stronger cross-movement 
partnerships with social justice allies. 

• Provide better infrastructure/administrative support to OD coaches and cohort 
members.  

• Devote more time to help cohort members secure organizational buy-in to 
concepts that are counter to activists’ habits and culture.  Similarly, provide 
cohort members with support on sharing learnings from Rockwood with their 
organizations.  

• Continually pay attention to setting and resetting as required to ensure that key 
MEV program signature elements are not lost.  

• Strike the right balance in engaging faculty as organizers, facilitators, and thought 
partners and cohort members as leaders.   

• Readjust the evaluation design to focus less on Cohort 2 training/convening 
activities, and more on movement building activities by MEV staff and faculty, 
Cohort 1 alumni and Cohort 2 members.   

In conclusion, this report marks the expansion of the MEV Program.  While Cohort 2 appears to 
be off to a slightly rocky start and needs time for resetting, recommitting, and connecting to each 
other, the faculty, and the program, they (and their organizations) bring tremendous strategic 
thinking and social change skills, capacity, and networks to translate the Vision created by 
Cohort 1 into action.   
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I. INTRODUCTION 

In 2012, the Move to End Violence (MEV), a program of the NoVo Foundation, launched its 
second cohort of movement leaders and change makers.  As the MEV Program continues to 
pursue its bold vision of strengthening the collective capacity of the U.S. movement to end 
violence against girls and women, MEV has evolved to reflect the priorities of the 10-year 
initiative for each subsequent cohort. 

Social Policy Research Associates (SPR) is pleased to submit this baseline report to provide a 
snapshot of the second cohort in the third year of the 10-year initiative.  In addition to describing 
the cohort members and their organizations at the beginning of their participation in MEV, we 
also present our analysis of the cohort members’ reflections on the major outcomes targeted by 
the initiative.  The report is also designed to provide feedback on progress to date and 
considerations as the initiative moves forward with its implementation. 

MEV’s Design Changes 

In this introductory chapter, we provide highlights of how the MEV Program has shifted in its 
second cycle, the evaluation framework and methods, and an overview of the report. 

Move to End Violence is designed to make deep investments in and have an impact at the 
individual, organizational, and movement levels.  For Cohort 2, signature program elements that 
have stayed the same include: (1) convenings set in restorative, nurturing, and natural settings; 
(2) an emphasis on self care and strategic thinking; (3) physical practice and experiential 
learning; (4) exchanges with inspiring leaders (e.g., through fireside chats); (5) an international 
convening to learn from and with allied organizations and movements; (6) learning that is 
participant-directed, relevant, and integrated in daily work; (7) time, space, and technology to 
foster community and collaboration; (8) general support and organizational development grants 
for participating organizations; and (9) value of openness and sharing with members of the 
broader community.   
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Based on the mandate for Cohort 2, reduction in the program resources, and reflections on 
learnings from the pilot cohort, the emphasis of the program has shifted to an emphasis on the 
following:1

• Encouragements of analytical thinking and a sharper focus on strategy 
development   earlier in the program cycle 

 

• Addressing of power and barriers to power at the individual, group, and 
movement levels  

• More choice on participation in certain program elements 

• Ensuring external impact beyond those in the cohort through the following 
mechanisms: 

− Improved convening communications materials  and  educational 
tools (e.g., new tools/practices/exercises to help the cohort members 
bring the learnings home to benefit their organizations.) 

− A new MEV staff member responsible for supporting a learning 
community by building a resource center, packaging program 
materials, developing webinars and creating other mechanisms for 
building the capacity in the field.  

− Strategies for online engagement and social media, and pursuit of  
opportunities to partner with other capacity builders in the field (ex. 
Prevent Connect)  

− More presence at movement conferences, partnering with Cohort 2 in 
a more vigorous communications strategy to expand the program’s 
reach and engage others in conversation.  

− Regional strategic thinking sessions to engage partners in the field 
(beyond the cohorts and their organizations) in fundamental skill 
development and applied thinking.  

− Encouraging the cohort to consider engaging their allies more along 
the way, by  inviting them to contribute to the mapping and landscape 
work, by sharing thinking and products along the way, and by “rolling 
out” their final thinking at meetings and conferences during the fall of 
2014 as a way to reach more people across the country.  

Finally, while still focused on building community as a goal, the program is de-emphasizing 
experiential development of a “beloved community” and internal transformation of the 
individual as the foundational way to change movements.  This includes less focus on the use of 

                                                 
1  See the following document for more details:  Cohort 2 Design and Design Changes:  December 2012 – 

December 2014. 
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poetry and other cultural technologies as ways to shift individual and group thinking.  A final 
change in the design was the decision to not send the cohort members as a group to the 
Rockwood Leadership Institute.  Rather, they attended in small clusters and were able to interact 
with other activists.   

The primary selection criteria for members of the second cohort, which included 20 leaders from 
across the United States, was experience in social change strategy development to end violence 
against girls and women.  Specific information on the selection criteria and background 
information of Cohort 2 members are summarized in Chapter II.   

Figure 1 below summarizes of the MEV Roadmap for Cohort 2 through December 2014.  

Figure 1: 
MEV Cohort 2 
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About the Evaluation 
Our overall approach is driven by a dual focus on capturing the multi-level outcomes of the 
NoVo Foundation’s investment in the movement building as we simultaneously draw out key 
learnings emerging from this innovative program.  The evaluation design allows for flexibility in 
making mid-course changes to ensure that our efforts can evolve with any changes that the MEV 
work may take. 

Evaluation Questions 

The evaluation is guided by the MEV Logic Model (Exhibit I-2) and several core evaluation 
questions, which frame our data collection and analysis for the evaluation.  The questions are 
organized according to the major MEV goals.  Because this work is pioneering, these questions 
are framed as both learning and evaluative in nature. 

Exhibit I-1: 
Evaluation and Learning Questions 

Aligning the movement  

1. How has this initiative helped to facilitate the development of a common vision for the movement 
that is deeply embraced by promising leaders and that uses critical race, class, and gender 
analyses? 

2. How does this Initiative build upon past work while also clearly demonstrating forward motion on 
ending violence against women and girls? 

Strengthening individuals and organizations in the movement 

3. To what extent has the initiative promoted a healthy, thriving movement by experientially 
increasing the capacity of individuals and organizations to end violence against women and girls?  

4. What is the nexus between individual leaders’ increasing self-awareness, better articulation of 
movement values in organizations’ mission, vision, and values, and leaders’ ability to advance to 
the movement? 

Enhancing the movement’s capacity to advocate for social change  

5. How has this initiative promoted and equipped participants to use cutting-edge social change 
theories and tools as the primary strategy to advocate for ending violence against women and girls 
in the U.S.?  What skills, knowledge, and strategies are leaders using as a result of the trainings? 

6. What partnerships and collaborations are forming as a result of this initiative?   

Building critical mass within the movement and other movements  

7. To what extent has the initiative mobilized a critical mass of transformed leaders and 
organizations such that the movement's narrative and direction is impacted and incorporates 
global perspectives and cross-movement collaboration? 

8. How does the MEV Program help those in the movement feel connected and engaged? How do 
those within the large movement feel about this Initiative? 

Integration of Cornerstones and Impact of Collaboration 

9. What are the interactions among the various levels, i.e., individual, organizational, 
network/movement levels?  How do changes at certain levels affect other levels?   
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10. What is the impact of the collaborative work of Movement Building Initiative participants? 

Engagement of other funders  

11. How well has a funder engagement strategy informed and generated greater interest and 
investment in the work of the movement to end violence against women and girls (VAWG)? 

12. Under what circumstances can a movement be shaped or changed by a funder?  What would 
need to be in place for a funder to shape the movement?  What can be learned about a funder’s 
most strategic role in advancing a movement from the ground up? 

Challenges and Lessons Learned 

13. What are major challenges and lessons learned about designing and implementing a large scale, 
multi-year movement building initiative such as this one?  What are the challenges of ensuring that 
this initiative’s implementation mirrors the movement building process?  

14. How is this initiative promoting longer-term sustainability of the movement’s leadership and work? 
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Exhibit I-2: 
Move to End Violence Program Logic Model 
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Data Sources 

Following are key sources of data that informed the baseline data analysis and report: 

• Observation and Documentation of Cohort 2’s attendance of Convening 1.  
The design of the Cohort 2 evaluation enables us to attend only the first and last 
convening of Cohort 2 to make direct observations.  Because Cohort 2’s first 
convening occurred as multiple convenings were happening simultaneously 
(Cohort 1’s last convening, the Movement Convening of allies, and Cohort 1’s 
first convening), SPR has had limited but strategic opportunities to observe 
Cohort 2.  Our observation of Convening1 informed the evaluation in that we 
were able to observe how MEV’s iterative process of onboarding and supporting 
multiple cohorts built upon one another to help network, coordinate, strengthen 
the broader movement.   

• Convenings 1 and 2 Summary and Analysis and Post-Convening Debriefings.  
Building upon convening observation notes taken by SPR or the MEV staff, we 
summarized the meeting highlights and analyzed what worked, what did not work 
for the participants, key take-aways, and considerations for the next convening 
and phase of the project.  These summaries also included:  (1) training evaluations 
completed by the participants; and (2) completed faculty reflections.  Immediately 
after each convening, we presented the evaluation results in program faculty 
debriefings.   

• Interim Work:   

− Rockwood Art of Leadership Training:   The majority of cohort 
members attended the Rockwood Art of Leadership Training in the 
early part of 2013 between Convening 1 and Convening 2.  We 
collected their evaluations of this training for review.  Four cohort 
members have already attended the Art of Leadership Training will 
attend the Advance Art of Leadership training instead in 2014. 

− Self Care for Sustainability and Impact (SSI) Workshops.  To gain 
a sense of the interim training and work, we reviewed the agenda, and 
completed participant evaluation forms and are participating in the 
OD Team’s debrief and reflection from this training series with 
Norma Wong. 

• Document Review.  We coordinated with the faculty to gather and review 
documents to gain a deeper understanding and track progress of the Initiative and 
its participants.  To date, these documents have included (1) background 
documents on the participant selection process for each of the cohorts, including 
participant application forms; (2) MEV Program documents (e.g. curricula, 
worksheets, readings) and developed tools, (3) available documentation of the 
first and second convenings and the Rockwood Leadership Institute; and (4) 
reports from the Movement Building Vision sharing conversations with allies.  
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• Quantitative Data:  Prior to Convening 1 and between Convening 1 and 
Convening 2, the following quantitative data were collected and are used as data 
sources in this baseline report: 

− 360-degree leadership assessments.  Rockwood Leadership Institute 
provided SPR with  individual-level 360-degree assessment results 
from participants.  Such individual-level data set a baseline for 
leadership capacity in the pilot cohort and will allow for deeper 
analysis of program impact on individual participants at the end of 
their participation. 

− My Healthy Organization (MHO).  To gain insight into organizational 
capacity, the MEV program adopted a new organization assessment 
tool called My Healthy Organization.  The MHO has a special focus 
on social change advocacy and direct service organizations. We 
analyzed Cohort 2’s organizational assessment from this newly 
adapted tool. The results presented in the baseline report provide 
deeper insights into the cohort members and their organization’s 
strengths and weaknesses.  

− MEV Social Change Advocacy Capacity Assessment. In partnership 
with the MEV faculty, SPR developed a customized assessment tool 
to capture Cohort 2’s individual and organizational capacities in the 
areas of strategic thinking, critical analysis, social change approaches 
(e.g. alliance building, community organizing, media, policy 
advocacy, and social norm changing), and organizational policy 
advocacy capacity. The results presented in this baseline report 
provide deeper insights into the cohort members and their 
organization’s potential to further the MEV goals of “advocating for 
change.”  

− The social network survey.  In November of 2012, we administered a 
social network survey at the beginning of Cohort 2’s participation to 
set a baseline for measuring changes in the depth and nature of 
cohort’s relationships with each other and the movement over the 
course of their participation in the MEV Program.   

• Baseline interviews with cohort participants and colleagues from their 
organizations.  From April to May of 2013, we conducted telephone interviews 
with Cohort 2 members.  The goals of these interviews were to document reasons 
for applying to MEV, cohort members’ feedback on the events to date 
(Convening 1 and the Self-Care and Strategic Thinking workshop), and 
recommendations for improvements in the MEV program.  It is important to note 
that because all of the cohort interviews occurred before Convening 2, the 
qualitative interview data presented in this report emphasized feedback on the 
MEV program prior to cohort members’ experience of the Rockwood Leadership 
training in Convening 2. 
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Overview of the Report 
In addition to this introductory chapter, this report includes the following five chapters: 

• Chapter II:  The Members of Cohort 2.  This chapter provides an overview of 
the members of the first cohort, including (1) key individual characteristics and 
backgrounds, (2) their reasons for applying, and (3) information on their 
organizations. 

• Chapter III:  Baseline of Cohort 2 Individual- and Organization-Level 
Outcomes.  This chapter provides a summary of (1) leadership characteristics (2) 
organizational capacity, and (3) connections to the movement and to each other. 

• Chapter IV:  Baseline of Initiative Level Outcomes.  This chapter presents key 
evaluation findings for the major initiative outcomes under the five major areas 
targeted by MEV: (1) aligning the movement, (2) strengthening individuals and 
organizations, (3) building the movement’s capacity for social change, (4) 
enhancing critical mass, and (5) engagement of other funders. 

• Chapter V:  Progress to Date.  In this chapter, we present key findings based on 
participants’ feedback to date on the program and discuss preliminary challenges, 
issues and preliminary outcomes at the individual, organizational, cohort, and 
movement levels. 

• Chapter VI:  Recommendations.  This final chapter surfaces implications as 
they pertain to program design for future cohorts and supporting current cohort 
members to advance the movement building goals of MEV.   
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II.    THE MEMBERS OF COHORT 2 

With the launch of Cohort 2, MEV faculty and program staff sought to sustain and strengthen the 
MEV Program by engaging a new group of movement leaders and change makers. This time, 
however, the program looked for “strategists,” in contrast to the “sparks” that comprised the pilot 
cohort. These strategists would play pivotal roles in “grappling with, deepening, refining, and 
translating” the movement vision conceptualized by the pilot cohort. Moreover, these strategists 
would be essential in helping the program and the broader movement to end violence against 
girls and women to better understand the landscape and existing opportunities, address 
underlying tensions and power dynamics, and ultimately identify ways to collectively work 
towards social change. This chapter provides an overview of MEV’s search for these strategists 
and the individuals selected to further the program’s vision and goals as part of the second 
cohort. 

Selection Process 
To guide their recruitment and selection process, MEV faculty and program staff discussed and 
defined what it meant to be a “strategist” in the movement. These strategists share many of the 
same characteristics as the change makers from the pilot cohort, in that they are all dedicated to 
ending violence against girls and women, self-reflective and in pursuit of personal growth, and 
energized about the MEV Program and its potential to affect social change. MEV faculty and 
program staff also felt that it was important to continue to engage organizations that are 
committed to ending violence against girls and women through social change, aligned with 
NoVo’s grantmaking strategy, and able and willing to support the full participation of their 
respective applicants.  

In addition to the characteristics highlighted above, MEV faculty and program staff identified six 
unique criteria for being a strategist. These include: (1) self-defined leadership, (2) intersectional 
analysis of and approach to social justice work, (3) readiness and openness to engage in 
conversations around tensions and conflicts in the movement, (4) forward and strategic thinking, 
(5) movement-minded collaborator, and (6) strategic and experienced in social change 
campaigns. Whereas some criteria (i.e., movement-minded collaborator) had been previously 
emphasized in lesser degrees, others (i.e., self-defined leadership, readiness to engage in difficult 
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conversations) were developed specifically for this group and underscored the differing goals for 
these two cohorts. Exhibit II-1 lists the new and recurring criteria that guided the search for 
Cohort 2. 

Exhibit II-1. Cohort 2 Selection Criteria 

 

With these selection criteria in place, MEV faculty and program staff engaged in a recruitment 
and selection process that was fairly similar to that of Cohort 1. They launched an “open” 
application process, drawing upon pilot cohort members, the NoVo Foundation, the MEV 
Advisory Committee, and other key stakeholders and their respective networks to get the word 
out about the opportunity. During the one-month application period, MEV faculty and program 
staff also hosted two informational conference calls for prospective applicants. Through these 
recruitment efforts, MEV ultimately received over 140 applications. NoVo and MEV staff 
members then conducted interviews with top candidates, inquiring about topics such as 
leadership style, capacity for movement building, experience in social change advocacy, 
organizational strengths, and personal analysis and approach towards ending violence against 
girls and women. In the end, 20 individuals were selected to be part of Cohort 2.1

                                                 
1  Two cohort members, Rachel Durchslag and Anu Bhagwati, have withdrawn from the MEV program since the 

launch of this cohort. Rachel departed after Convening 1 and Anu departed after Convening 2. 
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Cohort Members and Their Organizations 
Overall, the 18 individuals who currently comprise Cohort 2 are diverse in terms of their 
demographic characteristics, reflecting a wide range of age, racial and ethnic backgrounds, and 
experience in the movement to end violence against girls and women. Cohort members are aged 
28 to 57, and have been involved in this work for as few as six years and as many as 34 years. 
The organizations that these cohort members represent are equally diverse, varying greatly in 
terms of organizational age, annual budget, staff size, and communities served. For instance, 
participating organizations range in age from two to 92 years, span 10 different states, and range 
in annual budget from under $100,000 to over $70 million. 

Cohort 2 is not only demographically diverse; it is also demographically distinct from its 
applicant pool and pilot cohort peers. Compared to its applicant pool, Cohort 2 is significantly 
more diverse in terms of racial and ethnic backgrounds represented and less diverse in terms of 
age and geography. While Cohort 2 is much more demographically similar to Cohort 1 than its 
applicant pool, differences are still apparent when looking at these two cohorts. Namely, 
compared to the pilot cohort, Cohort 2 members tend to be slightly younger in age, more 
geographically dispersed, and tend to be part of newer organizations. Exhibit II-2 provides an 
infographic summarizing these demographic characteristics of Cohort 2.  

Even greater diversity and distinctions emerge when looking at the issue areas and approaches in 
which Cohort 2 members and their organizations are engaged. In terms of issues areas, Cohort 2 
members are quite multi-faceted, focusing on nine different issue areas on average. Many of 
these issue areas also address matters that are connected to and yet broader than the work of 
ending violence against girls and women, such as economic justice, education, and immigration. 
Exhibit II-3 presents a visual that details cohort members’ issue areas. Likewise, Cohort 2 
members are experienced in a range of social change approaches, identifying nine different 
social change approaches in their repertoire on average. In contrast to pilot cohort members, 
Cohort 2 members tend to use a greater number and more diverse types of approaches. For 
instance, whereas the pilot cohort primarily engaged in advocacy, research, and community 
organizing, Cohort 2 is also experienced in these approaches, as well as others, such as online 
organizing, cultural activism, and social marketing. Indeed, this broad and deep experience in 
social change approaches attests to MEV faculty and program staff members’ efforts to find 
individuals who are strategic and experienced in leading social change campaigns. 

To supplement our understanding of Cohort 2 as a whole, Exhibit II-4 provides brief profiles on 
each of the cohort members and their respective organizations. 
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Exhibit II-2. Overview of Cohort 2 Demographics 
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Exhibit II-3. Issue Areas Represented in Cohort 2 
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Exhibit II-4. Profiles of Cohort 2 Members 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cohort Member: ANDREA LEE, Co-Director    Years at org: 8 Years in movement: 17 

Organization: Mujeres Unidas y Activas     Org age: 22 Staff size: 18 

Mission: To promote personal transformation and build community power for social and economic justice among Latina immigrant 
women.  

Cohort Member: ANNIKA GIFFORD, Policy and Research Manager  Years at org: 5 Years in movement: 12 

Organization: National Resource Center on Domestic Violence  Org age: 19 Staff size: 15 

Mission: To engage with organizations, communities, and individuals to strengthen capacity to effectively address domestic violence 
and intersection issues, as part of a social change movement to end gender-based violence. 

Cohort Member: ARCHI PYATI, Deputy Director     Years at org: 4  Years in movement: 8 

Organization: Sanctuary for Families (Immigration Intervention Project)  Org age: 29 Staff size: 150 

Mission: To ensure the safety, healing, and self-determination of victims of domestic violence and related forms of gender violence. 

Cohort Member: CRISTY CHUNG, Program and Operations Manager  Years at org: 1  Years in movement: 25 

Organization: Asian & Pacific Islander Institute on Domestic Violence   Org age: 12 Staff size: 6 

Mission: To eliminate domestic violence in Asian and Pacific Islander communities. 

Cohort Member: DEBBIE LEE, Senior Vice President   Years at org: 32 Years in movement: 34 

Organization: Futures Without Violence      Org age: 32 Staff size: 34 

Mission: To prevent and end violence against women and children in the U.S. and around the world. 

Cohort Member: EESHA PANDIT, Executive Director   Years at org: 1 Years in movement: 10 

Organization: (Formerly with) Men Stopping Violence   Org age: 30 Staff size: 7 

Mission: To dismantle belief systems, social structures, and institutional practices that oppress women and children and dehumanize 
men themselves at the local, national, and international levels. 

Cohort Member: HEIDI LEHMANN, Director     Years at org: 10 Years in movement: 15 

Organization: International Rescue Committee (Women’s Protection & Empowerment) Org age: 6  Staff size: 20 

Mission: To facilitate the healing, dignity, and self-determination of women and girls, including those who have experienced 
violence. 

Cohort Member: JODEEN OLGUIN-TAYLER, Field Director   Years at org: 2 Years in movement: 11 

Organization: Caring Across Generations     Org age: 2 Staff size: 7 

Mission: To transform long-term care for all by improving the quality of supports and services for seniors and people with 
disabilities through the creation of 2 million new quality direct care jobs. 

Cohort Member: KELLY MILLER, Executive Director   Years at org: 7 Years in movement: 30 

Organization: Idaho Coalition Against Sexual and Domestic Violence  Org age: 18 Staff size: 14 

Mission: To engage voices to create change in the prevention, intervention, and response to domestic violence, dating abuse, 
stalking, and sexual assault. 
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Cohort Member: KLARISSA OH, Executive Director    Years at org: 3 Years in movement: 6 

Organization: Oregon Abuse Advocates and Survivors in Service  Org age: 3 Staff size: 2 

Mission: To protect children from sexual abuse and to empower survivors of child sexual abuse through public awareness, 
education, and advocacy. 

Cohort Member: LOVISA STANNOW, Executive Director   Years at org: 10 Years in movement: 25 

Organization: Just Detention International    Org age: 30 Staff size: 16 

Mission: To end sexual abuse in all forms of detention. 

Cohort Member: MARCIA OLIVO, Gender Justice Coordinator   Years at org: 4 Years in movement: 15 

Organization: Miami Workers Center     Org age: 13 Staff size: 8 

Mission: To organize and develop conscious leadership within Miami’s working class communities for economic, gender, and racial 
equality. 

Cohort Member: MONIQUE HOEFLINGER, Senior Program Officer  Years at org: 2 Years in movement: 8 

Organization: (Formerly with) Ms. Foundation for Women   Org age: 39 Staff size: 35 

Mission: To support organizations and projects at the local, state, regional, and national levels in the U.S., as well as engage in direct 
advocacy and communications on women’s issues at the national level. 

Cohort Member: NICOLE MATTHEWS, Executive Director   Years at org: 10 Years in movement: 15 

Organization: Minnesota Indian Women’s Sexual Assault Coalition  Org age: 10  Staff size: 5 

Mission: To strengthen the voices of Indian women and build resources to create awareness and eliminate sexual violence against 
Indian women and children. 

Cohort Member: SANDRA PARK, Senior Staff Attorney   Years at org: 5 Years in movement: 9 

Organization: American Civil Liberties Union (Women’s Rights Project)  Org age: 92 Staff size: 300 

Mission: To protect the basic human rights and civil liberties of all Americans through litigation, advocacy, and public education at 
the national, state, and local levels.  

Cohort Member: SCHEHERAZADE TILLET, Executive Director   Years at org: 8 Years in movement: 13 

Organization: A Long Walk Home     Org age: 9 Staff size: 3 

Mission: To use art therapy and the visual and performing arts to end violence against women and girls. 

Cohort Member: TONY PORTER, Co-Founder    Years at org: 10 Years in movement: 20 

Organization: A Call to Men      Org age: 10 Staff size: 5 

Mission: To galvanize a national movement of men committed to ending violence and discrimination against women and girls. 

Cohort Member: TRINA GREENE, Youth Leadership and Development Manager Years at org: 6 Years in movement: 10 

Organization: (Formerly with) Peace Over Violence    Org age: 41 Staff size: 35 

Mission: To build healthy relationships, families, and communities free from sexual, domestic and interpersonal violence. 
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Participation Goals of Cohort Members 
As the second cohort to participate in MEV, Cohort 2 members joined the program with a strong 
sense for the opportunities that would be available and most relevant to them. Indeed, most 
cohort members shared in their first round of interviews that they were curious and eager to 
finally be on the frontlines of a program that they had been interested in and following for some 
time. Many cohort members also attributed their readiness to the particular timing of the 
program, noting that it had coincided with significant organizational, professional, and/or 
personal milestones and windows of opportunity. As such, cohort members articulated a number 
of goals for their participation in MEV, some of which resemble those of the pilot cohort while 
others illuminate new priority areas for the program. The following are five main goals that were 
consistently shared by Cohort 2 members. 

• To be part of a movement that is addressing violence against girls and 
women in a systemic, proactive, and affirmative way. Like their pilot cohort 
peers, Cohort 2 members view MEV as a rare and unique opportunity to be “part 
of something bigger.” Cohort members like Andrea, Marcia, and Sandra 
explained that they all too often feel the “profound lack of a movement,” 
persisting with work that is reactive, disjointed, and lacking in long-term strategy 
and vision. Others like Cristy and Tony underscored the need to address the 
deeply embedded social and cultural factors that perpetuate and justify violence 
against girls and women. For these cohort members, participating in MEV 
represents a decisive pivot, one that will hopefully shift them and others in the 
field from operating reactively to proactively, from focusing on symptoms to root 
causes, and from acting as individuals and organizations to acting as a movement. 

• To foster a more intersectional movement to end violence against girls and 
women. Cohort 2 members are particularly interested in using their time in the 
program to engage in intersectional understanding and analysis. Many cohort 
members, such as Heidi, Lovisa, Marcia, Monique, Nicole, and Tony, feel 
strongly that they work on behalf of issues and communities that are not 
recognized by the broader movement to end violence against girls and women, 
and that it is therefore their responsibility to bring a particular “voice and 
perspective” to the cohort. For these cohort members, MEV is a critical 
opportunity to serve as a “bridge.” Yet, they seek to not just inform their peers, 
using their experience with and expertise on specific issues and communities; 
they also seek to learn from their peers and broaden their perspectives. Moreover, 
while these cohort members certainly want their issues and communities to be 
more visible and better integrated into the broader movement, they also endeavor 
to be part of a movement that acknowledges and values diversity. Two cohort 
members aptly described their cohort’s strong yet highly nuanced view on the 
importance of intersectional analysis: 

[I want to] really think, implore, and work with others to think of 
the work on ending violence against women and girls in a way that 
will enable us to link with other social justice movements here in 
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the U.S. and also abroad…There are amazing folks doing 
intersectional work that the movement as a whole has not leaned 
forward into, and that’s something I believe very strongly in. 

      --Eesha 
How do we have a conversation and really think through having 
an intersectional approach that makes sure people in the margins 
are included? Much of the movement and the work to end violence 
against women has not necessarily served or included tribal 
women; it’s always taken the work of tribal women to move the 
work in our communities. How do we all move together so it’s 
relevant to all of us? 

      --Nicole 
• To belong to a genuine community of peers who both challenge and support 

each other. To many Cohort 2 members, one of the most significant outcomes of 
the pilot cohort was the strong relationships that the members had developed with 
one another – and they are eager to build and be part of a similar kind of 
community. Cohort members like Annika and Debbie explained that leaders in the 
movement rarely have time and space to network, let alone opportunities to 
connect in deep and meaningful ways. Others like Klarissa and Eesha noted that 
for those who are newer to the movement, finding peers is even more essential yet 
paradoxically more challenging. As such, these cohort members view MEV as an 
unparalleled opportunity to break through this sense of isolation, gain a support 
network, and find inspiring peers who can “push their thinking.” 

• To become a stronger leader and better understand role in the broader 
movement. Both new and veteran leaders in Cohort 2 seek to strengthen their 
leadership skills and abilities through their participation in MEV. Newer leaders 
like Trina and Sandra shared that they were drawn to the program’s leadership 
development activities and supports, as well as opportunities to collaborate with 
and learn from veterans in the movement. In contrast, more experienced leaders 
like Heidi felt that the program could help them to “re-spark” and avoid becoming 
“too set in [their] ways.” Both groups of leaders, however, hope that being part of 
the program will help them to become stronger and more self-aware leaders so 
that they can be more effective in their respective organizations and the broader 
movement. 

• To explore social change strategies and collectively ascertain ways to evaluate 
this type of work. Given that they are “strategists,” Cohort 2 members are eager 
to learn about and gain experience with different kinds of social change strategies 
as part of their MEV experience. Cohort members like Heidi are especially 
interested in learning about campaign development and skills, strategic planning, 
landscape assessments, and organizing. Others like Annika and Kelly are 
interested in working together to define what it means to be “effective” in social 
change work and identify ways to measure and track progress towards these 
benchmarks. For these cohort members, this particular phase of the MEV 
Program represents an invaluable opportunity to not only equip leaders with 
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social change strategies but also prioritize the development and use of these skills 
within the broader movement. One cohort member encapsulated this sentiment: 

There is a real need and opportunity to transform this sector in a 
way that would allow it to play more of a leadership role in the 
entire progressive movement. To do that, we need to have 
organizations and leaders who are experienced campaigners. And 
I hope to contribute that experience to a group of women who have 
other incredible leadership strengths.  

      --Jodeen 
Further, a number of Cohort 2 members like Eesha and Heidi endeavor to use their time in MEV 
to find ways to better connect the U.S. movement to end violence against girls and women to 
other social change movements happening abroad. Several cohort members like Klarissa and 
Scheherazade also shared that they hope to learn more about and engage in self-care practices, 
noting that they resonated greatly with the program’s holistic paradigm and emphasis on 
sustainable leadership and healthy organizational practices. 

Ultimately, it is evident that the intentional efforts of MEV faculty and program staff have 
yielded an exciting and engaged second cohort, comprised of diverse and dynamic individuals 
who are enthusiastic to propel MEV forward yet also impart their own unique imprint on this 
program. While Cohort 2 and their work together have only begun to take shape, we offer two 
key questions that may be useful to explore moving forward, as they would provide the program 
with additional insights about this recruitment and selection process and its influence on cohort 
development and progress. These questions are: 

• How might some of the Cohort 2 selection criteria be at odds with each other and 
introduce conflicting tendencies? For instance, while MEV faculty and program 
staff sought to select individuals who are both “ready and willing to engage in 
conversations around tensions and conflicts in the movement” and “movement-
minded collaborators,” how might cohort members’ commitment to candor 
impede collaboration and vice-versa? How can these two characteristics be drawn 
upon when establishing group agreements and group culture so that they 
complement, rather than conflict, with one another? What is the appropriate 
balance between candor and collaboration? Are there certain tasks or activities for 
which each of these characteristics is particularly well-suited? 

• How does cohort member and organizational turnover affect the cohort, as well 
as its collective ability to engage in movement building? Although the issue of 
cohort member and organizational turnover is not new to the MEV Program, it is 
especially salient for Cohort 2, as two cohort members departed from the program 
and three transitioned out of their organizations within the first several months of 
the program cycle. Given the program’s emphasis on cohort-based learning and 
work and the important role that key organizations play in the movement, how do 
these transitions affect the development and cohesiveness of the cohort? 
Moreover, given that Cohort 2’s work will center on connecting different sectors, 
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communities, and issue areas to collectively end violence against girls and 
women, what “bridges” are lost when these transitions occur? For example, how 
might the cohort continue to engage military institutions in the absence of Anu 
Bhagwati and Service Women’s Action Network? What continuing role can the 
Ms. Foundation play in helping to engage funders in this work, even though 
Monique is no longer with the foundation? In instances where cohort members, 
such as Rachel Durchslag, depart early on in this program cycle, are there ways in 
which alternate candidates could be integrated into the cohort to fill such voids?  

In the next chapter, we continue to explore the skills, experience, and interests of Cohort 2, as 
well as ways in which they can be supported most effectively, by looking at baseline data on the 
leadership of cohort members and the capacities of their organizations. 
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III.    BASELINE OF COHORT 2 INDIVIDUAL- AND 
ORGANIZATION-LEVEL OUTCOMES 

Selected for their strategic skills to move the MEV Program forward, Cohort 2 members entered 
the program as “self-defined” leaders in their respective fields, drawing on the support of 
organizations aligned with the NoVo vision. In this chapter, we examine the leadership of Cohort 
2 members, the capacity of their organizations, and their connections to each other and the 
broader movement at the beginning of their time in the program. As a baseline, these data serve a 
dual function. First, they provide insight into the strengths cohort members and their 
organizations bring to the MEV Program as well as areas for improvement and growth. Second, 
these baseline data set a benchmark for understanding and describing change in Cohort 2 and 
their organizations over the course of participation in the MEV Program. 

To set a baseline for capturing change, we drew on different data sources to capture outcomes at 
the beginning of Cohort 2’s participation in the program.1

Leadership Characteristics  

 Outcome areas benchmarked at 
baseline included leadership characteristics, measured by a 360-degree assessment, 
organizational and social change capacity, captured by the My Healthy Organization (MHO) 
assessment and the Social Change and Advocacy Capacity Tool, and connections to the 
movement and each other, assessed using a networking survey. 

In the third year of the 10-year initiative, the MEV Program’s greatest investment of time and 
resources continues to be the group of individuals who comprise each cohort. As with the pilot 
cohort, a core focus of the program is the development of the leadership capacity of individuals 
through hands-on transformative leadership training, individualized coaching, and connections 
with other leaders, innovators, and peers in the movement.  

                                                 
1  Data on key outcomes at baseline for cohort members were collected between December 2012 and June 2013. 
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As with Cohort 1, our evaluation drew on the Rockwood Leadership Institute’s 360-degree 
assessment to capture baseline leadership characteristics for Cohort 2. The assessment covers 15 
areas of leadership, ranging from interpersonal leadership (treats others with respect, receptive to 
feedback, listens well to others) to strategic leadership (creates partnerships to move forward, 
balances short- and long-term focus). Scores for each area range from 1 (almost never) to 10 
(almost always). Cohort members and their colleagues used the same assessment tool, which 
allows a side-by-side comparison of self- and colleague ratings. Cohort 2 members and their 
colleagues completed the assessment between February and April 2013 in conjunction with 
cohort members’ participation in the Rockwood Leadership Institute. Data were available for 17 
of the 18 members,2

Overall Findings 

 with an average of nearly nine colleagues reviewing each cohort member, 
ranging from 6 to 16 colleagues across organizations.  

Average self- and colleagues’ scores reflect areas of strength and areas of potential growth for 
Cohort 2 members, illustrated in Exhibit III-1. Overall, cohort members were rated highly by 
their colleagues, averaging scores of 8 or above for all areas of leadership. Key findings in terms 
of colleague ratings, self-ratings, and differences across the two sets of ratings include:  

• Cohort members and their colleagues identified similar areas of strength and 
challenges. Both colleagues and cohort members provided higher ratings for 
interpersonal skills (treats others with respect), work performance (performs 
primary tasks at highest standards) and creativity (innovative and resourceful). 
Colleagues also saw cohort members as strong in creating partnerships to move 
work forward, a critical task for Cohort 2 in carrying forward the work of the 
initiative. Cohort members rated themselves highly for continually learns and 
improves leadership, reflecting their strong drive to develop their leadership 
capacities. Across cohort members and their colleagues, cohort members scored 
lowest in understanding needs and supporting others and balancing short- and 
long-term focus. Cohort members were also particularly self-critical of their 
receptiveness to feedback. These findings suggest that cohort members would 
benefit from some support for interpersonal skill development as they form 
relationships with each other in the program. Like Cohort 1, the lower scores for 
balancing short- and long-term focus may reflect the crisis-oriented nature of 
their work as well as the tension between being reactive in the moment and 
planning strategically for the long-term. 

• Like Cohort 1 members, Cohort 2 members generally ranked themselves 
lower than their colleagues. Differences in average scores between colleagues 

                                                 
2  Rockwood was unable to provide 360 data for one member. Data for four members had been collected prior to 

Spring 2013 because they completed the training before joining the MEV Program. 
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Understand needs and supports others

Balances short- and long-term focus

Provides feedback to others

Receptive to feedback

Constructive in group meetings

Is accountable

Inspires and supports others

Continually learns and improves leadership

Ef fectively communicates purpose and mission

Is candid and honest

Listens well to others

Creates partnerships to move work forward

Innovative and resourceful

Performs primary tasks at highest standards

Treats others with respect

Colleagues

Self

and cohort members ranged from small (0.2 for treats others with respect) to large 
(1.5 for receptive to feedback), with an average of nearly a 1-point difference. As 
with Cohort 1, these overall lower self-scores suggest that many of Cohort 2 
members are their own harshest critics. In particular, cohort members undervalued 
their ability to listen well to others, be constructive in group meetings, and be 
receptive to feedback. Looking forward, part of Cohort 2’s development as 
leaders may be gaining confidence in their interpersonal skills and seeing 
themselves as strong in these areas the way their colleagues do. 

Exhibit III-1: 360-Review:  
Colleague and Self Ratings 

 

• On average, Cohort 2 members rated themselves lower than Cohort 1 
members along interpersonal and communication dimensions but higher for 
execution and strategy. As the visionaries and the creators of the beloved 
community, Cohort 1 was strong in understanding the needs of others, listening, 
providing feedback, and treating each other with respect. As the strategists tasked 
with translating the movement vision, Cohort 2 is stronger in accountability, 
balancing short-term and long-term focus, and creating partnerships to move work 
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forward. These are the strengths that we might expect given the selection criteria 
for this cohort.  

Organizational and Social Change Capacity 
For the initiative, organizational and social change capacity continue to be key to strengthening 
the movement to end violence against girls and women. While cohort organizations provided 
Cohort 1 members with time and space to focus on the big picture, Cohort 2 members will rely 
on organizations that can support them in translating the movement vision into action. Building 
on the experience of the pilot cohort, the MEV Program continues to provide organizational 
development support through the Self-Care and Strategic Thinking trainings and the general 
support, coaching, and organizational development grants for participating organizations.  

For the evaluation of Cohort 2, we drew on two tools to measure organizational and social 
change capacity: the My Health Organization (MHO) tool and Social Change and Advocacy 
Capacity Tool. Replacing the mainstream organizational assessment used for the pilot cohort,3 
the MHO assesses traditional dimensions of organizational capacity (such as staffing, planning, 
and leadership) through focusing on the diverse activities, strategies, and cultures of direct 
service and social change organizations. To supplement the MHO, the Social Change and 
Advocacy Capacity Tool captures individual and organizational capacities in the areas of 
strategic thinking, critical analysis, and social change approaches.4 Cohort 2 members used the 
tool to rate themselves and their organizations along dimensions of social change and advocacy 
while colleagues rated their organizations only. Taken together, the two assessments capture 
traditional dimensions of organizational capacity from a social change perspective as well as key 
aspects of successful social change and advocacy organizations. Collected between March and 
June 2013, the organizational and social change capacity data represent a baseline before Cohort 
2 and their organizations began the Self-Care & Strategic Thinking workshops and their 
organizational development projects.5

                                                 
3  For the pilot evaluation, we used the Core Capacity Assessment Tool (CCAT) to measure organizational 

capacity in five core areas: adaptive, leadership, management, technical, and organizational culture capacity. The 
traditional CCAT was supplemented by the Advocacy CCAT (A-CCAT) to provide an advocacy perspective. 

  

4  For more information on the MHO and the Social Change and Advocacy Capacity Tool, please see Appendix B. 

5  Data were available for 16 or the 18 Cohort 2 members’ organizations and for 17 of the 18 cohort members. 
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Overall Findings 

Overall, Cohort 2 members are supported by established organizations that have strong and 
unifying missions and employ a variety of approaches to achieving social change. In particularly, 
these organizations provide Cohort 2 members with a supportive environment for participating in 
the MEV Program and augment Cohort 2 members’ skills in media and policy advocacy, key 
areas for disseminating information and translating the vision movement into action. While 
Cohort 2 members and their organizations bring many strengths to the MEV Program, they also 
face organizational challenges, particularly integrating evaluation and reflection into 
organizational practice and developing sustainable and shared leadership models. 

In terms of organizational capacity, the following findings emerged, illustrated in Exhibit III-2: 

• Organizations showed the greatest capacity in the areas of purpose and 
community engagement. Staff from cohort organizations consistently reported a 
well-understood mission statement, shared values, and clear vision shared by 
most people in their organization. Alignment around a shared purpose provides 
Cohort 2 with a strong foundation for engaging their organizations in supporting 
aspects of the MEV Program that align with their organization’s work. Although 
also an area of overall strength, capacity varied within community engagement. 
Strengths in collaboration, e-communications, and web visibility will play an 
important role in supporting Cohort 2’s strategy and advocacy work as cohort 
members can draw on organizations with strategic alliances and a strong on-line 
presence and ability to communicate with stakeholders and supporters. As the 
same time, cohort organizations have room for growth in community leadership 
and engaging their communities, which will be critical for ensuring their 
communities are represented and engaged in advocacy efforts and ready and able 
to support advocacy work at a grass-roots level. 

• Organizations were most challenged by evaluation and structures and 
practices around leadership and management. As a whole, Cohort 2 
organizations use evaluation to meet funding requirements and to evaluate 
programs and campaigns, but evaluation is not necessarily part of on-going 
organizational practices. Although Cohort 2 organizations solicit community 
input to assess their programs, engaging community members on a regular basis is 
an area of growth. To ensure cohort organizations are adaptive and responsive to 
their communities and changes in the policy environment, it will be important to 
foster more effective evaluation practices and systems. With respect to structures 
and practices for leadership and management, organizations have strong 
organizational structures and use meetings effectively but struggle to ensure 
leadership development and succession planning, open lines of communication, 
and a collaborative leadership culture. As with Cohort 1, Cohort 2 organizations 
struggle to cultivate shared leadership models and have room to develop 
sustainable leadership practices. 
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Exhibit III-2:  
Overview of Organizational Capacity (MHO) 
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• A number of organizations consistently rated themselves low or high along 
multiple dimensions. Three organizations averaged scores of 3 or lower on all 
dimensions of organizational capacity: APIIDV, Minnesota Indian Women's 
Sexual Assault Coalition, and Sanctuary for Families. These organizations have 
the most room for development in terms of their capacity, particularly around 
leadership and evaluation. On the other end of the spectrum, Futures without 
Violence, OAASIS, and Mujeres Unidas y Activas scored consistently high along 
most dimensions of organizational capacity, indicating greater organizational 
capacity than other cohort organizations, particularly in leadership and 
evaluation, the most challenging dimensions for the cohort as a whole. 

• Relationships between organizational characteristics and dimensions of 
organizational capacity were weak. Considering budget, age of organization, 
and number of staff, the only dimension of organizational capacity related to 
organizational characteristics was systems. Not surprisingly, older organizations 
had the most developed infrastructure, including facilities, human resources, and 
fund development. Although other overall capacity areas were not related to 
organizational characteristics, components of different capacity areas were. In 
particular, technology and information systems was positively related to budget, 
age of organization, and number of staff. In contrast, community engagement and 
community leadership were negatively related to measures of size and age. These 
more nuanced findings suggest that Cohort 2 members in larger and more 
established organizations have greater infrastructure support but also have more 
work to do terms of engaging and representing their communities compared with 
smaller cohort organizations. Larger organizations, while more developed 
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structurally, may be more bureaucratic and slower moving than smaller 
organizations that can be nimble and responsive to community needs.  

Shifting from traditional aspects of organizational capacity to social change capacity, the 
following findings emerged for Cohort 2 members and their organizations, illustrated in Exhibit 
III-3: 

• Cohort organizations were strongest in social change approaches while 
Cohort 2 members rated themselves highest in strategic thinking. Across the 
different approaches to social change, cohort organizations exhibited some 
variation, ranging from alliance building (3.2) to policy advocacy (2.9). Important 
to note is that cohort members did not rate their ability to engage in policy 
advocacy highly, suggesting that they will rely on their organizations to support 
any policy advocacy work they engage in as part of the MEV Program. In turn, 
Cohort 2 members can draw on their strengths in strategic thinking to help their 
organizations develop, including setting goals and leveraging short-term goals to 
advance long-term visions for change. As the strategists, Cohort 2 begins their 
time in the MEV Program with a solid foundation in some aspects of strategic 
thinking (adaptability, ability to move, awareness, and goals) but also with room 
for growth in other areas (exploiting opportunities, assessing actions, and re-
examining vision for change). These areas for growth suggest some fundamental 
areas of work for the cohort as a group to be effective as a collective of social 
change movement makers. 

• Critical analysis emerged as an area of growth for both organizations and 
Cohort 2 members. In particular, both Cohort 2 members and their organizations 
have room to grow around use of media scans and public polling (conducting 
scans) and assessing the movement’s core strengths and how they relate to others 
in the movement (landscape mapping). While both Cohort 2 members and their 
organizations are strongest in understanding root causes of violence against girls 
and women, participating organizations can learn from Cohort 2 members about 
how to gauge the strengths and challenges of the movement (understanding the 
landscape) and how to evaluate their position in terms of allies and opponents 
(power mapping).  

• Organizations exhibited the most variation in aspects of organizational 
capacity. Overall, organizations scored second highest in terms on the 
organizational capacity dimension. Within organizational capacity, however, 
organizations were relatively strong in providing a supportive environment and 
adequate resources and relatively weak in leadership and evaluation. Both cohort 
members and their colleagues indicated that their organizations are engaged in 
and publically support work to end violence against women and girls, indicating 
that participating organizations match the organizational-level selection criteria 
well. 

• Cohort organizations were more diverse in their areas of strength and areas 
for improvement in terms of social change capacity. Other than Future Without 
Violence (consistently among the strongest) and the Ms. Foundation (consistently 
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on the lower side), cohort organizations varied along different dimensions. For 
example, APIIDV was one of the weakest organizations in terms of staff’s self-
rating in media and evaluation but among the strongest in terms of environment.  
In terms of social change approaches, ACLU scored highly for media but low for 
community organizing.  Similarly, Minnesota Indian Women's Sexual Assault 
Coalition reported low capacity for policy advocacy but strong capacity for 
community organizing. This variation in capacity, particularly for approaches to 
social change, reflects the expertise of different cohort organizations and suggests 
cohort members and organizations can learn from each other’s strengths.  

Exhibit III-3:  
Overview of Social Change Capacity 
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Connections to the Movement and Each Other 
One of the overarching goals of the MEV Program is to support unifying vision and building a 
critical mass within the movement to end violence against girls and women. By bringing together 
leaders from diverse fields in each cohort, the MEV Program seeks to foster and support 
partnerships that might not otherwise exist as well as strengthen existing collaborations. In 
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selecting Cohort 2, as with Cohort 1, the MEV faculty purposely chose participants from a wide 
range of fields, including individuals who had not worked together and, without the MEV 
Program, might not work together. For these reasons, as with Cohort 1, it was not expected that 
Cohort 2 members would share strong ties with each other prior to their participation in the 
program. To serve as a baseline for measuring change over time, the following sections explore 
connections among Cohort 2 members and the broader movement before their first convening in 
the MEV Program. 

As with Cohort 1, we administered a social network survey to understand the depth, breadth, and 
type of relationships among Cohort 2 members, other MEV participants, and the broader 
movement to end violence against women and girls. Questions on the survey gathered 
information to create networks of informal exchanges and formal collaborations as well 
individuals and organizations that inspire new ideas and breakthroughs and are seen as leaders. 
In the following sections, these networks as explored visually in the form of network maps. In 
these maps, each node represents a cohort member or organization and each line connecting the 
nodes represents a relationship.  

Cohort members completed the survey in November 2012, indicating their connections to other 
Cohort 2 members, Cohort 1 members, and more than 100 organizations that are active in the 
movement to end violence against girls and women. The survey also included space for cohort 
members to provide additional names of organizations in their networks. Of the 18 Cohort 2 
members, only 11 individuals provided lists of additional organizations in their network. Because 
this information was missing from a third of the cohort members and the completeness of the 
lists of additional organizations varied (ranging from 3 organizations for one cohort member to 
over 130 organizations for another), maps of connections to the broader movement do not fully 
represent all of the connections of Cohort 2 members at the start of their time in the MEV 
Program. 

Connections to the Movement 

Across the four types of networks, cohort members identified nearly 1,000 connections to each 
other and to other organizations working to end violence against women and girls (Exhibits III-4 
and III-5). Informal exchanges formed the largest network (over 320 connections), followed by 
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formal collaborations (approximately 280 ties), sources of new ideas and breakthroughs and 
individuals and organizations seen as leaders (approximately 170 ties).6

The following exhibits show Cohort 2 members connections with the broader movement for each 
of the four networks: informal exchanges (blue), formal collaborations (red), new ideas and 
breakthroughs (green), and leadership (purple). Nodes representing Cohort 1 members and 
organizations with four or more connections are labeled.  

  

Overall Findings 

Many of the findings for Cohort 2’s connections to the movement mirror findings for Cohort 1 at 
the beginning of their participation in the MEV Program. As with Cohort 1, in the map of all 
connections (Exhibit III-6), all Cohort 2 members were connected to each other and the broader 
movement, either directly or through shared connections with other organizations in the 
movement to end violence against girls and women.  

                                                 
6  Due to incomplete data from Cohort 2 members, these numbers cannot be compared to Cohort 1’s connections. 

However, the trend of more informal and formal connections, followed by leadership and new ideas matches 
patterns among Cohort 1 members at the beginning of their participation in the MEV Program. 
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 Exhibit III-4: 
 Informal Exchanges and Formal Collaboration Networks 
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Exhibit III-5: 
 New Ideas and Breakthroughs and Leadership Networks 
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 Other similarities to Cohort 1 include:  

• Shared connections with organizations bridged Cohort 2 members not 
directly connected to each other at the beginning of the program. As explored 
in more detail in the next section, many Cohort 2 members were not directly 
connected to each other prior to joining the MEV Program. Movement-level 
maps, however, reveal shared connections with the same organizations in the 
movement, creating indirect ties. As with Cohort 1, some of the organizations that 
connected Cohort 2 members were mainstream state and national-level domestic 
violence and sexual assault organizations (e.g., California Coalition Against 
Sexual Assault, National Network to End Domestic Violence, National Sexual 
Violence Resource Center). Other organizations formed connections along the 
periphery, including legal organizations (e.g., Legal Aid Society, Legal 
Momentum) and organizations that represent workers’ rights organizations and 
communities of color (e.g., POWER, National Domestic Workers’ Alliance).  

• The NoVo Foundation occupies a central location in the network. With 
Cohort 2, the NoVo Foundation continued to play a central role in all of the 
networks. Prior to joining MEV, a number of Cohort 2 members reported formal 
and informal relationships with the NoVo Foundation, and a third indicated they 
saw the NoVo Foundation as a thought leader in the movement to end violence 
against girls and women. As a leader and funder in the movement, the NoVo 
Foundation has the opportunity to connect cohort members to funder networks 
and contribute to increased funder engagement, one of the outcomes of the 
program. Of the 15 other funders identified as connections for Cohort 2, only 
seven funders were identified as formal collaborators and only the Bill and 
Melinda Gates Foundation was identified as a formal collaborator by more than 
one cohort member. While cohort organizations may have stronger institutional 
ties to funders, Cohort 2 members themselves are not well connected to 
foundations. 

• Cohort members on the periphery diversify the network through their 
connections to related movements. Although incomplete, the baseline data 
suggests that cohort members who are not as strongly connected to the rest of the 
cohort bring connections to other networks, with the potential to draw on 
knowledge and best practices from other movements. For example, Sandra brings 
connections to human rights and legal advocacy organizations while Andrea’s 
network includes labor rights and community-based organizations. Ensuring 
cohort members have the opportunity to engage their own networks in their MEV 
work will be key to ensuring the initiative benefits from their connections and 
supports building strategic alliances. 
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Exhibit III-6: 
All Connections of Cohort Members to Movement 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• A final important finding was the number of connections between Cohort 2 
and Cohort 1 prior to joining the program. For all networks except formal 
collaborations, Cohort 2 members indicated more connections with Cohort 1 than 
with their own cohort. More connections at the level of informal exchanges could 
be due, in part, to the number of organizations with colleagues in both cohorts. 
That Cohort 2 members credit Cohort 1 members with inspiring new thinking and 
see Cohort 1 members as leaders in the movement is a testament to the individuals 
selected for the pilot cohort as well as their growing leadership roles in the 
movement after participating in the MEV Program.  

Looking forward, Cohort 2 has the opportunity to continue to build bridges across disciplines 
and expand the movement beyond its traditional borders. Reflecting the diversity of the cohort, 
no organizations or individuals were identified as sources of new ideas or thought leaders by 
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more than five cohort members.7 While the organizations most frequently cited are traditional 
players in the movement, (e.g., California Coalition Against Sexual Assault, California 
Partnership to End Domestic Violence, and Break the Cycle for inspiring ideas; National Sexual 
Violence Resource Center, Raising Voices, and V-Day as thought leaders), cohort members also 
look to their diverse networks for inspiration and leadership, shown in Exhibit III-5.8

Connections to Other Cohort Members 

 As Cohort 
2 members engage in mapping the movement together in the program, it will be important to 
ensure cohort members learn about other social justice movements from each other and begin 
building strategic alliances and partnerships that transcend their own networks and connections.   

Moving from the higher, movement-level maps to maps of connections among cohort members, 
Exhibit III-7 shows the networks of informal exchanges (blue), formal collaborations (red), new 
ideas and breakthroughs (green), leaders in the movement (purple), and all connections (white). 
In each of the maps, the nodes that represent cohort members are sized by betweenness, a 
measure that reflects the degree to which cohort member bridge and connect other cohort 
members who are not directly connected to each other.  

Overall Findings 
At the beginning of their participation in MEV, Cohort 2’s networks were more decentralized 
and less connected than Cohort 1. In contrast to the movement-level maps, in each of the cohort-
level maps, between six and ten individuals had no connections to other cohort members, and all 
of the networks included small groups of two or three cohort members, disconnected from larger 
clusters. Across all types of relationships, two Cohort 2 members had no connections to the 
cohort (Sandra and Archi) and a small group (Jodeen, Marcia, and Andrea) remained 
disconnected from the larger cluster of Cohort 2 members. On the one hand, this reflects the 
success of the MEV faculty in selecting a diverse group, including individuals who had not 
worked together previously and were not familiar with each others’ work. On the other hand, the 
low level of interconnectedness prior to participation in the MEV Program indicates that cohort 
members have much to learn about each other and how each others’ work can inform their own 
work. Moving forward, a major goal of the program for Cohort 2 should be to foster strategic 
relationships and create space for knowledge sharing to build bridges across groups and connect 
isolated cohort members. 

                                                 
7  With the exception of the NoVo Foundation, which was identified as a source of inspiration and a thought leader 

by a third of the cohort members prior to beginning the program.  
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Exhibit III-7:  
Network Maps of Relationships Among Cohort 2 Members 

 
 

 

 

                                                 
8 .  An important exception to note is the National Domestic Workers’ Alliance, indicating that Cohort 2 members 

were already looking to other social justice movements for allies prior to joining the program 
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Other key findings included:  

• The most common type of connection was formal collaboration. Prior to the 
MEV Program, Cohort 2 members were connected mostly through formal 
collaborations, such as participating in the same coalition or working on advocacy 
efforts together. Although formal collaborations were most common, the network 
was still fragmented, with three disconnected clusters and six individuals who had 
not worked with any of the other cohort members in a formal capacity previous to 
MEV.  

• Of the four networks, the leadership network was the most sparse. With only 
10 connections at baseline (3 percent of all possible connections), the network of 
who-sees-whom as leaders in the movement was the least dense. In contrast to 
Cohort 1, Cohort 2 members were less familiar with each others’ work and less 
likely to see each other as leaders. Of the 18 cohort members, 10 did not see other 
cohort members as leaders or were not seen as leaders by their cohort members 
prior to the MEV Program. Because there were no pre-established or well-known 
leaders among the cohort members, participating in the MEV program is an 
opportunity for all Cohort 2 members to take on leadership roles and develop as 
movement leaders within the MEV program. 

• The loss of two cohort members contributed to the lack of connectedness. 
Anu and Rachel’s departure from the MEV program decreased 
interconnectedness among Cohort 2 members at the start of the program. In 
particular, Anu had played a role bridging Sandra and Lovisa in the informal and 
formal networks at the beginning of the program. Without Anu’s participation, it 
will be important that the MEV program actively seek ways to build bridges 
between Sandra, Lovisa, and other cohort members. 

The next chapter moves from the individual- and organizational level outcomes for Cohort 2 
members to the initiative level, focusing on the overarching goals and outcome areas identified 
by the MEV logic model.  
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IV.    BASELINE OF INITIATIVE LEVEL OUTCOMES  

The MEV initiative seeks to end violence against women and girls in the U.S. by strengthening 
and empowering the organizations and individuals within the VAWG movement and by better 
aligning the work being done by leaders across the country on issues of domestic violence, 
sexual assault, child abuse, and trafficking.  As articulated in the MEV Logic Model presented in 
Chapter I, the MEV has five overarching initiative-level goals (aligning the movement, 
strengthening individuals and organizations, enhancing the movement’s capacity for social 
change, building critical mass, and engagement of funders), which map to 18 intermediate 
initiative-level outcomes that we are tracking as part of the evaluation. 

In this chapter, we highlight Cohort 2’s1 baseline findings associated with each of the five 
overarching goals and the 18 outcome areas.2

The outcomes assessment survey and baseline interviews provided rich information on Cohort 
2’s perception of MEV and the movement.  With the work of Cohort 1 ending, Cohort 2 was able 

  Baseline assessments include information gathered 
through an online survey and interviews with each of the cohort members.  Cohort members 
were asked two questions, “What is your assessment of the current strength of key outcomes 
within (a) yourself, (b) your organization, or (c) the movement?” and “What is the impact of the 
MEV Program and your participation in MEV on key outcomes?”  When assessing the current 
strength of the outcomes, cohort members responded using a four-point scale ranging from “not 
at all strong” to “extremely strong”; when assessing the impact of MEV on key outcomes, cohort 
members responded using a four-point ranging from “very little impact” to “excellent impact.” If 
cohort members were unsure of the current strength of outcomes or thought it was too early to 
assess the impact of MEV, they could select “don’t know” or “too early to tell,” respectively.  

                                                 
1  Rachel Durchslag, Anu Bhagwati, and Lovisa Stannow’s outcome data is not included in this chapter’s analysis. 

Rachel Durchslag left the MEV Program prior to the baseline interviews, Anu exited the program after 
Convening 2, and Lovisa Stannow chose not to participate in the outcomes rating component of the baseline data 
collection. 

2  Note that cohort members had already participated in such activities as Convening 1, Rockwood, Movement 
Building Conversations, and networking conversations with Cohort 1 prior to participating in the outcome 
survey and baseline interview that informed this chapter.  Therefore, although the baseline feedback presented in 
this chapter, it is influenced by cohort members’ participation in these MEV activities.   
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to comment on MEV’s impact on each of the 18 outcomes, with particular attention to the four 
outcomes in the “Aligning the Movement” capacity area. Additionally, an inter-cohort analysis 
of trends and differences between the pilot Cohort and Cohort 2 is now possible, as both Cohorts 
have provided their baseline assessment of the movement’s strength.  Furthermore, since four 
Cohort 2 members (Archi, Cristy, Debbie, and Tony), are from Cohort 1 organizations, we begin 
to examine the effects of having multiple cohort members from the same organization.  Finally, 
this chapter also includes an analysis of the intermediate outcomes #10-12, which Cohort 1 was 
not asked to evaluate because it was too early to assess.3

Exhibit IV-1 provides Cohort 2’s assessment, on average, of MEV’s impact on key outcome 
areas, ranked from highest to lowest average score, as well as the Cohort’s overall assessment of 
the current strength of the movement.  These outcome areas are discussed in more detail in each 
section of this chapter, along with the qualitative feedback provided in interviews.

 

                                                 
3  As referenced in the logic model, the three intermediate outcomes are “a stronger bench in organizations with 

shared leadership and investment in the next generation of leaders” (#10), “a sustainable and healthy leadership 
and professional practices throughout the movement” (#11), and “a thriving ecosystem of organizations working 
on ending violence” (#12). 
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Exhibit IV-1:   
Average Ratings for MEV Impact and Strength of the Movement in All Outcome Areas 
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This baseline shows areas of relative MEV impact as well as areas of relative strength and 
weakness for the current movement.  As depicted above, Cohort 2 members are beginning to see 
at least “some” impact on each of the 18 outcome areas, with the most impact being seen in 
“awareness of self and social identity” (3.3) and the least impact in “funder engagement” (2.1).  
Overall, the cohort is optimistic about the ability of MEV and the movement to support leaders 
committed to ending VAWG, but felt the current movement has significant room to grow around 
creating a more unified vision and institutionalizing sustainable leadership practices.   

Differences and Similarities Between Cohorts 
With the work of Cohort 1 ending, MEV sought to create a more robust, aligned, and unified 
movement capable of generating and carrying out social change strategies to end VAWG. 
Having crafted a guiding vision and pivots for the movement, MEV anticipated that Cohort 2 
build on Cohort 1’s vision to guide its work in analyzing the landscape of the movement. As 
discussed further in the next chapter, Cohort 2 needed more time than anticipated to understand 
the work of Cohort 1, internalize, and “own” the MEV vision. Interestingly, Cohort 2 had a 
dramatically different assessment of the strength of the movement, as shown below in Exhibit 
IV-3.  Furthermore, for outcome measures, Cohort 2 members opted to select “too early to tell” 
40 percent of the time, reflecting a “wait and see” attitude about the program.4

                                                 
4  The “too early to tell” option was not offered for the “Aligning the Movement” capacity area.  

 In fact, two cohort 
members selected “too early to tell” for every outcome.  These differences may be in part due to 
the different, and perhaps more critical, perspectives that Cohort 2 members, as “strategists,” 
brought with them to the program.  They may also be due in part to the roll out of Cohort 2 and 
the timing of interviews, in that Cohort 2 did not have as much time as Cohort 1 to get to know 
each other prior to making these movement and outcome assessments.  
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Exhibit IV-25

                                                 
5  Intermediate outcome questions 10, 11, and 12 were not included in the Outcomes Assessment Survey distributed to Cohort 1; therefore, these questions are 

not included in this comparison between Cohort 1 and 2. 

: 
Average Baseline Ratings Movement Strengths by Cohorts 1 and 2  

1.9 

1.8 

2.4 

1.9 

1.6 

1.5 

1.4 

2.1 

1.9 

2.2 

1.6 

1.9 

1.6 

1.8 

1.9 

1.6 

1.8 

2.5 

2.1 

1.8 

1.8 

1.7 

2.4 

2.2 

2.6 

2.2 

2.5 

2.6 

2.9 

3.0 

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 

Shared Critical Analysis 

Funder Engagement 

Cluster of Leaders 

Organizational Models 

Global Allies 

Intersectional Framing 

Unified Vision 

Collaborative Efforts 

Cutting-edge Advocacy 

Awareness of Identity 

Research and Messaging 

Alignment of Mission and Practice 

Shared Leadership Models 

Ability to Shift Attitudes 

Social Change Strategies 

Not at All Strong                               Somewhat Strong                                       Very Strong                                   Extremely Strong 

Cohort 1 

Cohort 2 



 IV-6 

As shown above, Cohort 2 is much less optimistic than Cohort 1 about the current strength 
of the movement, organizations, and individuals in the movement.  Whereas Cohort 1’s 
overall average rating across all outcome areas was 2.26 (between “Somewhat Strong” and 
“Very Strong”), Cohort 2’s average across all outcome areas is 1.8 (between “Not at All Strong” 
and “Somewhat Strong”).  This downward shift is not attributable to a small portion of 
pessimistic outliers influencing the average.  Instead, this lowered average reflects an overall 
shift in perspective across the entire cohort. In fact, no Cohort 2 member rated the movement 
as strongly as the highest Cohort 1 rating. Similarly, no Cohort 1 member rated the movement as 
low as the lowest Cohort 1 rating.  See exhibit IV-3 for descriptive statistics of Cohort 1 and 
Cohort 2’s ratings. 

Exhibit IV-3: 
Descriptive Statistics of Cohort Movement Strength Responses 

 Cohort 1 (n=15) Cohort 2 (n=17) 

Mean 2.3 1.8 

Median 2.3 1.6 

Mode 1.7 1.3 

Standard Deviation 0.5 0.5 

Range 1.6 1.6 

Minimum 1.5 1.3 

Maximum 3.1 2.9 

 
Whereas Cohort 1 rated “organizational capacity to think strategically and engage in social 
change strategies” as the strongest of the fifteen outcomes (3.0, or “very strong”), this outcome 
area was only rated as “somewhat strong,” or 1.9, by Cohort 2, making it the outcome area with 
the largest discrepancy in opinion between the two cohorts.  In other words, Cohort 2 
participants, the perceived strategists of MEV, are much more critical of the current 
strength of the movement’s ability to think strategically and catalyze social change. 

Cohort 2 rated all outcome areas less optimistically than Cohort 1 except “a shared critical 
analysis with an intersectional and aligned approach.” This reflects positively on the critical and 
intersectional analysis laid out by Cohort 1.  Cohort 1 and 2 had similar perspectives on the 
strength of leadership within the movement and the relative weakness of funder engagement. 

Aligning the Movement 
MEV strives to facilitate the development of a common vision to end VAWG in the U.S. and to 
foster a deep commitment among promising leaders to pursue that path together.  Additionally, 
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MEV wishes to encourage and promote a critical race, class, and gender analysis of violence 
against women and girls.  Exhibit IV-4 shows the average ratings that Cohort 2 members gave 
the four core outcomes that are associated with aligning the movement in regards to the current 
strength of the movement and MEV’s impact. 

Exhibit IV-4: 
Average Current Strength Ratings for Aligning the Movement 

 

Generally, the members of Cohort 2 felt the current alignment of the movement was “somewhat 
strong” (1.9).  Cohort 2 members felt that the weakest area of the movement was the presence of 
“a unified and directional vision for the future of the movement,” which rated between “not at all 
strong” and “somewhat strong” (1.4).  The most highly rated outcome in this capacity area was 
“[a cluster of] leaders committed to working together to end VAWG” (2.4). 

In terms of MEV impact, Cohort 2 members thought the program had the strongest impact on 
building “[enhanced] capacities to build alliances and increase collaborative efforts” (2.8) and 
developing “[a cluster of] leaders committed to working together to end VAWG” (2.7).  MEV 
was also seen as having “some” impact on the development of “a unified and directional vision 
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for the future of the movement” and “a shared critical analysis with an intersectional and aligned 
approach.”  Our findings from the qualitative data are presented below.6

Exhibit IV-5: 
Findings on Aligning the Movement  

 

Findings Sample Participant Feedback 
A cluster of leaders committed to working together to end violence against women and girls 

(MEV Impact: 2.7; Movement Strength: 2.4) 

Half of Cohort 2 participants said that MEV is 
having “good” or “excellent” impact on 
creating a strong, dedicated group of leaders 
working to end VAWG; furthermore, one-third 
of cohort members cited that seeing the group 
dynamics and cohesiveness of Cohort 1 at 
Convening 1 instilled a sense of trust that MEV 
recruits leaders with diverse experiences, 
expertise, and backgrounds. One cohort 
member explained that the sheer number of 
leaders present at Convening 1 was profoundly 
inspiring given that these leaders rarely have the 
opportunity or resources to convene at this scale. 

The December convening of bringing those other 
100 to 150 people there was huge. (Kelly, MEV’s 
Impact) 
 
I see how broad and how diverse [both] cohorts 
[are].  If we can get all of us on the same page and 
moving together, that to me shows huge potential. 
That’s why I was so optimistic. (Nicole, MEV’s 
Impact) 
 
…it was really clear that the first cohort is very 
committed to each other and they’re committed to 
thinking about their work together. (Andrea, MEV’s 
Impact) 
 
I trust the program’s analysis of bringing the right 
people into the program… it’s clear [there] are 
good, strong relationships formed, and relationships 
are what carries the water for those other things to 
happen. (Jodeen, MEV’s Impact) 

Though there is a general consensus that the 
movement has leaders dedicated to ending 
VAWG, several cohort members said that 
divergent organizational and individual visions 
often undermine leaders’ capacity to 
collaborate.   

There are leaders.  I don’t know that they’re working 
together. There is some capacity to do 
collaboration, but it’s limited.  (Andrea, Movement 
Strength) 
 
…there are a number of committed visionaries in 
our movement, but this collective ‘we’ hasn’t really 
identified and pooled those strengths and skills both 
as individuals and organizations. (Annika, 
Movement Strength) 
 
I think [there are] a lot of individuals who I would 
say would be very strong, or extremely strong within 
the current movement that I’ve been engaged in, 
but we’re a little bit restrained by the money.  We 

                                                 
6  Note that cohort members’ quotes have been attributed to whether they were referring to the impact MEV 

(denoted as “MEV’s Impact) has had or their assessment of the current strength of the movement (denoted as 
“Movement Strength”). 



 IV-9 

Findings Sample Participant Feedback 
are really restrained by how we structure ourselves. 
(Kelly, Current Strength) 

Enhanced capacities to build alliances and increase collaborative efforts 
(MEV Impact: 2.8; Movement Strength: 2.1) 

Nearly three-quarters of cohort members said 
that MEV has made at least “good” or 
“excellent” impact on the movement’s capacity 
to build alliances and increase collaborative 
efforts. At least one cohort member said other 
domestic violence workers in her community are 
beginning to view her as a resource due to her 
involvement in MEV. 

Cohort 1 did such an amazing job around the vision 
and building capacities to build alliances and 
increase collaborative efforts, that very much is the 
spirit around which people are coming together. 
(Monique, MEV’s Impact) 
 
People here in the social justice movement, they 
actually have started to identify me because of 
NoVo… me being part of the Cohort 2… I feel that I 
have become a resource… (Marcia, MEV’s Impact) 

A unified and directional vision for the future of the movement 
(MEV Impact: 2.4; Movement Strength: 1.4) 

Although almost all Cohort 2 members 
individually reported that Cohort 1 had at least 
“some” impact on unifying the movement’s 
vision, Cohort 2’s assessment of how unified 
the movement is (1.4) was more critical than 
that of Cohort 1 at the beginning of their 
participation in MEV (1.7). In fact, Cohort 2 
ranked this outcome the lowest among all 18 
outcome areas, citing several causes, including 
ideological tension, acting in self-interest, and lack 
of voice among women of color and other diverse 
stakeholders in the movement. Even further, two 
cohort members still question whether a movement 
exists at all. 

There’s some skepticism and cynicism in me that 
over time there have been particular issues that 
have come up where some folks have sort of acted 
in their own self-interest and not in the movement or 
field’s best interest. There are certainly times when 
that has been necessary and I understand that.  But 
in terms of where our strengths are, I don’t know 
that we have this trust. (Annika, Movement 
Strength) 
 
There’s the potential of the movement and then 
there’s the reality of the movement. While the 
movement has made strides in terms of being 
inclusive, there are too many organizations, too 
many folks that exist on the margins that shouldn’t.  
Because of that, I feel like having a strong, united 
vision as a movement is still not a reality. (Heidi, 
Movement Strength) 
 
I really don't think as a general movement that we 
have a unified and directional vision. And I would 
even question whether there's a movement. I think 
we're building a movement.  I think Move to End 
Violence is helping to build a movement and 
helping to really create that unified vision and find 
our direction.  But I think that we've been sort of – 
as a group – all over the place.  And I don't see us 
moving as a movement together, and I really see 
the work of Cohort 2 as helping to create that with 
both the vision and, in particular, the pivot.  (Cristy, 
Movement Strength) 
 
I feel as if there’s not a lot of cohesion in the 
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Findings Sample Participant Feedback 
movement… at times I [am] even confused as to 
what the movement is and it doesn’t feel very 
unified or like we’re all under a common umbrella or 
a clear approach. (Klarissa, Movement Strength) 

One cohort member suggested that it was 
difficult to assess the cohesiveness of the 
group’s vision because there hadn’t been 
enough relationship-building time to determine 
whether ideological differences existed. 

This was more of a reflection on the fact that we 
have not, or at least in Cohort 2, had a lot of time 
together, so I don’t actually even have a strong 
sense of the analysis and approach that some of 
my peers take or what their thinking is around 
particular areas or issues.  You can have alignment 
and have difference at the same time, but I don't 
know philosophically where some of us are on 
particular issues. (Annika, MEV’s Impact) 

A shared critical analysis with an intersectional and aligned approach 
(MEV Impact: 2.3; Movement Strength: 1.9) 

Almost all of Cohort 2 participants feel that the 
current movement lacks strength in having a 
shared critical analysis around race, men, 
LGBTQ, and tribal communities, and agree that 
this has been a long-standing issue of the 
movement.  For example, one cohort member, 
who works mainly with tribal women, said that she 
does not feel included in the movement and has a 
sense of disconnection. Another cohort member 
specifically noted that if women of color were more 
central to the movement, the movement would be 
more inclusive of men and less reliant on the 
criminal justice system. 

The shared analysis and building alliances is really 
where the movement has a lot of growing to do. 
(Eesha, Movement Strength) 
 
I don’t feel like we have a strong critical analysis, 
and definitely it’s not intersectional.  (Cristy, 
Movement Strength) 
 
There is a relatively strong movement; I’ve seen it 
building.  It doesn’t include everybody; that’s where 
I have a disconnect. (Nicole, Movement Strength) 
 
[Women of color] are invested in the healing of their 
community, while many white women are more 
invested in the criminal justice approach… Their 
relationship with the men in their community lends 
more towards healing as a community.  If women of 
color led this movement, it would look differently.  It 
would be much more inclusive of men… (Tony, 
Movement Strength) 

Though Cohort 2 reported seeing little signs of 
impact on this outcome, many participants said 
that MEV has laid the groundwork to achieve 
progress by creating the appropriate 
framework for discussion as well as recruiting 
cohort members from varying fields of work 
that have an interest in cultivating a more 
intersectional approach to ending VAWG.    

Just by virtue of having folks like me in this space 
who don't stop talking about intersectionality. That 
makes me feel like it's something that's valuable.  I 
do think it's a challenge but also just the awareness 
of that's an important question and important space 
for the movement is really important, and even 
creating the space for it is valuable. (Eesha, MEV’s 
Impact) 
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Strengthening Individuals and Organizations in the 
Movement 
MEV strives to promote a healthy, thriving movement by increasing the capacity of individuals 
and organizations to work collaboratively toward a common vision of ending VAWG through 
social change.  The following chart shows the average ratings that cohort members gave the five 
core outcomes that are associated with strengthening individuals and organizations in the 
movement. 

Exhibit IV-6:   
Average Ratings for Strengthening Individuals and Organizations 

 

On average, cohort members felt MEV has made “good impact” (2.9) on strengthening the 
individuals and organizations of the movement. Cohort members explained that this is mostly 
attributable to their personal experiences with the Rockwood Art of Leadership Training7

                                                 
7  Note:  Not all cohort members attended this training prior to interview because they had already attended the 

Rockwood Art of Leadership training prior to joining MEV and are scheduled to attend the Rockwood Advanced 
Art of Leadership training in spring 2014. 

, 
organizational development work, and the Movement Building Convening.  Additionally, some 
Cohort 2 members who are colleagues of Cohort 1 members said they saw changes in their 
Cohort 1 peers after partaking in MEV, which caused them to report MEV impact.  Upon 
reflecting on their experiences, Cohort 2 said MEV has had “good impact” on cohort members’ 
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“awareness of self and social identity” (3.3) and “organizational capacity to think strategically 
and engage in social change strategies” (3.2).  Cohort members stated that MEV has had between 
“some” and “good impact” on encouraging organizations to adopt “models to best advance 
organizational missions and organizing work” (2.3).   

Though this was the most positively rated capacity area, a relatively high number of cohort 
members had not begun their organizational development work or felt it was too early to assess 
the impact of MEV at the time of survey administration and interview and opted to choose “too 
early to tell” for certain outcome areas.  As shown above, the outcome area that most cohort 
members felt they could adequately assess (n=15) was “[enhanced] awareness of self and social 
identity,” which was overwhelmingly driven by participants’ experience at the Rockwood 
training.  In contrast, the outcomes with the smallest sample size were “collaborative, shared 
leadership models” and “adoption of models to best advance organizational mission, vision, 
values and practice” (n=8). Many cohort members that selected “too early to tell” added that they 
thought these outcomes were in fact the goals of MEV and were waiting to give an assessment 
until they had completed their OD work.  

It is quite noteworthy that among the five highest of the outcomes in this area, that three of 
these five outcomes are intermediate to long-term outcomes (sustainable leadership, shared 
leadership models, and ecosystem of organizations).  This speaks to the impact of MEV that was 
observed by Cohort 2, even early in their participation in MEV. 

Exhibit IV-7:   
Findings on Strengthening Individuals and Organizations  

Findings Sample Participant Feedback 
Organizational capacity to think strategically and engage in social change strategies 

(MEV Impact: 3.2; Movement Strength: 1.9) 

Of those who rated this outcome, most felt 
strongly that MEV has had a positive impact on 
increasing organizational capacity to think 
strategically and engage in social change 
strategies.  Cohort members tended to attribute 
this to their organizational development work, 
particularly the “My Healthy Organization” 
assessment, as well as changes they have seen 
within Cohort 1 members. 

With the OD coaches this is where I can see the 
benefit.  I know a lot of folks in Cohort 2 who have 
colleagues in their organizations in Cohort 1 [and] I 
can really see those relationships playing out.  
That's another one where I can see from Cohort 1's 
experience and just knowing some of the folks in 
Cohort 1 and the work that they've done. I can see 
that happening with the other cohort members 
already.  And I am attributing that directly to the OD 
work mainly because that's how it has been 
portrayed to me. (Eesha, MEV’s Impact) 

Approximately one-third of cohort member had 
not started their OD work at the time of 
interview and felt it was too early to assess 
MEV’s impact.  Cohort members, however, do 
anticipate that MEV will have a strong impact on 
this once OD work is underway. 

Just getting our organization to think about it more 
strategically, planning about how we do things, to 
create a bigger change.  We started doing that work 
before MEV and now there’s a heavier commitment 
to do it, but we haven’t been able to institutionalize 
that, let’s just do “early to tell.” (Scheherazade, 
MEV’s Impact) 



 IV-13 

Findings Sample Participant Feedback 

Collaborative, shared leadership models (MEV Impact 2.8; Movement Strength: 1.6) 

Although half of cohort members said it was 
too early to assess MEV’s impact on shared 
leadership models, the remaining half of cohort 
members said MEV has made at least “some” 
impact in shifting toward collaborative models. 
One cohort member who is not an executive 
director in her organization, specifically cited that 
being selected to be part of MEV helps cultivate 
shared leadership models in the field.   

Everything we’ve been bringing back and sharing 
has been really good. I’m looking at everyone else 
on our team as being the next generation.  We have 
a number of people in their twenties and thirties, 
and they’re really trying to build their capacity in 
terms of their leadership abilities. (Kelly, MEV’s 
Impact)  
 
With regards to organizations already having a 
collaborative, shared leadership model, I don’t know 
if that’s necessarily the case across all of the 
movement.  There’s definitely some hierarchies 
within organizations as far as the leadership, their 
models. I feel like MEV is starting to break away 
from that and is also looking at different ways to 
build up other leaders within the movement, not 
only the ED or founder or things like that. I wasn’t a 
senior-level staff and I was in the cohort.  (Trina, 
MEV’s Impact) 

Though cohort members are starting to see 
shifts in the movement’s capacity and 
willingness to support shared leadership 
models, respondents almost unanimously 
agreed that the overall movement lacks 
strength in this area.  One cohort member 
attributed this to several inter-related problems: (1) 
the non-profit world’s tendency to be territorial and 
disinclined towards shared leadership models; (2) 
the high rate of burn-out among current leaders; 
and (3) lack of leadership development 
opportunities for leaders. 

I think our organizations and our movement is 
floundering for lack of shared leadership models 
and practices.  There's a lot of folks who feel 
territorial about their work. And I don’t think that as 
a field or a movement we're very good at building 
leadership and leaders who are taking leadership 
now are not necessarily building leadership behind 
them.(Cristy, Movement Strength) 
 
What I see is, there are some leaders who have 
been around for a long time and who are really well 
respected, and some are committed to raising up 
the leadership of younger folks, but I think that’s not 
something that’s really discussed as a priority most 
of the time. And then the other thing is, a lot of 
people who are in leadership roles burning out and 
leaving.  So I think we need to consciously think 
more about how to build more collaborative 
leadership; and then the sustainability piece of it is 
the other really important way to address that. 
(Sandra, Movement Strength) 

Enhanced awareness of self and social identity (MEV Impact: 3.3; Movement Strength: 2.2) 

Cohort members who attended Rockwood Art 
of Leadership training unanimously agreed 
that it had a profound effect on their awareness 
of self and social identity. Several cohort 
members described the training as “life-changing” 
and no cohort member described MEV as having 
any less than “good” impact in this outcome area. 
Additionally, while many cohort members 

The enhanced awareness of self and social identity 
was really bolstered by Rockwood and my 
experiences and it’s just a reflection and thinking 
I’ve done since then. (Annika, MEV’s Impact) 
  
Move to End Violence is focused on building 
leadership.  They're focusing on Rockwood and 
connecting people to each other; it feels like that's 
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Findings Sample Participant Feedback 
attributed their ratings to the Rockwood training, 
several other cohort members explained that they 
have seen significant shifts in colleagues who 
attended Rockwood through Cohort 1.   

one of their priorities, so I think it'll have a huge 
impact on where [the movement] will head. (Cristy, 
MEV’s Impact) 
 
I know Corinne well and I have worked with 
Suzanne… I’ve definitely seen a shift in Suzanne. 
(Nicole, MEV’s Impact) 

Organizations develop, understand, and align mission, vision, values and practice 
(MEV Impact: 2.7; Movement Strength: 1.9)  

AND  
Adoption of models to best advance organizational missions and organizing work  

(MEV Impact: 2.3; Movement Strength: 1.9) 

Though about one-third to one-half of cohort 
members did not provide any assessment of 
these two organizational outcomes, a few cited 
that using the My Healthy Organization 
assessment helped them recognize areas of 
strength and development within their 
organizations. 

Looking at My Healthy [Organization] assessment, it 
helped me realize those are areas that we’re strong 
in as an organization…That assessment allows us 
to look at some of our strengths and weaknesses as 
an organization. (Scheherazade, MEV’s Impact) 
We’ve done the internal “My Healthy Organization,” 
which we’re really too early in that process.  I would 
hesitate to rate it as excellent.  It’s too early to tell.  
(Kelly, MEV’s Impact)  

Organizations with shared leadership and investment in the next generation of leaders 
(MEV Impact: 2.7; Movement Strength: 1.5) 

Nearly all respondents stated that the 
movement has significant room to grow in 
building the next generation of leadership.  
However, since one of the main charges of MEV is 
to develop healthy leadership models that hinge on 
young leaders, many cohort members expressed 
faith in MEV‘s ability to reshape how leadership is 
conceptualized in the movement.  

I am a person that's in a transition and feeling very 
supported by MEV as a leader in the movement.  
It's both personal and also I can see in the 
conversations that I had with folks who were 
thinking about their own longer-term trajectories I 
don't think any of us have felt that we would lose 
our connection with MEV if we were not at the 
organizations we are now. (Eesha, MEV’s Impact) 

The three youngest cohort members feel MEV 
supports young movement leaders through the 
willingness to continue investing in leaders 
despite organizational affiliation and focus on 
creating diverse cohorts comprised of different 
age groups.   

I feel much more empowered and supported 
because I’m a part of NoVo, because now I’m in this 
space where people are like, you are a leader and 
you do matter. (Trina, MEV’s Impact) 
 
I feel like I’m a youngest generation of a leader…. 
Even with Cohort 1, it seemed to be there are many 
more seasoned leaders in our cohort and there are 
some newer ones.  I felt welcomed and [had] a lot 
of support. (Klarissa, MEV’s Impact) 
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Sustainable and healthy leadership and professional practices throughout the movement 
(MEV Impact: 2.8; Movement Strength: 1.5)8 

Cohort members spoke extremely positively 
about the MEV Program’s commitment to 
building sustainable leadership practices, 
saying that they are beginning to implement 
healthier leadership practices personally and 
organizationally. 

A lot of that has to do with Rockwood and the 
organizational coach.  The more MEV can support 
our individual leadership and the organizations, that 
support is what will help the movement.  All the 
bringing us around the table in the world isn’t going 
to matter without the funding, without the coaching, 
without the ability to take time off when needed, all 
of the self-care work.  (Annika, MEV’s Impact) 
 
[I’m seeing the impact] both on me and on 
everybody that went through Rockwood with me 
and I can see it also in some of the conversations I 
had at the first convening with Cohort I members. 
(Eesha, MEV’s Impact) 
 
After the December convening, somebody started 
doing yoga every Monday together as a team.  We 
started some of those kinds of things.  [We’re] 
checking on people’s hours.  Making sure we’re not 
working too much.  We’re encouraging people to go 
for walks. (Kelly, MEV’s Impact) 
 
Sustainable healthy leadership is all about self-care.  
They’re teaching us strategies and then when we 
go back to our local agencies and [adopt self-care 
strategies], and then when they do a whole 
organizational development and focus on self-care 
with an agency, that’s really important. (Trina, 
MEV’s Impact) 

A thriving ecosystem of organizations working on ending violence 
(MEV Impact: 2.7; Movement Strength: 1.9) 

Though most cohort members saw a lack of 
alignment in mission and goals among 
organizations working to end VAWG, a few 
noted that there have been several occasions 
when the movement has successfully 
galvanized cross-sectorial agreement to 
catalyze social change.  An example of this was 
the recent reauthorization of the Violence Against 
Women Act in spring 2013, which several cohort 
members said could have been the “perfect 

The existing web of organizations is actually quite 
powerful.  If we can still align on strategies -- it's 
been remarkable to see what this sort of group of 
organizations around the country has been able to 
do. I was very moved and I felt like it was a huge 
mystery for the movement with the current passage 
of the Violence Against Women’s Act. Particularly 
because it was a perfect opportunity to be divided 
and conquered and that did not happen.  That was 
a testament of the faith in the leadership and the 

                                                 
8  Note:  The baseline interviews were conducted in May before the Self-Care and Sustainability for Impact 

workshops, which occurred  after Convening 2 (between June and October 2013).  Hence, the qualitative data do 
not reflect the impact of these workshops, which we suspect would have substantially contributed to higher 
ratings. 



 IV-16 

Findings Sample Participant Feedback 
opportunity” for the movement to remain divided, 
but instead showed strong solidarity and strength 
around a common goal. 
 
 

work that a lot of the once very marginalized, and 
still relatively marginalized communities of activists 
have done in this space, particularly the native 
women's work; it was just a remarkable testament 
to their willingness to stick it out and to do the 
education because I thought the large sort of power 
players in the VAW movement, aligning themselves 
with small, native women's organizations and that to 
me was a huge victory for all of us that that has 
been possible. (Eesha, Movement Strength) 

Similar to other outcomes in this capacity area, 
about a third of cohort members felt it was too 
early to assess MEV’s impact on creating a 
strong network of organizations working to 
end VAWG.  Several cohort members commented 
that MEV is laying the groundwork to make 
progress by bringing together a diverse and 
extensive group of movement leaders.  

I feel like that’s what we’re trying to build by being in 
this cohort.  We’re working on that. (Klarissa, MEV’s 
Impact) 
 
I think that just purely by bringing together all the 
organizations that are coming into the MEV cohort 
like all of these organizations are really powerful 
organizations.  And I don’t think that I doubt that 
there’s a good ecosystem.  I just think that there’s a 
lack of aligned vision and coordination of that 
ecosystem. And I think MEV has particular potential 
because it’s bringing together all of those 
organizations through the cohort and also through 
the movement, building the conferences. (Trina, 
MEV’s Impact) 

Enhancing the Movement’s Capacity to Advocate for 
Social Change 
MEV strives to promote social change as a primary strategy for ending violence against women 
and girls in the U.S. and to enhance the capacity of the individuals, organizations, and the 
movement to understand and implement the most cutting-edge social change theories and tools 
available to bring an end to violence against women and girls.  The following chart shows the 
average ratings that cohort members gave the three core intermediate outcomes that are 
associated with enhancing the movement’s capacity to advocate for social change. 
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Exhibit IV-8: 
Average Ratings for Enhancing the Movement’s Capacity to Advocate for Social Change 

 

As shown above, Cohort 2’s average ranking across all outcome areas for this capacity area is 
1.8, indicating that, as a group, cohort members view the movement’s ability to advocate for 
social change as between “not at all strong” and “somewhat strong.”  In terms of MEV impact, 
cohort members assessed the impact level as between “some impact” and “good impact.” The 
cohort felt that MEV has made a slightly stronger impact on increasing “capacity across cohorts 
to gauge, target, and shift attitudes and behaviors related to gender-based violence” (2.7) than on 
supporting “effective research and messaging to inform social change efforts and support 
projects/campaigns” (2.4) and “knowledge of and capacity to use fundamental and cutting edge 
advocacy, organizing, and campaign tools and strategies” (2.3).  That being said, many cohort 
members chose “too early to tell” for these outcome areas; this was not surprising since the 
cohort has not engaged in any work around enhancing the movement’s capacity to advocate for 
social change yet. 
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Exhibit IV-9: 
Findings on Enhancing the Movement’s Capacity to Advocate for Social Change 

Findings Sample Participant Feedback 
Knowledge of and Capacity to Use Fundamental and Cutting-edge Advocacy, Organizing, and 

Campaign Tools and Strategies (MEV Impact: 2.3; Movement Strength: 1.9) 

Most cohort members agreed that the current 
movement lacks effective toolkits to advocate 
for social change and “best practices,” if 
available, have rarely been proven to be 
effective. Furthermore, several respondents said 
that the movement could grow by disseminating 
effective social change strategies from other 
movements but has yet to do so. Though the 
movement has a long way to go, cohort members 
are excited about MEV’s intentionality around 
building a pool of knowledge and implementation of 
advocacy tools.   

The movement is not particularly strong in terms of 
having a big toolkit. (Eesha, Current Strength) 
 
Even though this field has been around for a while, 
particularly child sexual abuse… there’s not proven 
best practices. (Klarissa, MEV’s Impact) 
 
The first meeting implied the MEV Program is 
thinking strategically already about that and 
thinking of advocacy in new ways… [It’s a] long 
road.  But there's some intentionality there, which is 
great. (Eesha, MEV’s Impact) 

Capacity of cohorts to gauge, target, and shift attitudes and behaviors related to gender-based  
violence (MEV Impact: 2.7; Movement Strength: 1.8) 

Approximately two-thirds of respondents felt it 
was too early to assess MEV’s impact on the 
cohort’s capacity to influence attitudes or 
behaviors, with one participant saying that she 
couldn’t gauge other cohort members’ capacity 
because the group still needs more 
relationship-building time for her to identify her 
peers’ strengths.  

That’s around building relationships to be able to 
do that.  If Rachel were part of [MEV still] I could 
see us doing more work in Chicago.  I’m still 
learning about how people are.  I think it’s about to 
happen, but it’s building the relationships first. 
(Scheherazade, MEV’s Impact) 

Effective research and messaging to inform social change efforts and support projects/campaigns 
(MEV Impact: 2.4; Movement Strength: 1.6) 

Several cohort members specifically cited they 
found Celinda Lake’s research and presentation 
on polling particularly useful and informative.  
One cohort member, however, did feel there 
limitations to the information Celinda presented 
because it wasn’t contextualized for cohort 
members to properly absorb and implement.   

Already I’m using the research from Celinda Lake  
to talk to our external relations department in terms 
of how we’re messaging. I’m seeing a little bit of 
impact in terms of it really never occurred to them 
that anybody would research that and I’m saying 
actually it is the moral aspect of this that is going to 
grab people. (Heidi, MEV’s Impact) 
 
Celinda did a good job in presenting the 
information, but it felt more like data and less like 
meaningful information.  I don't think we equipped 
people to really understand what is meaningful 
about this information, what are the lessons we are 
learning beyond the data to really help apply it.  We 
have a lot more ways to go to really understanding 
the role of research and messaging within our 
larger social change work because that was a very 
incomplete conversation in December. (Monique, 
MEV’s Impact) 
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Building Critical Mass within Movement and Other 
Movements 
MEV strives to catalyze the leadership, vision, and strategies that will become the leading edge, 
embraced by a critical mass of the movement by (1) fostering relationships and connections to 
allies doing innovative work to end VAWG outside the U.S., and (2) encouraging a more 
intersectional approach to the work and fostering cross-movement collaboration.  The following 
chart shows how cohort members view the present state of the movement in respect to 
intersectional framing and global allies.   

Exhibit IV-10:   
Average Ratings for Building Critical Mass 

 

As shown above, Cohort 2, on average, reported that the current strength of the movement is 
between “not at all strong” and “somewhat strong” for this capacity area, though MEV is 
perceived as having some impact, particularly on the use of intersectional framing.  
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Exhibit IV-11:   
Findings on Building Critical Mass within the Movement and Other Movements 

Findings Sample Participant Feedback 
Increased connection and engagement with allies outside of the U.S. and usage of a global frame 

for ending violence against women and girls (MEV Impact: 2.2; Movement Strength: 1.6) 

Two-thirds of the cohort said it was too early to 
assess the impact of MEV on building allies 
outside of the U.S. Cohort members agreed the 
current movement generally does not think beyond 
U.S. borders, and were sensitive to the power 
dynamics of reaching out to global partners.  One 
cohort member said that MEV’s incorporation of the 
India trip showed intentionality to build international 
allies and felt this was crucial is strengthening the 
domestic movement. 
 

They’re certainly bringing in some of that [global 
frame through connecting us to] some of the 
phenomenal feminist organizing and organizing 
work that happens in India across the country in 
really diverse settings and with really diverse 
populations and there’s a deeper connection that 
MEV is trying to make or encourage us to make. 
(Annika, MEV’s Impact) 
 
I have mixed feelings…The United States is seen 
as the leader in regard to this level of engagement 
out front…[but] not in purposeful, structural way.  In 
the UK particularly, they see us as leaders, they 
look toward us to come and be with them and to 
help them.  Other countries in the world, you've got 
to be careful how you go in and present yourself 
because we dominate them so much that, you 
can’t come in touting that domination even when 
you don't know you're doing it.  You've got to be 
very purposeful and be humble… I do see a 
connection all over the globe in the respect that 
women are coming together and saying "no more."  
From different perspectives, different experiences, 
different religious groups, there is a gathering of 
women around the globe. (Tony, Movement 
Strength) 

The issue of violence against women and girls is framed in a more holistic, intersectional way 
(MEV Impact: 2.7; Movement Strength: 1.5) 

Cohort members appreciate MEV’s intentional 
focus on intersectional framing, while still 
recognizing that many communities, particularly 
communities of color, remain on the margins of 
the conversation. 
 
 

In terms of being holistic and intersectional, I feel 
like there are a lot of marginalized communities 
that are not at all incorporated into the way we talk 
about violence against women and girls.  And 
there's a lot of important work being done out there 
in immigrant refugee communities and other 
communities of color and the LGBT community, 
and I just think we're not framing it in a way that 
incorporates all those communities and the 
experiences that these communities happen so 
then we're not actually creating strategies or 
building a movement that really includes folks in 
that way. I feel like there is a huge intention from 
Cohort 1, and hopefully that will be part of Cohort 2 
as well, to change that, to really shift that. (Cristy, 
Movement Strength) 
 
That’s kind of the perspective of my organization.  I 
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Findings Sample Participant Feedback 
think that we do that, and…some of the 
organizations that have been invited into the 
cohorts are also approaching it from that way.  
(Andrea, Movement Strength) 
 
[At MEV] we’re looked at as holistic people who 
bring our identity with its complexities with us and 
that impacts our perspective and our way of 
leading and our way of being viewed. (Klarissa, 
MEV’s Impact) 

Engagement of Other Funders 
As a major goal of the MEV Program, NoVo staff have committed to developing a funder 
engagement strategy to inform and generate greater interest and investment in the social change 
work of the anti-VAWG movement.  On average, cohort members ranked the current funding 
strategy as “somewhat strong” (1.8) and felt MEV has made at least “some impact” on this 
capacity area.  Note that 10 of the 17 cohort members thought it was too early to tell whether 
MEV had made an impact on funder engagement strategy, which is understandable given where 
they are in the program.   
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Exhibit IV-12:   
Average Ratings for Building Critical Mass 

 
 
In interviews, though, participants raised several key points: 

• Similar to Cohort 1, Cohort 2 participants overwhelming said that they 
appreciate NoVo’s strategy in engaging other funders and particularly value 
that the NoVo Foundation views cohort members as partners in ending VAWG 
instead of ascribing to the typical funder-grantee model.  
It is about fundamentally thinking differently about the relationship 
between funders and activists in the field and really building much more 
transparency and opportunity for there to be co-creation and co-visioning 
whereas traditionally the field has a piece of it and then pitches it to 
funders and that's a very old and dated model for thinking about the 
relationship.  

– Monique  
Seeing that December convening, they had several funders in the room 
and to see NoVo doing something that not a lot of other funders do, 
engaging in a way that not a lot of funders do. That’s pretty exciting.  
They’re telling the story.  It’s not just about, ‘Oh, we think this is really 
great.’  They are telling the story and really engaging people in a 
meaningful way. It’s, ‘This is why it impacts all of us.’  They [also] have a 
pretty huge name recognition.  

– Nicole  
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• Cohort members noted that, due to the reauthorization of the VAW act, 
there is more funding available for anti-violence work in the public sector 
than there is in the private sector:  this is vital for sustaining services for 
survivors, but sometimes makes it hard to push forward change strategies 
designed to end VAWG.   

Women have pushed and pushed and pushed.  They've been good at really 
engaging different various funding streams… Women have been very 
purposeful and coordinated in [securing funding]… [For example,] they 
stayed at the table with the Violence Against Women's Act and got it 
reauthorized, and that's a tremendous amount of government funding.   

– Tony 
One of the things I'm very aware of is the extremely limited funding 
opportunities around women's anti-violence work.  So much of our 
funding has been wrapped up in federal governments and that comes with 
very deep challenges, and there's very little funding within the private 
sector, both in foundations and other sources.  

– Monique  
Given the involvement of the NoVo Foundation and the broader funding climate, cohort 
members see a role for MEV in bringing funders to the table who have and are willing to 
promote a movement perspective.  For instance, Monique felt that long term sustainability 
depends on cohort members, faculty and NoVo foundation staff work to together throughout the 
program, rather than just when the cohort’s activities are coming to an end.   

[Funding] needs to be integrated into all of our conversations and 
thinking and not outsourced to just the NoVo Foundation or just a handful 
of people within the larger MEV Program. It's a fundamental challenge of 
every single person involved in the program, and to the extent that we're 
able to integrate that fully in our conversations and thinking we'll build 
the capacity of folks across the board for the long term in a way that will 
really help sustain the movement… 

– Monique 

Discussion 
Overall, the Cohort 2 ratings of and reflections on movement strengths and impact of MEV at 
this point tell an interesting story.  On the one hand, the lower ratings than Cohort 1 show a level 
of caution and conservatism (“there’s room to grow”).  Moreover, this reflects many factors at 
play, including: (1) cohort members’ limited exposure and ability to comment on the full breadth 
and depth of the MEV Program; and (2) varying personalities and outlooks among the cohort.  
By and large, the cohort has a “wait and see” attitude in assessing MEV’s impact. 

On the other hand, major takeaways include the fact that they are taking note of the powerful 
impact of Cohort 1’s critical intersectional analysis, the groundwork laid for social change 
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strategies, the Rockwood Art of Leadership training, and the impact of  the OD work on Cohort 
1 as well as the preliminary work done with the OD coaches for Cohort 2.   

Finally, it is of note to highlight the cohort’s consistently higher rating of MEV’s impact relative 
to the movement strengths (an average of 0.8 points higher across all outcomes).   This reflects 
their sense of hope and optimism for what MEV has already achieved and their potential 
contributions over the next year and a half.  In the next chapter, we will continue the discussion  
of progress to date on Cohort 2 outcomes at the individual, organizational, and movement levels. 
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V.    PROGRESS TO DATE 

As described in earlier chapters, the goals, expectations, and circumstances under which Cohort 
2 joined the MEV Program were intentionally different from that of the pilot cohort. Most 
notably, Cohort 2’s experience of Convening 1 set a different course for them to engage in the 
program and for their relationship and work together.  It is not surprising, therefore, that the 
kinds of impacts and outcomes reported to date are noticeably different from those reported by 
Cohort 1.  For example, there was no mention of the effect of Norma Wong’s teachings on 
individuals or their organizations from the Spring 2013 baseline interviews.1

In this chapter, we assess the progress that the MEV Program has achieved to date, and we 
address some key questions that correspond closely to the goals and objectives of the start-up 
activities for Cohort 2.  These questions include the following:  how effectively was Cohort 2 
brought into the MEV Program?  How is MEV facilitating the development of a strong and 
cohesive cohort?  To what extent are the cohort members buying into and building on the vision 
laid out by Cohort 1 to end violence against girls and women?  Finally, what outcomes have 
resulted from cohort members’ participation in MEV at the individual, organizational, and 
movement levels thus far?   

  Further, as 
“strategists,” Cohort 2 members were expected to readily engage in critical conversation and take 
action to further the vision created by Cohort 1.  Our analysis shows that they are fulfilling these 
expectations, even within the short period since they joined the program.  It is clear that the 
different program emphasis and characteristics of cohort are playing significant roles in the 
outcomes reported.   

In addition to the baseline data presented in Chapters II through IV, we have also collected data 
on Cohort 2’s participation in numerous MEV activities—Convenings 1 and 2, Rockwood Art of 
Leadership Training, and inter-session work such as movement building conversations, Self-Care 
and Sustainability for Impact (SSI) workshops, India Workgroup, and cohort-led webinars.  The 
                                                 
1  At this point in Cohort 1’s experience, there were stories of significant effects of Forward Stance on individuals 

and organizations.  In the new iteration of the MEV curriculum, Cohort 2 is taught 60/40 rather than Forward 
Stance by Norma Wong, which has more emphasis on strategic thinking and strategy development rather than on 
individual and group development.   
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data suggest that some emerging outcomes.  Appendix A outlines the full set of outcomes and 
products that the MEV faculty hopes to achieve at the end of Cohort 2’s experience.  At this 
early stage, progress towards the following outcomes are becoming evident: 

• Individual and Cohort Development 

− Enhanced connection to individuals’ own purpose, healthier 
relationship with own individual and collective power;  

− Increased capacity for and willingness to engage in courageous 
conversations for the benefit of own organizations and the movement; 

• Organizational Development  

− Increased appreciation for the relationship between self-care and 
strategic impact; 

− Enhanced personal and organizational practice of self; 

• Movement Building  

− Enhanced desire and capacity to engage in collaborative efforts to 
lead the movement forward together;   

− Outreach to and engagement of allies both within and outside of 
traditional anti-violence against girls and women field. 

Next, we present emerging outcomes at these various levels. 

Individual-Level Outcomes 
Individual level outcomes resulted from two major experiences—the Rockwood Art of 
Leadership Training and the Self-Care for Sustainability and Impact workshops.  Outcomes from 
these experiences are discussed in this section. 

Outcomes from the Rockwood Art of Leadership Institute 
 

The Rockwood Leadership Institute helped me to understand what holds 
me back from stepping into more of a leadership role and gave [me] the 
courage to speak my truth, own my personal power and follow my vision.  

- Cristy, Cohort 2 Member 
As evident in the quote above, cohort members have been engaged in in-depth self-work to 
enhance their leadership skills.  They are stepping outside of their comfort zone to re-examine 
their life purpose and connect to the larger anti-violence movement work. Additionally, MEV 
appears to be creating an all-too-rare space for reflection and raising awareness of individual, 
organizational, and movement habits that are counter to leaders’ well-being and the longevity of 
the movement.   
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Overwhelmingly, the Rockwood Art of Leadership training and the Self-Care for Sustainability 
for Impact workshops have received the most positive feedback.  Interestingly, the impacts can 
be seen at multiple levels.  Our findings from these efforts at the individual level are presented 
below. 

Exhibit V-1: 
Individual Level Impacts from Rockwood 2 

Findings Illustrative Comments 

All cohort members who went through the 
training this year (16) reported experiencing 
profound transformations through increased 
awareness about themselves, their purpose, 
and their ability to lead.  As a result of the 
concepts, tools, exercises that illustrate and 
reinforce the five practices of effective, 
transformative leadership, many cohort 
members reported gaining new knowledge and 
undergoing changes in their leadership.   
 

Rockwood gave me feedback on my leadership style and 
helped me identify weaknesses to work on.  (Sandra) 
 
Rockwood helped me identify how to be my best self in the 
work that I do.  (Anu) 
 
I can’t remember [another] time in my life where I said 
something was profound or transformational, but I did find 
[this training] to be incredibly profound—more personally 
perhaps than professionally.  (Annika) 
 
The Rockwood Art of Leadership has provided me with an 
evolved state of mind, more grounded in my vision and 
purpose, more clarity in the power and purpose of power in 
leadership, and useable tools to improve the effectiveness of 
my leadership.  (Kelly) 

Facilitating the decision to leave their 
organizations and navigate through change 
and transitions with more clarity.  Several 
cohort members reported already going through 
a process of making the difficult decision to 
depart from their organization when they began 
Rockwood. However, attendance of the Art of 
Leadership training helped three of the cohort 
members  to achieve more clarity around the fit 
of their life purpose with the work that they truly 
wanted to do.  
The timing of this training was mentioned as 
particularly critical in helping them to have 
critical conversations with themselves.  The 
opportunity to participate in these kinds of 
trainings clearly are marking pivotal turning 
points in these leaders’ careers. 

This training was unbelievably transformative.  It gave me the 
strength and insight to finally step down from being an ED to 
do the programmatic work that I love. (Rachel) 
 
[My leaving MSV] was not a decision that came out of the 
Rockwood experience but it in some way influenced the way I 
have navigated since leaving MSV.   (Eesha) 
 
The training came at a very pivotal point in my life.… As I 
was going through this journey of the unknown, Rockwood 
happen right in the middle of that.  Rockwood for me was an 
affirming space where I could think, clear my head, retreat 
and think about my decision and the choice that I was making 
for my life and see the importance of it.  So it really helped 
me to hone in on my own vision and purpose for my own 
life—am I living my purpose, am I walking in my purpose?  It 
really helped me tap into seeing my life and my leadership 
more clearly, and creating my path to actually move forward 
and having a courageous conversation with myself first. 
(Trina) 

                                                 
2  Due to the fact that attendance of the Rockwood Art of Leadership training had a profound impact on a cohort 

members who subsequently decided to leave the program or their organizations, we include their feedback and 
reflections in this chapter. 
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Findings Illustrative Comments 

Though Rockwood was initially 
“destabilizing” because the experience calls 
for a re-examination of life purpose and 
potential triggers, a few cohort members 
reported increased ability to see their 
personal and professional contexts with 
much more clarity.  In addition, they speak 
about the ability to apply the lessons throughout 
personal and professional aspects of their lives. 

Ultimately, it is going to be transformative in a very profound 
and important way but it felt very destabilizing [at first].  Now, 
I'm feeling a lot better about it.  I see my personal and 
professional relationships with people, projects with a lot 
more clarity.  I am much more authentic in my daily 
presentations, in my life, in my conversations, in my 
representation of my clients.   (Archi) 
 

Cohort members are paying more attention 
to self-care, working with their accountability 
partners,3

 I am in touch [with my Leading Forward buddy] once 
or twice a week and [we] are keeping an eye on each other’s 
leadership plans.  Our plans were all about kind of finding 
balance in our lives.  They were all non-work-related.  It was 
all about how do we work less hours?  How do we exercise 
enough?  It’s great that we [have continued to] check in and 
keep track of each other.  That’s been the best part of Move 
to End Violence so far—[the work with my partner, Kelly]. -  
(Lovisa) 

 and thinking about broader 
implications.  Attendance of the Rockwood 
leadership Institute marked a turning point in 
terms of greater attention to self-care for many 
of the cohort members. Participants were 
appreciative of  the emphasis on self-care and 
work/life balance and the introduction of tools 
such as the personal ecology model, and the 
Time Management Matrix.  One particularly 
powerful example of change behavior towards 
better self-care came from a participant who 
shared that Rockwood helped her to break an 
addiction.  This individual said that she went 
from drinking 8 to 12 diet Cokes a day to none 
since coming home.  

 
Part of my vision and my purpose is about creating balance 
in our tribal communities… but unless I know what balance 
is, I’ll never be able to achieve that vision because I don’t 
know what balance is personally or professionally… for me it 
was connecting [the individual with the community goals]. 
(Nicole) 

Outcomes from the Self-care and Sustainability for Impact 
Workshops 
Building on the theme of self-care begun at Rockwood, cohort participants found the Self-Care 
for Sustainability and Impact (SS&I) Workshop with Norma Wong and the OD Team coaches to 
be an important way to bring home messages of self-care to others in their organizations.  The 
goals of the SS&I workshops were to not only to help cohort members but also their staff 
understand why self-care is foundational for sustainability and impact in the movement to end 
violence.  In this workshop, 11 of the cohort members and their organizational staff or affiliates 
learned about the values and principles of self-care, the role of habits, and the linkage of the 
organization’s self-care to the sustainability and impact of an organization’s vision/mission. 
Participants in this workshop were given time to develop an individual plan as well as an 
organizational plan for self-care.  The workshop evaluations show progress towards the stated 
objectives. Following are highlights of ratings of SS&I workshop participant outcomes.  

                                                 
3  Following are reported accountability partners from Rockwood:  Debbie & Nicole, Kelly & Lovisa, Cristy & 

Eesha, Sandra & Scheherazade, Anu & Klarissa, Marcia & Archi. 
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• 97% reported that they agree or strongly agree that they have an increased 
appreciation for the relationships between self-care, sustainability, and impact. 

• 95% reported an enhanced personal practice of self-care. 

• 94% reported an enhanced organizational practice of self-care. 
 

Following, are specific themes that emerge from the SS&I workshops. 

Exhibit V-2: 
Individual Level Impacts from SS&I Workshops 

Findings Illustrative Comments 
Cohort members and their 
organizational colleagues have a 
greater awareness of self-care.  While 
some talk about reaching an entirely new 
level of consciousness about self-care, 
others cite specific ways in which they are 
instituting or reconnecting to self-care 
practices. 

[I learned that] I am not my full, powerful and effective 
self currently, and that I need to include more self-care 
AND explore what really deeply prevents me from doing 
this. [I learned] that my personal life and relationships 
will improve if I make this investment in myself. (Annika) 
 
[A key “ah hah” from the workshop is ] the idea of being 
"complicit" in one's own self-care was key. I think the 
use of the term complicit is intentional and is the right 
term. (Heidi) 
 
There were many “Ah hahs” for me—truth telling, some 
dynamics are felt externally.  Self-care should be 
practiced daily.  My self-care practice includes physical, 
mental, emotional, spiritual elements. (Nicole) 
 

Similarly, the staff of cohort members 
also reported benefiting considerably 
from these workshops.  Many of the key 
takeaways that colleagues shared reflect a 
high degree of internalization of the key 
messages around the importance of self-
care for sustainability and impact. Their 
comments reflect increased intentionality 
around instituting or maintaining better 
self-care practices. 

Major takeaways reported by evaluations by 
workshop participants:   
 
• (1) Self-compassion; 2. Valuing myself as much as I 

value others; and 3. Living and working at a pace 
that is sustainable. 

 
• The idea of survival is not enough!  Given the word 

"thrive" which I don't think of using….be intentional 
about setting up a practice to thrive. 

 
• I also enjoyed looking at the role of a habit and how 

they work in life and work and how they may 
become more impactful and valuable when I turn a 
good habit into a good practice that is intentional. 

 
• Making time every day and prioritizing self-care is 

my responsibility. I will definitely continue to 
incorporate my self-care plan into my daily life. 
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As we will discuss in the final chapter, a number of workshop participants expressed a strong 
desire to align organizational self-care practices and to reinforce the cultivation of individual 
self-care. Towards that end, many workshop participants said the workshop could be improved 
through providing more time to develop a well-thought out organizational self-care plan in order 
to shift cultural practices and to develop better systems of support for self-care. 

Cohort Connection and Cohesiveness 
At the cohort level, the results have been mixed with most cohort participants asking for more 
and better facilitated opportunities to learn, exchange, and build solid relationships with each 
other.  In order to understand the extent of cohort connectedness and cohesiveness, we first 
review the feedback on some key program events and components that occurred to this point.  
These include the convenings, cohort-organized webinars, and India workgroup. 

Convening-Specific Feedback 
Coming away from Convenings 1 and 2, the recurring feedback from Cohort 2 has been that 
their experiences at these events have not been conducive to relationship and trust building. In 
their evaluations of Convening 1, almost all of the cohort members expressed the need to have 
more time to get to know their fellow cohort members better.4

                                                 
4  Please see the Evaluation Synthesis of MEV Convening 6 Building Movement Convening 2012 (submitted 

January 10, 2013). 

  In the same vein, cohort members 
reported leaving Convening 2 feeling “exhausted” and “emotionally drained” and a few 
suggested that they were holding back from participation because they do not feel safe to share 
the breadth or depth of their concerns about the group dynamics out of the need to be respectful 
and accepting of their peers’ needs. It is clear that a culture of critique and resistance had 
developed in the relatively short period of time that the cohort has been together.  Exhibit V-3 
has some illustrative cohort feedback on the convenings with regards of their contributions to 
building cohorts connections and cohesiveness: 
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Exhibit V-3:  Convenings’ Impact on Cohort Relationships 
 
Convening 1 feedback: I feel like December was an odd convening. We had one day, 
which was a bit scattershot; then all those other people came; then another day and we 
were gone.  I don't feel like we bonded as a cohort in a way that we would all know each 
other and connect with each other in this six month intervening period.   
 
Convening 2 feedback:5

* * * 

  All of the worst movement dynamics are playing out in our 
internal dynamics. Lots of mistrust. Lots of very strong personalities. People have very 
important points/things to say, and I think that the way that we are managing those 
conversations with each other and in terms of facilitation is not working for the group as a 
whole. 

 [This dynamic was] “not foreign to me – I am used to it in my work – but it was disorienting 
in this setting as there was an expectation that this would be a different kind of space.” 
 

Feedback on Cohort-led Webinars 

At the urging of a few Cohort 1 members to learn more from each other and due to the limited 
time to get to know each other at Convening 1, it was not surprising that cohort members 
expressed eagerness for additional opportunities to get to know each other.  Soon after 
Convening 1, three members of Cohort 2 began to self-organize to create webinars for the cohort 
members to share their work and exchange with each other.  Most of the cohort members took 
the time to participate in the five-part webinar series.6  Each one took a turn presenting their 
organization’s work (16 total presentations were made across 19 members).  A couple mentioned 
that they could not participate in person but listened to recordings after the webinars.7

There have been moments when I think, “That’s a really inspiring idea.  I 
really like how people approached that work.”  So, it’s allowed me to start 
seeing a few connections with organizations that are potentially a little bit 
more aligned with mine or who could be really helpful to mine, so that’s 
been useful as well. 

  In the 
baseline interviews, more than two-thirds provided favorable feedback on the webinar series.  
One cohort member stated that the sharing has allowed cohort members to see connections and 
alignment between their work: 

                                                 
5  See the “Moving Forward” PowerPoint by Jackie Payne, (July 2013). 

6  These occurred from April to May 2013.  Sixteen cohort members presented using PowerPoint's which can be 
found here:  http://www.movetoendviolence.org/community/materials/cohort-2/cohort-webinars.  

7  The two cohort members who decided to not participate offered the following reasons:  (1) concerns about the 
imposition on personal time; (2) not a part of the program requirements; and (3) a small group deciding to do this 
on their own without a collective decision-making process. 

http://www.movetoendviolence.org/community/materials/cohort-2/cohort-webinars�
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Overall, 13 of the 19 cohort members found these webinars to be informative and value added to 
help them to understand their cohort members’ work and to provide contexts for their work 
within the larger movement.  A couple of members found the webinars to be “okay” or did not 
offer an opinion; and four were somewhat negative because the webinar format required too 
much of their time, caused some anxiety around the preparations needed to do their presentation, 
or provided information that they could learn elsewhere.  In summary, the webinars provided 
needed contexts, background information, and the opportunity to connect with each other in the 
interim.  There was seen as valuable for most, but not for everyone.  

India Workgroup Feedback 
The India workgroup8

When asked about their feedback and reactions to the trip to India and the work done by the 
India Workgroup, the responses varied considerably. About one-fifth of cohort members plainly 
stated that this was never an issue for them.  Coming into the program, they clearly expected to 
participate on an international trip as part of their program experience.  Furthermore, almost 
everyone felt that the MEV faculty handled this situation well when concerns were raised.  It was 
noted that the faculty placed faith in key cohort delegates to identify solutions on behalf of the 
group.  One cohort member stated, 

 was created as a result of concerns raised by Cohort 2 members in 
response to presentations they heard at Convening 1.  Issues raised included perceived lack of 
cultural competency among faculty and cohort members, understanding of historical context of 
India, and the opportunity for cohort input on the people who they will meet in India.  Most 
importantly, cohort member expressed reservations about MEV’s plans to visit the Sonagachi red 
light district.  One member expressed concerns that the message that is sent when the Novo 
Foundation, an influential American organization with tremendous funding connections, brings 
non-Indian people to tour of the red light district. From this cohort member’s perspective, it is 
about “the cultural appropriation, lack of cultural competency….and complete callousness of 
[not] thinking about how it would affect the South Asians or the men among us and our sense of 
safety.”  This calls attention to the fact that the MEV Program included, for the first time, cohort 
members who are of Indian descent, which added a new dimension and potentially sensitive 
programming implications for some participants.   

The respect and space that MEV staff have given us in this process has 
been really remarkable, for which I'm very grateful because these are 
[important] things and we're raising them with a lot of sincerity.  That 

                                                 
8  This group included Archi, Kelly, and Annika.  Anu also participated in one workgroup meeting early in the 

process. 
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sincerity is being matched in terms of being willing to think with us and be 
challenged and help us make our solutions, also. 

Prior to Convening 2, a few cohort members still had some questions about the trip that they 
wanted to revisit at the convening.  Regardless, the discussion around India and the 
establishment of the workgroup served to create a greater bond among the cohort members.  This 
is evident in the social network data (see next section) on how they have stayed in contact with 
each other in between convenings.  Members of the India workgroup also shared that this 
opportunity allowed them to get to know other members of the workgroup more deeply. 

Ongoing Informal and Formal Collaboration 

Many cohort members did not know each other prior to joining the MEV Program.  However, 
they have quickly seized on the opportunity to network, collaborate, and learn from each other.  
Some of these exchanges were a direct result of MEV inter-session work and the India 
workgroup, following up with Rockwood Leading Forward plan buddies (see individual level 
outcomes), but other connections and collaborations were initiated by the cohort members 
themselves, including meetings over lunch, dinner, and meeting up at conferences.  Exhibits V-4 
and V-5 compare the maps for informal exchanges and formal collaborations from before the 
beginning of the program in December 2012 (see Chapter III) to baseline interviews before 
Convening 2, between May and June 2013.[1]

• Prior to joining MEV, six of the 18 Cohort 2 members did not have any 
connections to any other person in the cohort.  In addition, the pre-Convening 
1 baseline map shows four small clusters with only 11 reported connections.  This 
group, overall, shows fewer connections with each other than Cohort 1 coming 
into the MEV Program.   

A side-by-side comparison of the informal 
exchange networks reveals a number of interesting developments at baseline before Convening 1 
and before Convening 2.   

• By Convening 2, all individuals in the network became connected to each 
other, whether directly or indirectly through others.  Second, the shape of the 
network has shifted from a disjointed picture with no connection or some 
individuals connected via a single tie to a more balanced and rounded network, 
with individuals connected to the network in multiple ways. This shift in the 
shape of the network corresponds to the overall growing density, which increased 
from 4% (11 connections) to 18% (56 connections).  

                                                 
[1] The connections shown in Exhibit V-4 and V-5 should not be over-interpreted as some cohort members were 

more specific and forthcoming than others in describing their contacts with other cohort members after the first 
convening.  The maps combine reported exchanges and collaborations with cohort members between Convening 
1 and Convening 2 with the baseline data on informal exchanges and formal collaborations collected prior to 
Convening 1 (see Chapter 3 for more information).  
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Exhibit V-4: 
Changes in Informal Exchanges  

 

 

 

• The development of formal connections is much slower than informal 
connections with two separate formal clusters of collaboration and four 
individuals (Heidi, Marcia, Eesha, Lovisa) still showing no formal collections 
to the larger group.   In both, the informal and formal collaboration maps, it is 
clear that Debbie, Monique, and to some extent, Jodeen, have emerged as central 
players in the cohort informal and formal networks.  It is also important to note 
that the majority of developments in formal collaboration are directly due to the 
MEV program (Landscape Mapping and India Work Groups) - beyond that, no 
major developments reported. 

 

Exhibit V-5: 
Changes in Formal Collaborations  
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The network maps clearly indicate that there is much work that the cohort and faculty need to do 
in order to forge tighter linkages for these individuals to get to know and work closely with each 
other within and outside of the MEV Program.  This is more evident in this group of 18 Cohort 2 
members compared to the 15 members of Cohort 1 which had more linkages to each other before 
joining the MEV Program and at this stage in the program.  As one cohort member states, the 
foundation on which their relationship is built will play a critical role in their ability to work 
effectively together:  “I feel like we're becoming not just colleagues but also friends which is 
really wonderful and is the best way to be working.”  Following are examples of ways in which 
cohort members have been engaged in both informal and formal collaboration within Cohort 2 
and with Cohort 1 members to date. 

Exhibit IV-6:  
Informal Exchanges and Collaborations Among Cohort 2 Members 

Types of 
Collaboration 

 
Examples 

Informal 
Exchanges 

Informal local meetings, on-going 
• Bay Area cohort members meet on a monthly basis, including Debbie, Cristy, Andrea, 

and Cohort 1 members (Beckie, Leiana). Other Cohort 1 and 2 members have been 
included when they are in town visiting (e.g., Annika, Aimee) 

• Kelly and Eesha had lunch together after the VAW signing 
• Monique and Kelly had dinner in New York together 
• Archi attended Heidi’s award ceremony 
Communication with fellow Rockwood participants and buddies, on-going 
• Cristy, Kelly, Lovisa, and Eesha are in contact regularly and planning group conference 

calls to connect, support other’s leadership plans and each other, and talk about work 
together 

• Klarissa, Trina, Scheherazade, Tony, and Sandra have on-going communication, 
including via a Facebook page 

Email exchanges and phone calls, on-going 
• Numerous cohort members have exchanged emails with each other related to their 

work and experiences in MEV to-date 
• Marcia reached out to and received information from Annika, Debbie, and Andrea for 

legislative resources for a DV victim unemployment compensation campaign.  
Formal 
Collaboration 

Landscape Mapping Workgroup, on-going 
• Cristy, Debbie, Kelly, Sandra, and Jodeen, with Aimee (Cohort 1) as a facilitator, are 

conducting weekly conference calls and independent tasks to set up for essential 
conversations on the topics of:  defining violence, why focus on girls and women, and 
address what is the movement wanted and needed.  

India Workgroup, prior to Convening 3 
• Archi, Kelly, and Annika to address cohort concerns, increase cultural competency, 

and provide input on speakers and meetings. 
Steering Committees and Boards, on-going 
• Annika has served on Steering Committee for the APIIDV and will be co-board 

members with Cristy for the organization’s new board 
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Organizational Impacts 
The impacts at the organizational level have taken several forms.  A few have reported bringing 
back to their staff what they learned about MEV from Convening 1 around the vision, as well as 
new techniques and tools from the Rockwood Arts of Leadership training.  Below are some 
findings and examples. 

• At least nine of the cohort members reported having movement building 
conversations with their staff upon their return from Convening 1.  A notable 
example is from Archi of Sanctuaries for Family, who established a standing 
committee of 11 staff members to examine and promote the three pivots. In 
addition, Kelly from the Idaho Coalition as well as Heidi from IRC have held 
regular staff meetings to discuss learnings from and the vision that has been 
drafted by Cohort 1.  See Exhibit V-5 below for more detail. 

Exhibit V-6: 
In-depth Examples of Impacts at the Organizational Level 

Example #1:  Idaho Coalition Against Sexual & Domestic Violence 

Kelly Miller is cognizant of Idaho Coalition’s role in bringing in marginalized 
community members. She states, “At the December convening, some of the most 
significant shifts I brought back to this organization is the concept of the most 
marginalized community member, the last girl conversations.  So, really thinking about 
our work in terms of our staffing, our board, and our volunteers and even more so about 
who we bring in as allies and partners.  [We were] doing a lot of reflecting internally here 
as an organization about how we could [be] better and more effective at reaching out to 
some of the more marginalized communities.  We’ve done a lot of work of reaching out 
to other members of the communities that we wouldn’t usually reach out to.  I try and 
schedule meetings every couple of weeks with different organizations that we could be 
more aligned with but haven’t been.”   

Example #2:  Women's Protection & Empowerment Team, IRC 

Heidi’s team at IRC is also very interested in the work of NoVo and Cohort 1’s 
vision sparked conversations about IRC’s vision.  Heidi shared, “My team literally 
eats up [what I share back with them].  Either when I share with them what the 
convenings are going to cover in advance, or when I come back and talk about what was 
covered.  I mean there is a lot of interest on the team, so I think overall, quite a positive 
reaction…..It sparked a conversation about our vision and the vision we have on the 
team and whether or not we had really thought through and represented community in 
our vision.  We certainly represented women and girls, which is extremely important, but 
looking at the vision created by cohort one and thinking about interconnections and 
communities actively working together, we thought about what stopped us from 
articulating that in our vision, which sparked a lot of good conversation… one thing that 
was interesting in discussing it and kind of deconstructing our own vision was that for us, 
community is a very gender neutral term and actually can obscure [women and girls] and 
often does, whether it’s in refugee communities here or abroad.” 

Example #3:  Sanctuaries for Families 
Archi got organizational buy-in to create a standing structure to engage her staff 
around the MEV vision.  She explains, “ We actually felt that all three pivots are visible 
here.  We're a big organization, 150 people spread over nine locations and we could stand 
to be a lot more interconnected, we often work in silos.   



 V-13 

Example #1:  Idaho Coalition Against Sexual & Domestic Violence 
We felt that it would be a great idea to get other staff involved and invested in MEV …for 
the next couple years but it is actually something where we have agency-wide commitment 
and engagement.  At the all-staff meeting we proposed the idea of the committee and we 
were a little bit overwhelmed by the positive response we got.” 

 
• Cohort members also talked extensively about the application of Rockwood 

tools and learnings to impact their organizations. Most frequently mentioned 
were bringing back the “POP” tool or “Purpose Outcome Process” tool.  In 
addition, several cohort members talked about having courageous conversations 
as well as being more conscious about “being present” and really actively 
listening to their staff.  

Exhibit V-7: 
Examples of Application of Rockwood tools and Learnings within Organizations 

Example #1:  ACLU 

Reflecting upon the most useful components of Rockwood, Sandra said that POP 
and the Time Management Matrix (Convey’s Quadrant) were her key takeaways for 
her organization. She has begun to share POP with her colleagues, and they have 
found it to be useful in determining things like whether or not they should conduct a 
meeting.  She states, “POP is something that is very useful, and I’ve already shared with 
the folks I work most closely with, particularly around whether we should have certain 
meetings.  I think [the Convey Quadrant] is also helpful in terms of] how we spend our 
time… I‘ve never really consciously figured out before:  do I spend my time on the 
important things or do I spend my time on the more urgent things that may not be 
important? So that’s a conversation I’ve had with several people that I work with here.” 

 

Example #2:  Idaho Coalition Against Sexual & Domestic Violence 

Kelly conducts 3-hour staff meetings on a weekly basis that incorporate 
components of Rockwood.  She elaborates, “I use Rockwood [in] a couple different 
ways.  Almost every weekly staff meeting [I] unfold a piece of [Rockwood].  We’ve been 
spending a lot of time on purpose and vision… [We have] mini-conversations where 
they’re three minutes. [We say] be an active listener, and here are the prompts.  We’ve 
been doing a lot of those, which has been really very meaningful.  The staff has just love 
it.  Usually we have to do a two or three-hour staff meeting with an hour and a half of 
[Rockwood].”   
 

 

• In addition, the Self–Care and Sustainability Workshops is beginning to have a 
ripple effect on cohort members’ organizations.  For example, cohort members 
reported increased dialogue about the relationship between personal, 
organizational, and self-care and shared their plans to apply what they learned 
from the workshop to enhance their well-being and effectiveness: 
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Exhibit V-8: 
The Value of the SS&I Workshops and Outcomes 

 
I really appreciated that our staff could have spaciousness and time for this 
conversation.  It has been an organizational priority since July of last year.  I 
appreciate that MEV provided us with the resources, content, and good facilitation 
to fulfill this commitment. (Andrea) 
 
The workshop was most valuable to me in opening a dialogue with my colleagues 
about personal and organizational self-care.   
 
The most valuable aspect of the workshop was learning how to better vocalize and 
understand the connection and importance of individual self-care and organizational 
self-care, how they work together to help increase organizational sustainability and 
deepen our connection to self and our movement.  
 
This has been an opportunity for all of us to dedicate time to talk about, and 
prioritize, individual and organizational self-care. Valuable for all in our organization 
to hear - created or helped equalize and opened up path to really focus and 
implement (and support) practice moving forward. Reinforced and reminded me of 
some teachings from MEV as a cohort member. (Annika) 

 

 

Yet to be seen are actual changes in organizational self-care practices to reinforce 
personnel resolutions for increased attention to self-care. 

Movement Engagement 
While it is still very early to discuss impacts on the movement level outcomes identified in the 
MEV logic model, cohort members’ attitude—about the MEV vision, willingness to host 
movement-building conversations, sharing their learnings with their partners, and willingness to 
become spokespeople for MEV—show the extent of their integration into the program and 
readiness to assume movement-level leadership.  Following are some new outcomes that the 
cohort members shared as they think about and expand their leadership role at the movement 
level. 
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Exhibit V-9: 
Impacts at the Movement Level 

Findings Illustrative Comments 

Endorsements of the MEV Vision.  The majority 
cohort members said that they thought the vision 
and pivots drafted by Cohort 1 was a great starting 
point for conversations.  Most (10) felt that the vision 
resonated with their experience and was compelling 
and powerful.  The remaining agreed with the vision, 
but had questions about the language, its 
inclusiveness, and translation to the communities 
with whom they work (LGBTQ, tribal, etc.) 
 

Positive feedback 
I feel a really strong alignment with the vision.  I 
think the fact that the vision places the most 
marginalized women and girls at the center is 
powerful, and it’s very much aligned with how I 
see the [needs of the] movement.  (Heidi) 
 
I feel like it's a very powerful vision and the pivots 
very much speak to me – the pivots especially 
because I do a lot of intersectional work and I 
have been thinking about it [in terms of] schools 
and what does that look like to shift our work 
around building youth leadership and shifting 
social norms among youth. (Cristy) 
 
It’s definitely in line, especially this vision of 
….more collaboration, intersectional approach to 
ending violence against girls and women, not 
fighting for scarce resources and really working 
together to align ourselves to change the system.  
I agree [with the vision and pivots] and I see the 
importance of [them], I don’t really understand 
how anybody could think that those steps aren’t 
necessary or needed.  (Trina) 
 
Positive feedback with some questions 
There are elements of the vision that I feel really 
connected to and aligned with.  The pieces of it 
that I just need to think through and talk through 
more with my cohort would be particularly around 
the action step pieces… For me it was really 
…about how to move from a service-based 
movement to a social change movement. (Eesha) 
 
In my personal opinion, there’s some work that we 
need to do on that vision statement.  It’s not 
inclusive, and we need to work on the language 
that is there because it’s not inclusive for the 
LGBT community.  It’s not inclusive for some of 
the people that I’ve worked with.  (Marcia) 

Cohort 2 showed strong engagement of the 
vision created by Cohort 1 by hosting movement 
conversations.9

I brought in all of our domestic and sexual 
violence community-based programs around the 
state. Three tribal and 23 community-based, that   Over a period of only a few 

                                                 
9  At Convening 6 in December 2012, Cohort 1 launched the first series of Building Movement Conversations with 

close movement allies. The purpose of these conversations was to engage activists, leaders, and community 
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Findings Illustrative Comments 
months, seven Cohort 2 members hosted 12 
community conversations reaching 245 participants. 
These included:  

• Kelly (5 conversations with one featuring 
Nan as a guest to lead a discussion with the 
Idaho Coalition Board of Directors),  

• Lovisa (2 conversations),  
• Andrea, (1 conversations),  
• Marcia (1 conversations),  
• Rachel (1 conversations),  
• Sandra (1 conversations), and  
• Archi (1 conversations with Dorchen and C6 

attendee Brett Figlewski). 
 

was really a huge constituency that I wanted to 
begin to think about that conversation.  Another 
[constituency] was teens, which was fascinating.  
Then, we had another group that was very much 
criminal justice system people.  They were also 
very excited about it.  It really offered up an 
opportunity for people to realize they’re part of a 
much bigger movement.  (Kelly) 
 
I felt lonely and isolated here, so this was an 
opportunity to start a change in the debate, 
change in the conversation, including people in 
the everyday work that they do.  This is important.  
I didn’t know how to have that conversation, so it 
was a good opportunity to – I got some tools to 
start changing the language that was prominent in 
conversations in the racial social justice 
movement here in Florida. (Marcia) 

In addition to reaching out to those in the anti-
violence movement, through Rockwood, cohort 
members report making powerful connections 
with other social justice movements. Nine of the 
cohort participants specifically spoke about the 
benefits of attending Rockwood with a subset of 
their MEV cohorts so that they have the opportunity 
to meet activists from other movements.  Several 
spoke about staying in contact with these other 
activists and seeking connection between their anti-
violence work with their work.  In addition, one 
cohort member is using her leading forward plan to 
focus on improving her ability to better engage 
ACLU’s state affiliates in her organization’s anti-
violence work. 

I left [Rockwood ] with a renewed appreciation 
for cross-sector social justice and labor 
movements, and a stronger belief in 
interconnected movements in creating a more 
compassionate world where violence, injustice, 
and inequity no longer exist.  (Kelly) 
 
I think it was good that it included some folks 
from MEV, but not everybody from MEV. I felt 
like I really benefited from learning about 
experiences of folks who work outside of the 
anti-violence arena, and we had some good 
conversations about how we might connect 
more across the issues we work on. (Sandra) 

While there is much to report on MEV’s impact at the various levels, the cohort feedback and 
lack of reporting of certain kinds of outcomes at this stage suggest some areas for attention as 
MEV moves forward.  Most notable, are (1) the pace, timing and sequencing of how the new 
cohort has been transitioned into the MEV program, (2) attention to building community to 
instill a sense of connectedness among cohort members to engage in movement building 
together, and (3) attention to stronger integration of the MEV program learnings to align with 
organizational mission and practice. We will discuss these themes in more depth in the next and 
final chapter, which contains our recommendations for moving forward. 

                                                 
members in conversations around a vision to end violence against girls and women in the U.S. and the shifts the 
movement needed to make to move effectively towards that vision. From December 2012 to April 2013, allies 
hosted their own conversations, using a guide to support facilitators in fostering parallel conversations. 
Conversation hosts were asked to report back using an online form or by email. 
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VI.    RECOMMENDATIONS 

The creation of a “Bigger We” includes many components.  There is the 
work of building culture, of developing and embodying values, principles, 
mores, practices and ways.  There is the habit breaking and practice 
making work around power and identity, without which there can only be 
a form of “transactional We” – a far cry from a Bigger We and a much 
less resilient form.  There is the fundamental, movement building frame of 
the Bigger We to instill as a mindset for ideas and actions.   There is the 
practice of meeting, navigating, and surfing challenges and conflicts in 
ways that give the Bigger We substance.   All of this is work of the cohort 
as a microcosm of the field(s).     

- Norma Wong on Resetting 

In the short period of time that Cohort 2 has been involved in the program, they have challenged 
the MEV Program, faculty, staff and the Novo Foundation to meet their needs and demands. 
Undoubtedly, the challenges the MEV faculty face reflect the challenges and habits of the 
movement that keep it fragmented and less effective.  For a few individuals, the entry into the 
MEV Program has not gone smoothly—a couple exited the program in the first few months and 
several others have left their organizations, thus limiting their organization’s involvement in the 
program.  The group has experienced ongoing “storming” at various stages, which has impeded 
the development of the movement building frame of the “Bigger We” to instill a different kind of 
mindset for ideas and action.    The faculty and the Foundation have shown flexibility and 
responsiveness to the cohort and have asked cohort members to recommit to the MEV Program 
and to reset in order to move forward together well.  The remaining members are on a good path 
but will need to continue to be vigilant of habits that will undermine their power and 
effectiveness.  With this in mind, we offer some reflections and recommendations in this final 
chapter.  

Reflections for Moving Forward 
Below are some key recommendations for the MEV Program faculty and the Novo Foundation’s 
consideration. 
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Clarity and Absorption of Cohort Expectations 

By all accounts, the many demands in late 2012 stretched the MEV staff and faculty too thinly, 
and they did not have the time needed to convey clearly to members of  Cohort 2 the 
expectations and signature MEV elements that would set a different course for their engagement 
in relationship and movement building.  Following are some basic recommendations to apply to 
the next cohort. 

• Devote more attention throughout the new cohort’s onboarding and first 
several months to help members absorb and own

• Use the landscape exercise in order to build broader understanding of Cohort 
2’s purpose in the MEV Program.  Those in the group that were able to speak 
more cogently about the task of Cohort 2 tend to relate their work around the 
landscape analysis and mapping exercise.  Following are some representative 
comments which shows the various gradations of understanding: 

 the program expectations, 
particularly their “task as cohort.”  Based on Round 1 interviews, it is clear that 
many of the Cohort 2 members were not clear about their collective role.  About a 
third of the cohort stated that they had very little or no idea of their expected 
contributions to the MEV goals.  For example, one cohort member stated, “I 
would love to know more about where Cohort 1 ended and what some of the 
things Cohort 2 is expected to, at the very basic level, produce.  Another third 
could speak a little on this topic.  The final third spoke with some clarity about the 
work for them.  

− My understanding is that we’re in charge of mapping the movement.  I 
don’t really know…just trying to understand what is the movement 
currently or what it should be or who is in it.    

− I think one of the goals of mapping is to have a way for the movement 
to see the movement, to see itself as a movement.  

− I am getting a very strong sense and understanding of what the 
current landscape or ecosystem of the movement is. More specifically 
within that landscape, identify innovations that are happening or 
strategic entry points for innovation. Social change campaigns, social 
marketing campaigns that are designed to bring the movement 
together around specific messages. 

This understanding was greatly influenced by the fact that at the time of the 
interviews, the cohort members were completing the landscape exercise to 
prepare for Convening 2.  If this is not altogether clear currently, it is important to 
check to make sure that Cohort 2’s understanding of their work is broader in 
terms of developing social change strategies and campaigns, which draw from the 
mapping data and landscape analysis. 

• Continue to have dialogue to confirm participants are aware of expectations.  It 
is important to note that the cohort’s lack of understanding is not due to the lack 
of faculty and staff efforts to convey the program expectations. In fact, almost 
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half of the group said that the program expectations were fairly clear to them.  
The information just was not necessary “absorbed.”  One cohort member 
elaborated, 

There’s more that could be done to solidify the expectations.  I 
actually felt like it was pretty clearly articulated what we were getting 
into and what the trajectory was.  It just wasn’t really absorbed at the 
level it needed to be.  I wonder if there just could be more of a process 
for dialogue about it or if need be, a repeating back of what is it 
cohort members think they are getting into. 

Some questions for cohort members to reflect upon might include: what 
tensions might emerge for you?  How are you going to be prepared to 
navigate that in order to proactively help the group move the agenda 
forward? 

Timing, Sequence, and Space 

The cohort feedback also clearly showed that more attention needs to be devoted to creating a 
more spacious and graceful transition from one cohort to another.   This will require re-
examining some assumptions about new cohorts’ readiness and the time required for meaningful 
human interactions.  Following are recommendations related to the consideration of timing, 
sequence, and the kinds of space needed. 

• Rethink the timing and sequence of activities on bring Cohort 2 onboard.  This 
is the major overarching recommendation. Whereas the pilot cohort had the 
opportunity at Convening 1 to engage in community building, explore basic 
alignment, and to learn about Forward Stance as a strategic approach to 
movement building, Cohort 2 had limited time together within its first convening 
before joining allies in the Movement Building Convening in December of 2012.  
The timing and sequence of activities suggest that more attention needs to be paid 
to the transition from one cohort to another.   

• Establish clearer group agreements upfront on the process for group decision 
making.  As noted in Chapter V, a few cohort members raised the issue that the 
cohort needs to establish a clearer group decision-making process, particularly as 
it relates to any additional work that the group agrees to assume. While these 
individuals said they are not inherently opposed to taking on extra work, they are 
cognizant of the fact that there were a number of major MEV assignments on top 
of their regular workload, and they did have some misgivings about the amount of 
work that the cohort led webinars required.  Related to this, within such a strong 
group of individuals, cohort feedback suggests that they need a better process of 
determining who speaks on behalf of the group and how to create a more 
respectful and democratic space so that the will and voices of a few vocal 
individuals do not dominate. 

• Provide adequate opportunities for a new cohort to create a basic sense of 
alignment.  These opportunities were created for Cohort 1, and they led to a tight 
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sense of group cohesiveness; The process cannot be short-circuited for Cohort 2 if 
they are to truly understand and engage in the program.  The following comments 
suggest that cohort members are longing for these opportunities. 

I have deliberately lowered my expectations of the program because it 
is really challenging to take a group of people who don’t know each 
other at all , build a sense of trust and relationship, and then charge 
us to do work with each other when we only see each other twice a 
year, and one of those times is in India and the other is the movement 
gathering.  I feel like there are a lot of expectations of the program 
about what we’re going to accomplish… It’s a set up for failure, 
frankly.  

*  *  * 

There are some really difficult and important conversations to be had 
around where we may not all be in consensus with each other– [such 
as] difficult policy issues, movement alignment, and competition 
among social justice organizations.  I’m not sure we’re going to get to 
them.  My sense is that Cohort 1 never got to them.  They told me that.  
Looking at the program, I’m not sure that there’s space for us to get 
to them either.  It is disappointing ‘cause until we start talking some 
of this stuff out, there will continue to be challenges. 

The desire to have more and deeper conversations arose from the 
dissatisfaction with cohort’s experience of Convening 1.  It was evident 
that Convening 1 did not provide the time and space  to have those deeper 
conversations.  There also may have been too great of an assumption 
about the cohort’s ability to pick up where Cohort 1 left off.  Comments 
such as those above suggest that future cohorts need more time for getting 
to know each other, establishing community, and finding some basic 
alignment before they can proceed. 

• Consider sending cohort participants to Rockwood prior to the first convening 
so that cohort members are in a good place to do group work at the first 
convening.  Concerned by the level of personal grievances and political 
statements expressed at the first two convenings, one cohort member suggested 
that some amount of self-work might be helpful prior to officially coming into the 
MEV program.  She stated, 

It might be helpful to have people go to Rockwood before the program 
starts so that there’s space where people are expected to navigate the 
personal and political l[issues] before being in group together…What 
more can we do so that when we get together we can focus on work 
and not get stuck in a place that’s criticizing the structure, and feeling 
like we can own it as much as there’s space to do, and just be real 
about some of the tensions that exist? 

If the program re-sequences the elements for the cohort to attend Rockwood first, 
then it is important to take advantage of the close cohort relationships that form 
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from this experience going into Convening 1.  Another advantage of having 
Rockwood be a first MEV-sponsored experience (with less preparatory work on 
MEV staff’s part), is that this can decrease the amount of time between 
Convenings 1 and 2.  A number of cohort members said that six months between 
the two convenings is too long of a time. 

Rockwood-Content Specific Feedback 
• Cultural competency of the Rockwood leadership model. While it is clear that 

the Rockwood experience is having profound impacts on cohort members, three 
to four individuals raised questions about the cultural competency of the 
Rockwood leadership model.  One cohort member, for example, raised the need 
for more nuanced processing of experiences and raw emotions that surface during 
key activities such as the trigger exercise: 

It was clear to me and several of my colleagues that the Rockwood 
training pedagogy came from a Western/clinical, highly structured 
place that doesn't fully appreciate the nuances or wisdoms of more 
multicultural perspectives--forcing this structure upon populations 
that deal with systemic and historic oppression or trauma, and that 
have come from deeply profound histories of resistance to 
"normalizing" types of training, can cause us to feel deeply 
wounded.…It serves to make many of us feel "crazy" or "triggered" 
when all we are feeling is the force of being told to assimilate, or to 
suppress our cultural wisdoms so that we can fit into the Western 
order of things. It is critical for Rockwood teachings to embrace a less 
linear way of approaching the actual content of the lessons and the 
discussions.  

This critique is significant in that it speaks to Cohort 2’s level of awareness, 
experience, and analysis of multiple forms of oppression and pushes MEV to 
examine how the program is able to support recognition of the intersectionality of 
multiple identities and backgrounds and ensure that these identities are not 
marginalized within MEV-sponsored activities.  It is also evident, however, that 
Cohort 2 found the Rockwood experience to be a valuable one, which will 
continue to have benefits over the long run. 

• Include some more conversations at Rockwood on the importance of building 
strong partnerships in social justice work, especially given that there were many 
different organizations involved in the training. Cohort members believe that 
there needs to be some more direct and honest conversations about the 
competitiveness among organizations doing social justice work because it is an 
issue that is rarely addressed by the movement.  One cohort member suggested, 

The main feedback I had, which I gave to Rockwood, was that we 
would have benefited from talking a little bit more about building 
strong partnerships, especially when groups often consider 
themselves as competing for certain types of resources or attention.  I 
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feel like that’s a really common issue in the social justice arena, but 
we don’t ever grapple with it very much.   

Organizational Learning and Engagement 

There are a couple of new dimensions associated Cohort 2 worth mentioning that have bearing 
on organizational development and engagement.  The first is that the increase cohort size from 
15 to 20 definitely requires more coordination, support, and resources within the OD 
cornerstone.  The second is that MEV has moved to ensure the continuance of the SS&I 
workshops in the long run by instituting a train-the-trainer model with Norma Wong. Pursuit of 
this approach, which is designed to phase out Norma’s role, has raised the question of whether 
her powerful knowledge and practices can be transferred to the OD coaches who will conduct 
these trainings in the future. Our review of the evaluations show that as co- and solo trainers, the 
coaches generally received very positive feedback from the participants. Following are some 
sample feedback: 

I loved having Elsa do this work with us. She did a great job and it 
was really a pleasure to have such a skilled facilitator. 

* * * 

Overall, I am very pleased with the way that Maura interacted with 
me as the cohort member and "ED" before, during and after the 
workshop.  Additionally, Maura did an excellent job creating space 
for everyone in the sense of meeting people where they were…The fact 
that she has built such a strong and trusting relationship with so many 
of the team members through the OD process to date is notable. 

This feedback suggests that the knowledge and skills to deliver the SS&I training can be 
transferred to highly competent and experienced OD coaches in order to continue this important 
component of MEV.  However, there were some issues raised by a both cohort members and the 
coaches around the initial OD-related coordination with MEV staff and OD coaches and 
implementation of the workshops.  In addition, while there is a renewed emphasis in the MEV 
Program design on improving take-away materials to help cohort members bring learnings home 
to benefit their organizations, cohort members and their staff are asking for more time and 
attention devoted to taking them more carefully through the process of planning and reflection to 
increase organizational buy-in.  They recognize that investments of time and resources to 
properly implement new plans and ideas will increase the likelihood of success.  Below are a few 
recommendations in this area. 

• Provide better infrastructure/administrative support to OD coaches and cohort 
members. A few cohort members said that it was difficult to get timely responses 
to questions and emails and to coordinate with their OD coaches.  Both the cohort 
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members and the OD coaches said that more infrastructure support is needed, as 
well as a tighter system of communication with consistent guidance and responses 
by both MEV staff and

• Devote more time to help cohort members secure organizational buy-in to 
concepts that are counter to activists’ habits and culture.  One cohort member 
appreciated the timing and close sequencing of the Rockwood training and the 
SS&I workshops with each other because she recognized the work needed by her 
entire staff to orient themselves around self-care.  Without this larger groundwork 
occurring, it would be more challenging for cohort members to get greater 
organizational buy-in to promoting a collective practice of self-care for 
sustainability and impact.  She states, “I had learned some of these [SS&I] 
concepts during Rockwood but felt that some were hard to implement without 
greater awareness and buy-in by my colleagues.”  Norma underscores this, 
stating: 

 OD coaches to questions that cohort members. 

Many organizations that work in this movement and [related] fields 
mirror and celebrate the characteristics of the heroic survivor.  This 
phenomena works powerfully against self-care.  Unless a new 
paradigm is created and dramatically shifted on a human and systems 
basis [within organizations and the movement], I do not believe that it 
will be possible for this movement to “do” and “be” more than it is at 
the moment. 

The comments on the workshop participants’ evaluations echoed Norma’s 
caution.  Many workshop participants said that it would have been helpful for 
there to be a time devoted to the development and discussion of the organizational 
self-care plans to make self-care an ongoing practice. 

• Similarly, provide support from MEV on sharing learnings from Rockwood 
with their organizations. Cohort members noted that by helping them to share 
their learnings with their organizations, they will be able to attain the support that 
they need to participate fully in the program. For example, one cohort member 
shared that while she had learned a lot from the Rockwood training, she 
encountered difficulties returning to her organization because her staff members 
had not participated in the process, and therefore found some of her learnings to 
be somewhat foreign. 

I felt a little odd coming back to my organization because… I had 
learned all these things that are quite alien to the way my 
organization functions….For example, the idea of reducing workload 
is really not considered at my organization.  We create our plans in a 
vacuum without considering how that translates into the actual 
workload… It places the burden on the staff person to figure that out 
[how to get systemic support].  That was one of the things that I 
thought Rockwood was encouraging us to build into our 
organization’s way of working. 
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MEV Program Signature Elements 
The Cohort 2 critiques and outcomes to date suggest that the strengths of the MEV Program that 
made the program unique for Cohort 1 were not as apparent to Cohort 2.  The following 
recommendations speak to this as well as the need for creating a more collaborative space to lift 
up cohort leadership within the program implementation. 

• Continually pay attention to setting and resetting as required to ensure that key 
MEV program signature elements are not lost. While the Leadership and the OD 
cornerstones seem to have gotten some traction with the cohort, less evident are 
the focus on signature elements such as Forward Stance and community building. 
These provide fundamental building blocks for creating an alternative and more 
caring and supportive environment for cohort members to embark upon their 
strategy development to lead the movement.  The Reset that occurred in 
November before the trip to India, laid out some very critical goals, which 
include:  connect with purpose, build trust, create group culture of support and 
caring, create a group culture of learning together and challenging each other to 
think deeply, create a group process/practice of addressing issues.  Particularly 
given the strong activist backgrounds of some of the members within this cohort, 
these goals should be an integral part of every convening to remind them of how 
this program is different from others, which will interrupt destructive habits in the 
movement. 

• Strike the right balance in engaging faculty as organizers, facilitators, and 
thought partners and cohort members as leaders.  The cohort feedback from 
Convening 2 suggested that there needs to be stronger, more confident, assertive 
and culturally competent facilitation of this group to help them cohere and keep 
them focused and on track.  One cohort member observed, 

The [convening] facilitation needed to foreshadow where we’re at 
and where we’re going to help the group. There are people on faculty 
who are not confidently facilitating. 

There were some elements that were not working for the cohort in Convening 2. 
A number of cohort members suggested that their role in the future convening 
could be enhanced to go beyond being participants or providing input and 
suggestions and instead playing a greater role in shaping the meeting agenda and 
facilitating toward the desired outcomes.  With this action-oriented group, the 
development of their collective power will call for collaborative leadership with 
the faculty. 

Expansion of Evaluation Focus on the Cohort 
Finally, along with our formative evaluation feedback on revisions to cohort selection and focus, 
SPR has become increasingly aware this year that there are not many mechanisms to capture the 
increased focus on MEV’s efforts to create external impact beyond those in Cohort 2.  Towards 
that end, we would like to recommend the following: 
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• Readjust the evaluation design to focus less on Cohort 2 training/convening 
activities, and more on movement building activities by MEV staff and faculty 
and Cohort 1 alumni.  Since Cohort 1’s completion of the program, it is evident 
that they are energized and sharply focused on extending the work they began 
within the MEV Program and taking advantage of their MEV alumni fund and 
Novo collaborative grant.  This is evident in their dissemination of the Vision and 
pivots and ongoing leadership at major national and statewide conferences with 
movement allies.  In the Fall of 2013, they launched their 2-year collaborative 
work which includes:  networking the movement, margins to center, and engaging 
girls.  However, there are few evaluation resources to document all of the 
burgeoning activities and their impact.  SPR would like to have discussions with 
MEV staff and the Novo Foundation staff on how to make potential trade-offs 
within the evaluation in order to not miss this important opportunity to document 
the actions that are taking place. 

In conclusion, this report marks the start of new directions within the MEV Program.  While 
Cohort 2 appears to be off to a slightly rocky start and needs time for resetting, recommitting, 
and connecting to each other, the faculty, and the program, they (and their organizations) bring 
tremendous strategic thinking and social change skills, capacity, and networks to translate the 
Vision created by Cohort 1 into action.  SPR looks forward to the midpoint check in with Cohort 
2, which will be important to chronicle and assess their continuing progress. 
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Appendix A: 
Cohort 2 Outcomes 

Individual Development/Cohort Skill Building 

1. Enhanced connection to individuals’ 
own purpose 

2. Increased capacity to think and lead more 
strategically (individually, organizationally, 
some allies)  

3. Increased knowledge of and capacity to 
use fundamental advocacy and social 
change skills to shift attitudes and 
behaviors related to anti-VAGW  

4. Healthier relationship with own individual 
and collective power   

5. Increased capacity for and willingness 
to engage in courageous conversations 
for the benefit of their organizations and 
the movement  

Organizational 

6. Increased appreciation for the 
relationship between self care and 
strategic impact; plus an enhanced 
personal and organizational practice of 
self care 

7. Increased capacity to shift/align personal 
and organizational work toward collective 
vision, goals, and strategy for social 
change  

8. Organizations develop, understand, and 
align mission, vision, values and practices 

9. Organizations understand their role in 
advancing social change and can articulate 
organizational strengths, opportunities and 
development needs to contribute to social 
change  

10. Organizations adopt models to best 
advance organizational capacity to engage 
in social change  

11. Organizations develop a stronger bench 
through shared leadership and investment 
in the next generation of leaders  

Movement Level 

12. Shared critical, intersectional analysis 
resulting in a more holistic framing of the 
problem & solutions  

13. Enhanced desire and capacity to engage in 
collaborative efforts to lead the movement 
forward together  

14. Outreach to and engagement of allies 
both within and outside of traditional 
anti-VAGW field  

15. Increased engagement with allies outside 
of the U.S. & connection to a global 
movement  
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Appendix B: Organizational Assessments  
This appendix provides background information on the two assessments used to measure 
organizational and social change capacity: The My Health Organization (MHO) assessment and 
the Social Change and Advocacy Capacity Tool. 

My Health Organization (MHO) Assessment 
The My Health Organization (MHO) assessment was designed for direct service and social 
change non-profit organizations as an alternative to mainstream, traditional organizational 
assessments. The purpose of the tool is to help direct service and social change organizations 
better understand their strengths and weaknesses, identify areas of agreement and divergence, 
promote dialogue, encourage them to envision what they would like to become, and develop 
plans to track progress toward capacity goals over time.  

The assessment covers 8 dimensions, examined with 57 closed-ended and 13 open-ended 
questions. These dimensions are:  

• Purpose: Mission, Vision, Values 

• Priorities and Planning 

• Structures and Practices for Leadership and Management 

• People: Executive Director, Staff, Board, Volunteers 

• Systems 

• Evaluation and Quality 

• Organizational Culture and Relationships 

• Community Engagement and Accountability 

To gather input and feedback from all levels, multiple respondents from the same organization 
are asked to complete the assessment (e.g., management, line staff, board members, and other 
key stakeholders). For the closed-ended questions, respondents are asked to rate their 
organizations along a 4-point continuum, with specific descriptions for each question that range 
from Level 1 to Level 4.1

• Level 1:Generally, this level corresponds to a small, young, start up organization, 
or an internal area that has not yet been focused on. Organizations in level 1 tends 
to be volunteer-run or with a small staff, driven by a passionate vision, high 
energy and a committed small group, and sometimes informal in its processes and 
practices, and more spontaneous and reactive to situations and crises. 

 

                                                 
1  From the My Healthy Organization Assessment Guide. 

http://www.myhealthyorganization.org/languages/en_US/images/docs/assessment_guide.pdf 

http://www.myhealthyorganization.org/languages/en_US/images/docs/assessment_guide.pdf�
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• Level 2: Organizations at this level are more structured and have basic awareness 
of and intention regarding planning, program, organizational design by a few 
people. Organizational processes are still often informal or inconsistent.  

• Level 3: Organizations at this level demonstrate more organization-wide and 
shared awareness, intention, cross-program understanding, and consistent 
practice, higher level of stability, increased awareness of internal and external 
factors, and commitment to long-term existence. There are moderate levels of 
capacity and structure in place. 

• Level 4: Organizations in this level are high performing, effective organization. 
Roles and processes are clear, skills and resources match organizational needs. 
Practices and policies are written, transparent, understood, and consistently 
implemented organization-wide. Strategic and proactive thinking and 
commitment to leadership development at all levels is a priority.  

As shown in Exhibit B-1, the number of questions in each dimension ranges from 2 to 14. For 
the Cohort 2 administration, the reliability of the scales for the different dimensions ranged from 
acceptable (between 0.70 and 0.79) to good (between 0.80 and 0.89), suggesting that the 
questions within each dimension generally hang together well and measure an underlying 
construct. 

Exhibit B-1:  
Reliability of the MHO Assessment 

 
Dimensions 

Number of 
Questions 

Reliability 
Estimate 

Purpose: Mission, Vision, Values 3 0.82 

Priorities and Planning 4 0.73 

Structures and Practices for Leadership and Management 8 0.86 

People: Executive Director, Staff, Board, Volunteers 14 0.89 

Systems 11 0.84 

Evaluation and Quality 2 0.71 

Organizational Culture and Relationships 7 0.86 

Community Engagement and Accountability 8 0.83 

Total 57 0.96 

 
Cohort organizations completed the MHO between March and June 2013, before the formal start 
to the organizational development components of the MEV programs. All participating 
organizations completed the assessment, with the number of respondents per organization 
ranging from 3 to 36. The following exhibit summarizes the average, minimum, and maximum 
scores for each dimension and lists the highest and lowest scoring organizations.  
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Exhibit B-2: 
Overview of Organizational Capacity 

Dimensions Ave Min Max Lowest Highest 

Purpose: Mission, Vision, 
Values 3.26 2.71 3.81 APIIDV OAASIS 

A CALL TO MEN 

Priorities and Planning 
2.94 2.40 3.46 

APIIDV 
MIWSAC 
ICASDV 

OAASIS 
ACLU 

Structures and Practices for 
Leadership and Management 

2.71 
 

2.00 
 

3.26 
 

Sanctuary 
MIWSAC 

FWV 
OAASIS 

People: Executive Director, 
Staff, Board, Volunteers 2.81 2.31 3.46 MIWSAC 

Ms. Foundation 
FWV 
MUA 

Systems 
 

2.77 
 

1.94 
 

3.36 
 

APIIDV 
Caring Across Generations 

FWV 
ACLU 

Evaluation and Quality 
 

2.57 
 

1.94 
 

3.31 
 MIWSAC ICASDV MUA 

A Long Walk Home 

Organizational Culture and 
Relationships 

2.92 
 

2.13 
 

3.45 
 

Sanctuary 
IRC 
Ms. Foundation 

FWV 
NRCDV 

Community Engagement and 
Accountability 

3.06 
 

2.67 
 

3.48 
 

MIWSAC  
APIIDV 
IRC 

MUA 
FWV 
 

Social Change and Advocacy Capacity Assessment 
The Social Change and Advocacy Capacity Assessment was developed to supplement the MHO 
and provide information on Cohort 2 members and their organizations’ relative areas of strength 
and weakness in areas of social change and advocacy. The tool captures organizational capacity 
in four main areas at the individual and organization-level: strategic thinking, critical analysis, 
social change approaches, and organizational capacity (organization-level only). The tool was 
developed drawing on existing advocacy assessments2

The assessment consists of 35 individual-level and 49-level questions, all rated on a 4-point scale 
from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Exhibit B-3 below shows the number of questions in 
dimension and sub-dimension as well as the reliability of each measure for the Cohort 2 
administration. 

 as well as curriculum and materials from 
the MEV program, including the MEV Program’s Social Change Framework, Norma Wong’s 
principles of strategic, Cohort 1’s Mapping the Movement brief, and the MEV Defining the 
Problem document. Key MEV faculty reviewed and provided input on the assessment. 

                                                 
2  Referenced tools included: the Advocacy Capacity Tool (ACT), the TCC Advocacy Core Capacity Assessment 

Tool (A-CCAT and CCAT), the Mathematica Advocacy Capacity Assessment Instrument, the McKinsey 
Organizational Capacity Assessment Tool (OCAT),  
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Exhibit B-3: Reliability of the Social Change and Advocacy Capacity Assessment 

 
Dimensions 

Questions Reliability Estimate 

Self Organization 

Strategic Thinking 10 0.89 0.88 

Critical Analysis 8 0.76 0.89 

Social Change Approaches 17 0.80 0.85 

Alliance Building 5 0.77 0.82 

Community Mobilization 3 0.70 0.90 

Media 3 0.79 0.84 

Policy Advocacy 3 0.86 0.82 

Social Norms Change 3 0.81 0.83 

Organizational Capacity 14 - 0.86 

Environment 3 - 0.70 

Leadership 3 - 0.84 

Resources 5 - 0.74 

Evaluation 3 - 0.79 

Total 35/49 0.89 0.95 

Organizations completed the Social Change and Advocacy Assessment between May and June 
2013, before the second convening. Exhibit B-4 below summarizes the average, minimum, and 
maximum scores for each dimension and lists the highest and lowest scoring organizations.  
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 Exhibit B-4: 
Overview of Organizational Capacity 

Dimensions Ave Min Max Lowest Highest 

Strategic Thinking 2.85 2.00 3.85 Sanctuary 
Ms. Foundation 

FWV 
 

Critical Analysis 2.72 1.75 3.94 Miami Workers Center 
Ms. Foundation A Long Walk Home 

Social Change 
Approaches 3.07 2.18 3.71 Ms. Foundation 

Sanctuary 
FWV 
JDI 

Alliance Building 3.22 2.00 4.00 Ms. Foundation 
IRC 

Caring Across Generations 
A Long Walk Home 

Community 
Mobilization 3.00 1.17 4.00 

Ms. Foundation 
NRCDV 
ACLU 

Caring Across Generations 
A Long Walk Home 
MIWSAC 

Media 
3.01 

 
1.00 

 
4.00 

 

Sanctuary 
NRCDV 
MIWSAC 
APIIDV 

FWV 
A Long Walk Home 
JDI 
ACLU 

Policy Advocacy 
2.88 1.67 3.83 

A Call to Men 
MIWSAC 
A Long Walk Home 

FWV 

Social Norms 
Change 3.12 2.33 4.00 NRCDV FWV 

A Call to Men 

Organizational 
Capacity 2.97 2.46 3.86 Caring Across Generations 

Ms. Foundation 
FWV 
MUA 

Environment 
3.35 1.67 4.00 Caring Across Generations 

FWV 
A Long Walk Home 
APIIDV 
Sanctuary 

Leadership 2.70 1.00 4.00 Sanctuary 
Ms. Foundation 

A Long Walk Home 
MUA 

Resources 3.18 2.60 4.00 NRCDV 
A Call to Men 

FWV 
MUA 

Evaluation 
2.50 1.17 3.83 

APIIDV 
OAASIS 
MIWSAC 
NRCDV 

MUA 
FWV 
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