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NOTE FOR COHORT MEMBERS: Text in blue indicated additions after reading through Justin Laing’s meta-analysis document. Text highlighted in yellow

indicates chosen experiment.

| have added commentary from Justin Laing where he helped to illustrate moments when my own immersion or assumptions tripped me up. Being in dialogue
with Justin opened up my understanding and perception of how things are operating — you are seeing my unvarnished thought process in the development of
this experiment. This is an offering of how | worked through this process — your process will look different.

Experiment Title

Co-creating Safety criteria/standards/reparative action protocols
and processes for the Elevating Equity cohort

/| I'm naming in explicit terms oppressor and oppressed —

Themes or elements of the oppression created by the nonprofit
sector with which I'm most concerned and want to disrupt

Questions to consider:

e Do you see how you participate in the problem as a
subject, or are you being acted upon as an object?

e Do you notice if you are struggling to name themes in
authentic, oppression revealing language? Is that in itself a
theme of immersion (you don't see it) or silence as violence
or avoidance?

Members of the Gathering Ground cohort and facilitation team raise the question of
safety within the Elevating Equity cohort, specifically questioning the safety of people
racialized as black and brown. Questions like, “How honest can | be when it's my
livelihood on the line?” and “I know a lot of people you work with, so how does that
affect what you say here?” or “Can | really be critical of the funding community in
front of funders?” with the [underlying, historically legitimate fear of retaliation or
retribution for something said.|

There is a level of mistrust that BIPOC individuals are able to speak truly honestly in a
hixed group ébout the issues, harms, and changes needed in the sector. Thereis a
need for:
e Emotional safety — for processing racism and oppression in settings of people
racialized differently

Commented [1]: JL: can you say more re: retaliation
from who and what history?

Commented [2R1]: Note to self: Watch to make sure

the “who".

Change to: “underlying fear of retaliation that people
racialized as black and brown have experienced at the
hands of people racialized as white (including
colleagues, supervisors, nonprofit board members, and
funders), experiences often erased, minimized or
denied/dismissed by historical narratives
written/told/acted out by the predominantly White-run
nonprofit sector.”

{Com mented [3]: JL: mixed how?

Commented [4R3]: Note to self: explicitly name so that
we're clear on the power dynamics referred to.

Change to: “in a mixed group of people racialized as
Black, brown,

people of color and Indigenous, and people racialized
as White.”




e Material safety — sharing honestly without retribution, or without shared
experiences getting back to colleagues, employers, funders, etc.

o Safety from retaliation of other cohort members — can include harmful things
being said, microaggressions, and ignorance

Problem Posing:

What guards are in place for and/or are there ways to guarantee safety? What is
Gathering Ground doing to ensure our safety? What kinds of accountability protocols
are in place or need to be developed — both in terms of answerability and
enforceability — for Gathering Ground and cohort members?

What constitutes a violation of safety and who is defining that?

e Material -- Someone shares information from the workshops that result in
punishment/retribution of a cohort member who is a person of color

e Material — a funder pulls funding or turns down applications for funding
based on things shared in workshop

e Emotional — microaggressions are left unaddressed or unchecked

e Material — Gathering Ground doesn’t act on the side of black and brown
people in the cohort

e Emotional — Gathering Ground minimizes or dismisses safety concerns raised
by cohort members. (manipulation)

What does it look like for Gathering Ground to be and to hold people, and itself,
accountable?

Themes:
e Historical pattern of retribution against people of color by white people in
the form of:

e weaponized white fragility
e blocking access or pathways for advancement (salaries & pay raises,
promotions, etc.)
termination or toxic work environments
Public misrepresentation
Character assassination
Gas lighting
much of these are part of Freire’s meta themes of “manipulation”
or “conquering” or “cultural invasion”
e Work avoidance

e o & o @




e Denying that a violation has occurred

e Shifting blame/scapegoating
Lifetime of micro aggressions and generational trauma mean health of BIPOC
is likely already bearing too much weight
Cultural invasion — who defines what is an “appropriate” thing to say
Gathering Ground Fear of exposure — financial, publicity, or social
Whites not holding other whites accountable
Individualism — dealing with a “bad apple” and focusing on individual action
and penalty
White moderate / middle class ambivalence (White moderates often say they
are in support of anti-oppression and anti-racism efforts, but do not follow
through with actions — this is Freire’s verbalism, instead of the praxis of
authentic word)

Limit Situation (or the theme that’s most active for you)

When you think, “Nothing can be done about that,” you've just
identified a limit condition
e Look for moments of fatalism or cynicism in your own
writing and thinking

INo legal recourse that Gathering Ground has to enforce safety (and even
the combo of those words feels like a problem)

How will we know and how can we prove a violation of safety has happened?
Who is designing the safety protocols and are these protocols still centering
whiteness? Can we flip the question of how do we make black and brown
people safe to, how can we make white people prove that they are safe to be
around? What work do white people have to do to prove that they are
worthy of trust?

Isolation of individuals who stand up or call in; nonprofit gossip mill; no one is
in dialogue with the individual, the gossip mill is only talking about the person
instead of with them.

Unacknowledged, unpaid, untreated emotional BIPOC labor from being in
spaces where processing oppression & racism is happening

Fear of Gathering Ground leadership that an idea for an untested feasibility
proposed as a possibility will be perceived as a probable or promised action;
that voicing an untested feasibility that is not within Gathering Ground'’s
control to actualize would be better not said. (Promising something we can’t
deliver; Freire’s manipulation)

Gathering Ground Staff doesn’t have “approval power” over possible limit
acts

Individual & organizational lack of political analysis to understand the themes
(lack of knowledge of labor, history, organizing, philanthropy and how those
structures have oppressed BIPOC people in the past and currently) and follow
through the implications to untested feasibilities.

Commented [5]: Here's where | got tripped up: |
thought, "Gathering Ground doesn't operate in the
space of influencing or changing policy. There's
nothing | can do about this."

| moved on, but Justin pointed out that when we think “|
can't change that / do anything about that / that’s just
the way it is” we've just bumped up against a limit
situation/condition.

| hit a sense of fatalism (and/or cynicism) and | stopped
pursuing it. SO: this is now the limit condition | chose
to work with.




e There isn't a single definition of safety — safety for one person is different for
another.

e Gathering Ground Dependence on funders and fear around upsetting them
and their boards and our own vulnerable labor position
Gathering Ground can't fix or heal centuries of abuse and broken trust
Gathering Ground staff's own level of immersion and lack of historical and
political analysis to see all the ways in which we perpetuate oppressioni

Untested Feasibility

This is the opposite “reality” of the limit-situation.

e Justin suggested this as an issue in defining limit acts: Shifting from just
asking the oppressor to “behave better” and actually getting power into the
hands of people who are oppressed is what will foster disruption. This is
about people being acted upon as objects shifting into being subjects.

e Are we just looking at preventative measures or are we looking at responsive
measures for when a violation (particularly emotional) occurs? Does that
look like LCSWs and other therapeutic options for processing during cohort
time?

¢ White people need to prove that they can be trusted.

e More advanced screening process before being allowed in the
cohort?
e Separate tracks for white people to do their work, which is different
than the work of people of color?
Gathering Ground is in solidarity with BIPOC cohort members

Decentralizing decision making: cohort members debate and design safety

criteria, accountability criteria and penalties (if any) for safety violation

° F’Sathering Ground develops legally binding agreements about retaliation that
cohort members have to sign

e We'd probably want to collectively build a definition of what safety looks like
with cohort members.

e Gathering Ground in solidarity with people of color and backing them up

Hypothesis i.e. if we do x limit act then y untested feasibility will

be the result, |

Questions to consider:

Where do you think your idea falls in the productive zone of

tension?

If Gathering Ground decentralizes decision making and transitions
the power to define safety to interested and willing cohort
members, who will design safety & accountability criteria and
reparative actions for violations of safety, AND Gathering Ground
works in solidarity to uphold criteria and hold accountable itself

| Commented [6]: JL: Maybe here you are still theming? |

Commented [7]: JL: Use of anti-oppression

| principles to imagine solutions. The untested feasibility

is a community that calls in viclations of community
agreements not with necessarily the thought to punish
but to review and then collectively offer ways in which a
person can choose to address harm, as the other side
of “a lack of power to carcerally punish.”

| Commented [8]: This is where | was tripped up again:
/| The “opposite to the reality of the Limit Condition” |

thought was “to find legal resource to enforce safety”
so we'd create a legally binding way for this to happen.

But Freire warns us (as did Justin) that if we use the
systems and tools of the oppressor, we only reinforce
the systermn.

So: If we can't rely on or utilize the legal system to
create safety for those racialized as people of color,
how do we construct a new system that does, within
the context of this cohort? We can't rely on the system,
s0 we have to rely on ourselves.

If we have to rely on ourselves, then it shouldn't be just
a couple of people deciding on what safety looks like
for others.

Therefore, let's decentralize decision making authority
about defining what safety should look like and how to
address violations of safety to the cohort.

| commented [9]: Now | take all of the thinking through

themes, limit conditions, untested feasibilities and limit
acts to focus in on my anti-oppression experiment in
| the following sections.




Is the level of potential disruption so low that you might be
in an area of “work avoidance” (see your glossary)?

Is the level of potential disruption so high that you might
break through productive tension and be retaliated
against?

and cohort members, then cohort members, particularly those
racialized as people of color, will feel safer, we will see fewer
harms, no retaliation, and more honest conversations.

Indicators i.e. what does success look like in SMART (specific,
measurable, achievable, relational and timAntie-bound) terms

e Cohort members, particularly those racialized as people of
color, will feel safer (e.g. baseline & periodic anonymous
surveys, one-on-one conversations, periodic check-ins)

e We will see fewer harms in cohort time (e.g. Gathering
Ground and Facilitation teams & notes show fewer instances
of verbal harms and nonverbal body language indicating
possible harm)

e We will see no retaliation inside or outside of cohort time
(e.g. check ins with cohort members),

e We will see more honest conversations (e.g. explicit naming
of oppressor/oppressed dynamics, critical consciousness
raising / language, naming Whiteness).

e |[nitial conversations to co-create safety
criteria/standards/reparative action protocols and processes
will occur between the end of the Elevating Equity
workshops and June 30th, with a minimum of two meetings
occurring.

Which principles of anti-oppression are you applying?

Organizing/mobilizing/uniting oppressed peoples or in
support of oppressed peoples, particularly Black and
Indigenous?

Constrain Ruling classes by

Constraining ruling classes by: Decentralizing authority &
destabilizing Whiteness by making its operation in safety visible
and accountable to the cohort.




o Decentralize authority being used to oppress or
benevolently make decisions on behalf of
oppressed people, particularly Black and
Indigenous

o Destabilize Whiteness / Place Whiteness in
historical context

o Resource distribution

Do you have another set of principles you are using? If so,
what are they and their rationale?

Who will you mobilize?

Interested cohort members — both BIPOC and White; Gathering
Ground staff; facilitators (if necessary) for conversation

What kind of loss might be created (which can show up in a variety
of forms of resistance) and how will it be managed so your
experiment isn’t derailed?

We will potentially alienate some cohort members because of
White fragility, some funders or future potential cohort members
may frame this as a “double standard” and not the reality of
different kinds or work needing to be done by different people;
Gathering Ground loses its power to control the safety
requirements for the cohort; if Gathering Ground is unwilling or
unable to enforce certain criteria, that could cause alienation or
harm to cohort members working on defining safety criteria.

Much of the management strategy here is transparent
communication of the goals, criteria, frameworks backing up the
criteria, reasoning, and non-neutral positioning so that people
cannot claim that they are surprised and offended by the safety
criteria.

Cost

We collectively determine how BIPOC cohort members involved in




this work are compensated for their labor — this may be through
co-authorship and access to the framework developed for use in
other work. At present we do not have dollars secured for labor
compensation, though securing resources to support Community
of Practice work is a priority for Gathering Ground. Facilitation
may be needed; additional time and resources will be required in
the planning, implementation and communication of safety criteria
and reparative actions. There may also need to be continuing
education on other frameworks (like Abolitionist and reparative
action frameworks) to provide common language/frameworks to
guide the process.




