“FASTEN YOUR SEAT BELTS; WE’RE IN FOR A BUMPY NIGHT!”
The story of collaboration between FDR and Family Violence Organisations

Margot Scott and Walter Ibbs

September 2008


[image: image1.png]



Bette Davis’s famous quote, epitomises the journey on the way to a collaborative relationship between two organisations from the family dispute resolution (FDR) and family violence sectors. Looking closely, Bette’s expression in the famous photo above might also reflect some of the ambivalence the players involved at times!
This is not intended as an academic paper as such but takes the reader on a journey of learning that is intended to assist others who in justifiable trepidation, plan to participate in organisational ‘partnerships’ and ‘collaborative relationships’ 

To understand the context of the partnership between the Domestic Violence Resource Centre (DVRC) and the Roundtable Dispute Management (RDM), it is important to explore some of the history and culture of both organisations, as these factors played a significant part in both the challenges that the partnership encountered and the successes it was able to achieve. As will be revealed, given the histories and undercurrents, diverse organisational cultures and complementary yet conflictual organisational aims, it is a wonder anything could be jointly achieved, much less the extraordinary progress that occurred.
The paper then names some of the conflicts and also some of the achievements and learnings during the relationship.
The Organisations
DVRC began its life in 1986 as an initiative of the Women’s Refuge Movement in Victoria. The centre was set up in order to provide women survivors of domestic violence who were unable or unwilling to go into a refuge, the with information, support and referral they required. In the early days of the service DVRC’s main role was telephone counselling but it also had from the beginning, a strong community education and advocacy focus. The organisation was overtly political with a strong emphasis on a feminist understanding of domestic violence. It was set up as a feminist collective. All workers were paid the same wages; participated in the management of the service and all decisions were made by consensus. As well as workers, the wider collective (i.e. the managing body) included representatives from women’s refuges, community health centres, women’s support group facilitators and women with legal expertise. Even though many of the workers had university qualifications, the emphasis when hiring staff was on political commitment to the issue of domestic violence.
Throughout its twenty one years, DVRC has maintained basically the same structure, although in the past ten years, the service has refined the collective model considerably, so that currently workers have specific position descriptions and are responsible for particular areas of work. 

DVRC has a history of advocating on behalf of survivors of violence with government, in the media and in the broader community.  It firmly believes in promoting survivors’ voices through publications, research, including survivor testimony in training and assisting survivor organisations. Its current work includes: training of professionals, developing of pamphlets, publishing a quarterly journal, maintaining its four websites and representing the interests of survivors on government and non-government committees.

Roundtable Dispute Management (RDM) is the family dispute resolution (FDR) service of Victoria Legal Aid. Victoria Legal Aid (VLA) sees itself as a leading force for social justice and has a mandate to protect legal rights, with a particular emphasis on the rights of the marginalised and economically disadvantaged.

VLA is the largest provider of family violence legal services in the State and also practices in the area of human rights and civil law and provide specialist legal services to children and young people. In 2007-2008, VLA provided legal advice, advocacy and representation to 2,258 people on family violence matters. Of the families using VLA’s RDM services, 80% report domestic or family violence in their relationship.
The culture of VLA, is that it comes from a legal base, with lawyers almost exclusively being the direct service providers. The ‘rule of law’ and importance of the right to justice and skilled advocacy for all VLA clients, are important and central values. 
In the family violence context, VLA lawyers are often in the position of defending applications for Intervention Orders in the criminal jurisdiction with men who use violence as the client, as well as representing survivors of violence. As a public institution, VLA fearlessly defends ‘the rule of law’ and provides high quality legal services, regardless of allegations made about a client. There are therefore inherent tensions within VLA as an organisation must manage, which parallel the lawyer’s role. The RDM service sits within this legal and ethical nexus

Another thread of the cultural context that impacts on the collaboration with DVRC, is the hierarchical and corporate nature of VLA. This hierarchical structure has an impact on management style to some degree and also corporate communication patterns. There are clear role definitions, areas of authority and accountabilities. The Manager of RDM reports to the Divisional Manager, who in turn reports to the Managing Director, who in turn reports to the Board. Policy decisions are made after reference to higher authority. Use of e-mails, written proposals and sometimes more formal language is commonplace, in day to day business. 
RDM commenced operations in 2004. RDM is staffed by a team of case managers, who have either social science or legal professional qualifications and also a team of administrative staff also organise the RDM conferences. RDM has a small highly experienced external team of Family Dispute Resolution Practitioners (FDRPs) called Chairpersons, who conduct the conferences. All staff and external contractors have regular professional development and clinical supervision. 
RDM is a hybrid FDR process that has both advisory and facilitative elements. RDM conferences involve lawyers in the majority of cases representing both clients fully throughout the whole process, including being present during the conference itself and drawing up proposed Parenting Plans or Minutes of Consent. 

RDM has a five stage model that involves engagement, screening/assessment, preparation, conference and follow up by case managers. Case managers also conduct individualised preparation with clients prior to RDM conferences and the conference process is then tailored for individual client needs and safety requirements. Clients are also prepared and coached to participate more effectively and in a child focused manner during the conference. Case managers also brief chairpersons on the history of the case, including family violence, information about the children’s routines, family constellation, underlying concerns and agenda. Where necessary after the conference, case managers will assist with referrals to other services. The conference itself is three to four hours in duration. The conference format can be shuttle format or in person and can be by telephone or in the same building. Approximately 70% of conferences are held in the shuttle format, with about half of these being telephone shuttle format. In some matters, a second conference is arranged to resolve all issues or to provide time to test out interim agreements.
Historic Relationships in Victoria
It is fair to say that the relationship between the sectors (or lack of it) has been characterised in the past by a level of mistrust and a dearth of communication. The domestic violence field was very wary of mediation processes, as it maintained that women experiencing domestic violence were not in a position to mediate (with its emphasis on equal decision-making) as the power imbalance between survivors and perpetrators militated against fair outcomes for woman. The quotes below exemplify scholarly concern:
“’The tendency of many dispute resolution practitioners is to treat parties as equal and to seek equal outcomes. However as Hilary Astor points out, if two unequal parties are treated equally this will result in inequality”.(1994).
Assumptions of equality in mediation can be advantageous to the more powerful party and there is a risk that outcomes will reflect the reality of the bargaining power of the parties (Boulle 2005)’.

The mediation field had a commitment to processes that were not adversarial and genuinely believed that mediation was a better alternative, in most cases, for the resolution of disputes. The family violence sector has held the strong belief that where there is an imbalance of power, particularly that caused through family violence, that legal representation and the litigation process was a safer course.
A major study conducted by Keys Young 1996) 
 reinforced these concerns. This Report findings had a major impact on the mediation field a decade ago and continue to be relevant today, with the expansion of the FDR sector. The following are quotes from the executive Summary of the Keys Young report. 

“It appeared that some women had attempted mediation in an atmosphere of fear and intimidation which genuinely affected their mediation experience. Among the women who took part in the exit survey, a significant minority reported not being asked about violence or abuse nor given an opportunity to discuss these issue with these mediators if they became important. Further, that “ the mediation agencies who classified almost a third of women’s survey cases as involving violence; however almost three quarters of the 101 women who took part in the survey reported that they had experienced some form of violence or abuse.” 
 

After publication of the Keys Young research, the Federal Government provided funding to develop and deliver a training program for mediators across Australia on the issues of domestic violence. DVRC was the successful tenderer for this training, and delivered a four day training package to mediators across Australia. DVRC found that the level of understanding of domestic violence varied widely between organisations and that the response to the training program ranged from curious, accepting to downright hostile! 

In retrospect, this training program was, in some ways, ‘set up to fail’. The mediation field was still raw about the findings of the Keys Young Report and many appeared to be defensive about their practices. DVRC at that time had a limited understanding of mediation processes and unfortunately, did not have a mediator co-facilitating the training. 
The introduction of ‘mediation’ as Primary Dispute Resolution in the amended family Law Act in 1995 (as opposed to Alternative Dispute Resolution) in this period, meant that the domestic violence field then felt even more apprehensive about what these changes might mean for survivors of violence.

Some mediators at that time, viewed  domestic violence workers with a degree of mistrust. Strong feminist and perceived anti-male bias, seemed difficult to reconcile with the agenda of counsellors and mediators role to ‘work in the grey’ and find pathways to healing and mending waring families on behalf of children. Domestic violence support workers it may be said in some instances were experienced as potentially undermining to the ‘good work’ with parents, of the hard working mediator! Family Violence training of mediators in some area of dispute resolution, was not of the greatest priority.

It was within this general context that the organisational relationship between RDM and DVRC began.

On the positive side, DVRC trainers had a former professional relationship with the then RDM Clinical Services Coordinator through a training program for Family Court mediators in 1992. This training had been a positive experience for the staff at the Family Court and for DVRC and was probably the first time that mediators and domestic violence professionals had had significant contact in Victoria. This (as it turned out, ongoing) connection was a result of the foresight of Dianne Gibson, the then Director of Mediation at FCoA.
( 
Over time, DVRC had come to a changed approach to mediation. The concerns about survivors’ ability to achieve fair outcomes in the process due to the power imbalance still remained. However, the service recognised that many women would want to undertake mediation to settle post-separation parenting arrangements because of an inability to afford Family Court proceedings or because they felt pressured to in the legal context, with the Family Law Act placing powerful encouragement towards non-adversarial decision-making processes. DVRC had agreed, within the collective to take a more pragmatic approach, in which it would try to influence the mediation field on the importance of having domestic violence firmly on the agenda and to lobby for FDR services to undertake training. 
RDM and Victoria Legal Aid, under Direction of Paul Crowley
 , had the strong view in setting up the service, that RDMs main client group would have a high incidence of family violence and that RDM must therefore be established on best practices, policies and training in family violence, as a first priority.
The above discussion, provides an understanding of the common threads that bought the organisations together and form a partnership and also gives a richer context to explain the underlying tensions and conflicts that would emerge 
DVRC and RDM agreed to a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) This set out the parameters of the relationship, and what each organisation wanted from the other.
The MOU set out that for an agreed cost, DVRC would provide over the course of a year:
· Consultancy on policies and procedures in program development.

· Tailored training of both the chairpersons and case managers
· Secondary consultation relating to cases.
A detailed program of meetings between RDM management to discuss RDM policies, program development were set down monthly. Also timelines for delivery of training were agreed. The MOU specifically spelt out that this was to be a ‘real’ partnership, where RDM would be open and inclusive of DVRC, rather than simply a training or consultancy relationship. RDM deliberately opened itself up to a change process, where DVRC would contribute to the formation of the programs policies and procedures.
Conflicts and Hurtles: The ‘Bumpy Ride’
As work progressed, underlying tensions arose that threatened to completely derail the work and relationship. What now follow is a summary of the major issues. 
Trust When Things Go Wrong 
It is a shared understanding between FDR and DV workers that trust and non judgemental relationships are essential in the client relationship. However these basic principles are not easy to establish between organisations coming from such vastly different histories and purpose, as the following example shows. 
DVRC is a member of the network of DV organisations in Victoria. These networks hold regular large professional forums, hosted by DVRC, to educate and promote issues of interest and concern in the sector. It was during one of these forums, early in the relationship with DVRC, that damaging claims were made about the way a lawyer had experienced RDM, in relation to a client who was a survivor of violence. This public ‘outing’, was experienced as a breach of trust at a time when RDM was establishing its credentials as a ‘best practice’ service provider for victims of violence. Certainly it was ‘early days in the development of training and protocols within the service and in hindsight, there was certainly room for improvement. From DVRCs perspective, as a political group, it was reasonable the DV networks should be alerted to any concerning issues that arose in the FDR sector. It was DVRC position that they, in any case, were unaware that the contentious issue would be raised in the public forum.

Needless to say a stormy and painful meeting occurred, which never quite resolved the issue. This planted seeds of mistrust and defensiveness on RDMs behalf. How could RDM now expose its sensitive ‘underbelly’ in a partnership, if issues may then become public? This mistrust at the time prevented appropriateness openness and immediate consultation when other critical incidents, as they inevitable do, arose.
Believing the Victim
While jointly developing the RDM Family Violence Policy document, the issue of what terminology should be used to describe the parties in a dispute, arose quite unexpectedly. This was a ‘landmine’ all parties unwittingly disturbed, threatening to destroy the relationship 
RDM had produced a draft Policy that used the terms “alleged perpetrator” and “alleged victim” of violence. The RDM perspective was two fold. RDM is part of a legal organisation (VLA) that represents both victims and perpetrators of violence in criminal proceedings. Therefore from a legal perspective, unless and until proven, then a person is ‘alleged’ to be a perpetrator. or a victim of violence. Second, as part of Legal Aid, RDM was sensitive not to alienate itself from the legal context in which it is imbedded. The concern was that any VLA policy document may have a wider audience and some groups inside and outside the organisation may object to other wording than ‘alleged’.

All this seemed ‘reasonable’ to RDM management, except that the DVRC reacted very strongly and demanding that the ‘alleged’ description be dropped! It is a central tenant in working with survivors of violence that it is critical to acknowledge, validate and believe the victim, if they disclose violence. This comes in the context that victims of violence chronically underreport and perpetrators commonly deny or minimise the violence. A DV policy that appears to perpetuate the lack of validation for victims of violence was an anathema to DVRC.

A heated meeting occurred, where attempts were made to explain the positions and wordsmith a mutual outcome. However, once again, no real resolve occurred at the time. It is fair to say that the DV policy document ‘disappeared’ from view for some time…reminding us of the Basil Faulty line;…”Don’t mention the war”! And yes, the eventual outcome has been that the word ‘alleged’ does not appear in the DV Policy. Words and phrases such as ‘parties’, ‘men who choose to use violence’, ‘the survivor of violence raises concerns for safety”;  and such terms are utilised in the current RDM Family Violence Policy.
Styles of Communication
As discussed, collective decision making and a hierarchical/ corporate style of communication sometimes can undermine communication unintentionally.

It became apparent in later discussions, when it was ‘safe’ to be open, that some DVRC staff resented the formality of e-mails and formal arguments put in this manner. 
The more formal authoritative style of the RDM Management, which posed no issues within VLA, appeared to grate against the collectivist, more informal style of DVRC decision making. In addition, feminist and stridently held political perspectives and rhetoric sometimes espoused by DVRC, appeared to RDM management to be unreasonable and very hard to negotiate around to reach a mutual outcome. Such communication, culture and value mismatch, took a long period to overcome. These were not anticipated challenges, and seem clearer now in hindsight.
Lobbyist vs Pragmatic Service Delivery & Access
In the developmental phase, Victoria Legal Aid required that it would only allow fully represented parties to participate in a conference. This led to high numbers of parties invited to participate, who declined. It became clear that ’the working poor’ could not gain access to the service, due to legal costs and therefore often proceeded to represent themselves in Court. It was then decide to allow clients without lawyers to participate in RDM. RDM s position was that the model was in its developmental phase and the question of representation by both parties was always open to review.
The DVRC is an active lobbyist with both State and Federal Government, to attract more funding for service models, policy and training that will better serve women experiencing violence. DVRC strongly supported the RDM Model that allowed only represented parties to participate, as this provided a power balance where family violence was identified. DVRC had the position that the Government should fund all parties to be represented as a matter of principle and that RDMs changed policy could not be supported. Allowing unrepresented parties to participate was perceived in a shift in policy and RDM model. 
RDM and DVRC could nor reach an in principle agreement about unrepresented parties. This difference in policy and practice became a hot political issue, with representations made to state bodies, position papers, ‘networking’ and lobbying proceeding apace. The partnership came under untenable strain. The DVRC Collective decided that the ‘Partnership’ was to be downgraded to a “collaboration”. After discussions between RDM and DVRC this was an agreed path. A collaborative relationship did not bind the parties to agree on policy and action and freed both organisation to pursue independent aims and policy initiatives, whilst still working in areas of agreement.
Maintaing the Working Relationship
Improbably, the working relationship continued after inevitable pauses where the parties withdrew and cogitated on the relationships viability. How was this achieved?
From a pragmatic perspective, both organisations had self interest that sustained a commitment through the bumpy patches.
DVRC is a Registered Training Organisation (RTO). Family Dispute Resolution is a rapidly expanding sector requiring FDRPs to gain core competencies and accreditation in dealing with family violence. Gaining advanced knowledge and training expertise in FDR through a continuing working relationship with RDM, would see DVRC well placed to provide training to the sector.
RDM, for their part had a very high proportion of clients with family violence issues and needed to develop skilled responses. As a developing service, RDM also wanted to be perceived by external referral organisations and the legal profession as a specialist service, capable and trusted to deliver a safe and effective FDR program in the family law sector. RDM did not want to risk alienating one of the peak family violence bodies in Victoria.
At a more profound level, what sustained the thread of connection was the high personal and professional regard between the staff actually delivering the clinical training at DVRC and the RDM staff receiving the training and consultation. This personal regard was coupled with the second sustaining factor; an iron commitment to see best practice family violence training and models implemented in RDM and the sector. There was a deep level of trust at the clinical level, that the ‘work itself’ was important and meaningful for the best outcomes for families. While at a management and political level unresolved conflicts remained, it remained possible to ‘get on and do’ the practical work of designing the training and risk assessment tools that would ultimately benefit the mutual client group. 
The needs of RDM required the provision of tailored, in addition to generalised, domestic violence training. This meant ongoing consultations and detailed understanding of each others program that then provided a solid basis for mutual respect and relationship building. It also provided for tangible outputs and a sense of achievement for the two organisations.

The formal clarification that the relationship was‘collaboration’ rather than a ‘partnership’, freed up parties to continue the important work and allowed parties to pursue other political activities in line with divergent organisational aims. The understanding that parties in a collaboration can ‘agree to disagree’ and remain productively connected, was also an important learning. 

Celebrating Achievements
The outcomes in terms of ‘deliverables’ from the collaboration are summarised below:

1. A Family Violence Policy and Procedure document that sets out the most important priority of the RDM program, being the safety of all parties and children.

2. Screening out checklist. RDM & DVRC were able, by drawing on the professional literature and combined experience 
, to identify what matters it could not deal with in any circumstances, those matters where the timing may be wrong and those matters where a ‘cluster’ of risk factors may preclude involvement in FDR. In addition power balance issues were identified, that may preclude involvement in FDR, or may require lawyer representation or additional support persons.
Matters that are screened out include: 

· Intervention Orders lacking the FDR exception clause

· Victim is unable, even with skilled intervention to allow family violence to be addressed during the conference. (The case manager works with the survivor, to validate and enable safe disclosure and find ways of addressing the violence and safety of themselves and children).
· Risk of significant harm to children. (In this instance a notification to child protection may follow).
· Current threats or fantasies to kill a former partner.

· The Victim continues to believe that given the opportunity the former partner will carry out a threat to kill or do serious harm.

· Urgent matters requiring immediate Court action.

· Current incomplete investigation by Child Protection.

· A Family Report is ordered, but not completed.

Note: The final three points may mean that the FDR process may become suitable at a later date.

The Cluster of high risk factors include such matters as:

·  Obsessive jealousy and preoccupation with firmer partner

· Lack of protective factors, such as social isolation, lack of counselling support unemployment etc.

· Current attempts or threats to suicide or suicidal ideation.

· Psychological cruelty, including cruelty to family pets.

Power imbalance Factors include: 
· Feels compelled to prioritise the former partners needs above themselves or the children
· Has been subject to long term emotional abuse or threats

· Overwhelming emotions that cannot be contained or have not being addressed in counselling.

· Will not access legal advice prior to FDR

· Impairment (mental illness, substance abuse, intellectual or other disability) likely to prevent reasonably adequate and fair participation in decision making.
3. Screening and Risk Assessment Interview Tool. DVRC had a range of specific inputs. These included:

· The need to clearly delineate between questions and assessment concerning power imbalance and conflict history, from client safety and family violence. 
· The screening tool directs case managers to describe what is meant by family violence in lay terms, before proceeding to ask a series of questions relating to violence.

· Being direct, and not afraid to ask about violence. If the case manager is comfortable and confident, so to will the victim be encouraged to disclose.

· Asking non mutualised questions. Mediators may be tempted, from clinical training to use language such as; “ have you ever hit each other, or has there been violence in the family”  A better approach, that does not subtly assume mutual arguments or responsibility for violence is; ” Have you ever hassled/stalked the other parent? Has the other parent hassled/stalked you?”
· To understand the fears of the survivor of violence and the ‘currency’ of that fear, questions such as these seem to go to the heart of the impact of violence. “Are you still frightened of the other parent? What is the most frightening thing that could happen to you now? If violence is raised in earlier questioning, case managers now ask about past threats to seriously harm or kill. If the answer is in the affirmative, the follow up question is; “ Are you worried that given the opportunity the other parent would seek to carry out that threat now?

· DVRC provided guidance about the effects of trauma. The screening interview now covers whether the survivor experiences  flashbacks, how they manage this and what strategies they might employ in a conference should they begin to ‘relive’ the trauma.

These are just a few examples of the way the collaboration shifted the focus and content of the screening tool.

4. Preparation
The importance of ‘coaching’ was identified as critical to maximise the opportunity for personal ‘agency’ during FDR. During the preparation session before an RDM conference, the case manager is able to assist the survivor in a number of ways:
· Educate them as to exactly what to expect in the process.

· Identify the survivors ‘bottom line’ of safety for themselves and their children

· Identify options to take account of safety concerns

· How they could use the chairperson and their lawyer effectively to ensure comfort and safety.
5. Use of professional or private support persons
A support persons policy and procedure was developed in consultation with DVRC, that ensured that where violence was an issue, parties had adequate emotional support during the process, as well as someone to be with them before and after the event.

6. Safety Planning
The screening tool developed, also has a separate section devoted to safety planning, before during and after a conference. Case managers training by DVRC included developing safety plane. Letters sent to survivors of violence and their lawyer include details of any safety plan procedure. A ‘Safety Plan Tips Sheet’ was also developed, which is sent to parties who have a safety plan. 
7. Training
As an RTO, DVRC was well place to provide general and detailed training for RDM staff. The MOU developed between the organisations set out the costs and details of what needed to be delivered over the course of a year. 

All RDM staff and chairpersons attended a four day training course and were assessed and accredited by DVRC in the following areas 

· Recognise and respond to domestic and family violence

· Manage own professional development in responding to domestic violence

· Provide crisis intervention and support to those who are experiencing domestic and family violence.

In addition, all staff received 4 days of training tailored to the program.
Some topics included:

· Effects of trauma in a conference & effective responses

· Identifying power imbalances.

· Addressing safe process

· Addressing safe outcomes in the content of agreements 

· Back up plans in agreements if things go wrong.

· Safety procedures in conferences.

· Safety planning prior to conferences.

· Referral resources for men, women and children.

· Self care and secondary traumatization.

· Working with men who use violence. Approaches to avoid collusion.

Ongoing Professional Development:
DVRC, used its networks and provided direct training over an extended period. Topics included:

· Working with men who use violence, conducted by a trainer from ‘No To Violence’ (NTV)

· Mental Health and domestic Violence.

· Immigrant Women and Domestic Violence Centre (IWDVC), provided training on cross cultural aspects of family violence, and its link to a human rights approach.
· Changes to legislation and child protection issues

· Working with children who experience violence
Ongoing Secondary Consultation
As issues arise for case managers, DVRC personnel provide advice on such matters as appropriateness fro FDR, safety planning strategies, and current literature/research.
Joint Training Externally

As the relationship and trust developed at the invitation of DVRC and The Women’s Legal Service, RDM has participated training to the DV support workers, refuge workers and Family Relationship Centres (FRCs). RDM, with permission have also utilised DVRC training material to design and deliver family violence training to lawyers.
Conclusion
Sometime, as we know, parties have to ‘lump it’ in areas of disagreement or where some concerns are not met in a relationship. What cannot be disregarded is the core priorities and needs of the parties. RDM and DVRC managed to work through or lump disagreements, but discovered that that an important collaboration can be maintained for the ultimate benefit of the safety of the families who are mutual clients.
This paper had outlined the history and culture of the DVRC and RDM (in the Legal Aid context) and aspects of the historical relationships between the players in the sectors. The expected and unexpected conflicts and tensions have been openly explored , so that other potential collaborative partnerships might anticipate and deal with them up front and perhaps avoid some of ‘landmines’ and frustrations that may well have led to failure.
Some of the key elements to success on reflection were:

· Clear MOU, including financial relationship

· Being clear about ‘collaboration’ as apposed to ‘partnership’ and the expectations of each part is in relation to acting independently where differences arise.

· Maintaining focus on ‘the work’, and practical projects and not fixating on policy concerns.

· Having conversations about organisational culture and “the way we do things around here”.

Forming collaborative relationships at the most important level, is about connections we make between people. Unlike family and those who we work with from day to day, we can choose what relationships we form between organisations, much the same a longer term intimate relationship. The message is; choose well and make sure you like and respect each other and have enough in common, to last the journey!
Perhaps the last words go to Bette Davis:

"You know what I'm going to have on my gravestone?’She did it the hard way.”
Or to end on a more positive note…

” This has always been a motto of mine. Attempt the impossible in order to improve your work."
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