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Merging Organizational Development and Social Work Practice
to Mentor Organizations to Stability and Sustainability:

The Resource Mentoring Project

H. Ted Busch, MSW; Karen Hopkins, PhD; Cheryl A. Hyde, PhD;
Amy Cohen-Callow, MSW: Elizabeth Fisher, MSW: Shari Miller, MSW

The importance of building organizational
capacity in community and faith based organiza-
tions is critical. Typically, these organizations serve
the most vulnerable people in the poorest neighbor-
hoods (Lewis, 2003). In the past decade, there has
been a concentrated effort by foundations and gov-
ernment-funded initiatives to provide financial sup-
port to faith-based and secular grassroots organiza-
tions, so that they can continue to respond to the
needs of their communities (Blumethal, 2003;
Lewis, 2003; Wing, 2004). Throughout the Mid-
Atlantic region alone, hundreds of new organiza-
tions spring up each year to deliver essential pro-
grams and services. Yet despite need and support,
at least that many go out of existence, often caus-
ing confusion and disruption of human services in
the communities they serve,

Much of this organizational “churn” can be
traced to how organizations understand themselves;
specifically, that most organizations think of them-
selves as programs rather than organizations.
Consequently, most (if not all) of their energies and
resources go to delivering programs and not estab-
lishing stable infrastructures (Letts et al 2003).
Many of these organizations are riddled with infra-
structure challenges that imperil survival, including
a lack of strategic planning, information manage-

ment, program performance management, resource
acquisition, siaff development and retention, and
~ efficient board governance processes (Blumethal,
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2003; Hopkins & Hyde, 2002; Kiuger & Baker, &
1994; Lewis, 2003; Patti, 2000). i
Concerned by the number of organizations %
struggling to survive, the Social Work Community &
Outreach Service (SWCOS) at the University of &
Maryland, School of Social Work conducted an %
exploratory research project in which a cross-sec- ;ﬁ
tion of grassroots agency directors in Maryland %
were interviewed (Busch, 2002). All interviewees g
agreed that: [

* Af some point in its life cycle a grassroots

)
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community organization will encounter issues
and needs that cannot be handled with mtemal
resources;

While there is a wealth of resources available to
help grassroots community organizations, ther
is no single provider that can meet all the need
It is potentiatly confusing for grassroots com-
munity organizations to find the right resource
they need because of their program-driven foc
and subsequent lack of understanding regardin
organizational capacity building issues;
Assessments would be beneficial for grass-
roots community organizations to help them
define the extent of their need;

A city {such as Baltimore) would greatly bene-

fit from a single point of contact for grassroots ;
community organizations to help guide them to
the resources best suited to solve their particu-

lar problems; and
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« Having a “mentor” to help grassroots commu-
nity organizations build capacity would make
it easier for them to access the most productive

- forms of assistance.

To address these needs and concerns, The
Resource Mentoring Project (RMP) was developed
in Fall 2002. Under the auspices of the University
of Maryland, School of Social Work — Social Work
Community Outreach Service, and initially sup-
ported by Associated Black Charities and Coppin
State College Department of Social Work, the pur-
pose of the RMP is fo facilitate an empowered
model of capacity building in community and faith
based organizations (CBO/FBO’). An organization
that gains and maintains its health has a better
chance of long-term survival, which in turn results
in healthier communities.

The prevailing perception about capacity build-
jng in nonprofits is that the efforts and resources
~ expended do not necessarily lead to lasting organi-
zational changes or improvements (Blumenthal,
2003 Lewis, 2003; Wing, 2004). Further, there are
growing concerns that much of the research on
capacity-building strategies and organizational
change focuses primarily on larger nonprofits
rather than smaller, community and faith-based
agencies, and that the instruments used to measure
capacity-building efforts are too abstract and incon-
sistent (Bordia et al., 2004; Cunningham et al,,
2002; Sussman, 2003). In addition, time frames for
evaluating organizational improvements often are
too short. Agencies engaged in capacity building
efforts require a minimum of one year to demon-
strate effective change (Wing, 2004).

To address some of these concerns, this article
describes the Resource Mentoring Project’s capaci-
ty building model and then provides evaluative data
of the RMP’s first initiative. The Resource
Mentoring Project signifies a new model of social
work with organizations, as well as an innovative
form of a university-community partnershii:.
Looking at the CBQ/FBO as a “client,” the
Resource Mentoring Project works with the organi-
zation to help it assess its organizational capacity
as well as the depth and breadth of its need. The
RMP then connects the CBO/FBO to the appropri-

ate technical assistance provider that will help meet
that need. In a very real way, the RMP provides
case management for organizations. Through these
processes, the RMP also acts as a conduit for uni-
versity and environmental resources that are made
available to vulnerable grassroots organizations.

The Resource Mentoring Project
In October 2002, Associated Black Charities
(ABC) was awarded a Compassion Capital

_ Demonstration Fund (CCDF} grant, renewable each

vear for a total of three years. Under this grant,
ABC then “re-granted” money to Maryland com-
munity and faith based organizations specifically to
help them build their organizational capacities.
During the first two years of the CCDF, ABC
awarded these grants through a competitive
process. The Resource Mentoring Project partnered
with ABC to deliver one-on-one mentoring to 28
grantees in an effort to help them understand dif-
ferences between good programs and healthy
organizations, and then develop stable infrastruc-
tures and long-term sustainability plans.

Each grantee was asked to participate in the
RMP capacity assessment process to identify areas
in which capacity could be built and to establish a
base line against which to measure progress and
change. Working from an organizational empower-
ment model (Gutierrez, GlenMaye & DeLois,
1993), the two-step “facilitated self assessment™
process was created, field-tested and fine-tuned.
The RMP philosophy is that in order to build
capacity the CBO/FBO should know specifically
where they have opportunities to make the greatest
impact on their organization’s ability to sustain
itself. The facilitated self-assessment process illu-
minates those areas of opportunity and provides a
way to focus discussions and efforts.

First, the executive director, board president and
staff member in each grantee organization were
asked to complete an Organizational Capacity
Assessment tool (Lusthaus, Anderson & Murphy,
1996) without conferring with each other. RMP staff
aggregated the informatien from this assessment and
produced an initial organizational profile for reflec-
tion and discussion. The RMP then facilitated a

4
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meeting during which the assessors reported to each
other his/her perceptions about the current capacity
of the organization in a number of key areas, such as
vision and mission, planning, program development
and performance, financial management, leadership,
board governance, human resources, and technology.
RMP staff found that this often was the first time

* They would be comfortable developing open
and “transparent” lines of communication
through the RMP to ABC as they were men-
tored further during their capacity building
projects.

‘Upon acceptance of this invitation, RMP worke

closely with the 14 organizations, reviewing their

u
that organizational members heard each other’s per-  efforts at capacity building to date and custom w
ceptions or beliefs about organizational capacity (in  designing capacity building proposals intended to
fact, it typically was the first time they had engaged  make a deeper impact on the ofganization. These -
in any discussion on organizational issues). This proposals were then budgeted with the help of
process helped organizations focus on their strengths  RMP staff and submitted to ABC for approval. It
and weaknesses more broadly as an organization should be noted that at every step along the way

RMP and ABC staff’s were in constant communi- |
cation so there would be “no surprises”™ when the 2
final proposals were submitted.

Once ABC approved the proposals, the grantees &

instead of taking a more narrow programmatic view.
Next, based on the profile and discussions, the RMP
helped each client organization develop an action
plan with specific capacity building steps grounded

¥

in the assessment information.

Following the facilitated self-assessment process
and action plan development, the RMP implement-
ed the “mentoring” stage of its organizational case-
work model. The RMP staff researched the exten-
sive resources available throughout Maryland in an
effort to create as wide a network of “technical
assistance providers™ as possible (for this database,
go to www.umaryland.edu/rmp/). This network
includes non-profit organizations, for-profit com-
panies, individual consultants, institutions of higher

learning, and volunteer organizations—essentially
anyone who could assist community organizations
in building their capacities. The RMP then bro-
kered relationships between the organization and
technical assistance providers who “mentored” the
CBO/FBO in meeting their organizational capacity
buiiding goals. '

For Year 3 of the project, ABC and RMP decid-
ed, as partners, to review all 28 grantees and select
those organizations that had demonstrated a will-
ingness to expend the effort to truly build their
organizational capacities. From this review, 14
organizations were invited to participate into the
third year with the following stipulations: -

* They would partner with the RMP to custom
design capacity building projects to further the
work they had already accomplished, and

42

had the choice of continuing to work with their cur
rent technical assistance providers/consultants or
the RMP could broker relationships with new
providers/consultants. In several cases, where the
organization was working on more than one proj-
ect, they chose to work with their current
provider/consultant for part of the process and
bring in a new provider/consultant for the rest.
While the organizations were working on their
projects, RMP staff was in contact at least once a

week offering counsel or a “friendly ear” to encour- :

age and support organizational members. RMP
staff was also in contact with the technical assis-
tance providers, working with them to help the
client organizations understand their obligations as
to the timeliness of the work they must do. This
could be frustrating to the client organizations
because, for example, it was difficult to control the
schedule of the board. In response, RMP staff was
available to meet with the board, and explain the
process or reinforce the work being done with the
technical assistance providers. In all cases, RMP
staff emphasized that the organizational casework
model did not mean that they were “consultants,”
but rather the facilitators of and counselors for both
the client organization and technical assistance
providers. This partnership proved helpful on many
occasions. When either the organization or the
technical assistance provider experienced diffienlty

2
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moving the project forward, RMP staff intervened
to keep the project on track and help the organiza-
tion focus on the outcomes in the action pan.

At the end of the third year, 12 grantees were
asked to complete a post self-assessment using the
same Organizational Capacity Assessment tool they
used in the beginning (the remaining two agencies
were not able to complete their projects or non-
compliant). Two case studies (see Appendix) briefly
illustrate the RMP organizational casework model
and its impact on the organizations.

Evaluation of the RMP

Two university faculty members and three doctor-
al smdents evaluated this initial effort by the
Resource Mentoring Project. The primary purpose
of the evaluation was to determine whether this
organizational casework approach improved the
capacity and viability of the client agencies over
time. The organizational capacity self-assessments
that were completed by agency members at the
beginning of the project, referred to as Time 1, were
used to establish organizational capacity baselines
(n=16 agencies). These same agency members com-
pleted the capacity assessment tool again about
12 months later, referred to as Time 2. Finally,
agency members for 12 of the organizations com-
pleted the capacity assessment tool again
18-24 months later, referred to as Time 3. The
capacity assessment data were entered into a data-
base for descriptive and bivariate analysis. Thus,
organizational progress and change could be tracked
over time. Additionally, the research team examined
the action plans and matched them with the capacity
assessment data from the agencies, as well as written
observations and documentation from the RMP staff,
to determine if each organization was able to build
capacity in the areas identified in their action plan.

The organizations involved in the RMP included
19 community faith-based organizations and nine
community secular organizations. Afl of the organi-
zations have a small namber of staff, Within these
agencies, organizational members completed 166
O_Iganizational Capacity Assessment tools. Thirty-
eight percent (63) of the assessments were complet-
ed by Board members, 32 percent (53) by

Executive Directors, and 30 percent (50) by staff
members. The gender of the respondents included
43 percent men and 57 percent women. The majori-
ty (69 percent) of the respondents were African
American. Thirty-six percent of respondents held a
college degree, 37 percent held a graduate degree,

-and 18 percent had a doctorate degree. Almost half

of the respondents (44 percent) had worked in the
social service field for more than 10 years.

Measures

The organizational capacity assessment tool was
adapted from the “Institutional Assessment-—A,
Framework for Strengthening Organizational
Capacity™ {Lusthaus, Anderson, & Murphy, 1996)
and the Maryland Association of Nonprofit
Organizations, “Standards of Excellence.” Items in
the assessment tool were related to mission and
goals, structure, program strategies, planning and
development, human resources, funding and tech-
nological literacy. The individual assessment tool
items were combined into 11 scales that captured
each of the various conceptual categories in the
instrument. The statistical reliability of each of
these scales were tested using Cronbach’s index of
internal consistency. All assessment tool items were
measured using a four-point Likert-like scale that
reflects the degree of capacity currently in place
from | (No Capacity) to 4 (High Degree of
Capacity) with higher scores indicating higher lev-
els of each construct:

* Hopes and Dreams was measured by four items
that asked respondents about the clarity of the
organization’s vision, mission, and goals, a = .87.

* Programs was measured by four items related
to the development, growth and relevance of
agency programs, @ = .85,

* Performance Management was measured by
two items about program performance and the
measurement of outcomes, a = .86.

* Planning was measured by six items related to
strategic, financial, operational, program, and
human resources planning, a = .89,

+ Funding was measured by four items related to
funding diversification and financial opera-
tions and management, a = . 70.
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External Relations was measured by four items

related to relationships with the local corumnumty,

public relations and marketing, partnerships with
other organizations, and the ability to influence
the system, a = .82. )

Board Governance was measured by four

ttems related to board involvement, compe-

tence, and operations, a = .83,

Leadership was measured by seven items relat-

ed to the leader’s passion, skills, experience,

analytical and financial ability, management

style and personality, a = .93.

* Stqffing was measured by Four items related to
the adequacy and levels of management, staff
and volunteers, a = .74. .

* Technological Literacy was measured by 12
items related to access to technology, techno-
logical planning and policies, management
information system, and email, internet and
telecommunications system, a = .89.

* Organizational Structure was measured by seven

items related to organizational design, divisions,

processes, and shared references, a = .82,

Resuits

Capacity Assessments: First, an overall compari-
son of capacity assessment data for 28 agencies, as
reported by organizational members, at Time 1 and
" Time 2 (approximately 12 months later) revealed
that most of the organizations appeared to have -
marginally improved capacities, based on some-
what higher mean scores for many of the scaled
variables (See Table 1). Using t-test analysis, the
data indicated that the organizations, overall, signif-
icantly improved capacity at Time 2 in certain
areas, including performance management
(2 (161) = -1.98, p < .05), external relations
(£ (161) = -2.27, p < .05), and technological litera-
¢y (¢ (158) = -5.23, p < .01). There were no signifi-
cant differences in organizational members’ assess-
ments of organizational capacity at Time 1 and
Time 2 by gender or position (board, leader/
director, staff).

Table 1: Overall Mean Scores for Organizational
Capacity Assessment at Time 1 and Time 2
(N = 28 Agencies, 84 Bespondents)

Time 1 Time 2 ¢
Organizational Capacity M SD M 8D :
Hopes and Dreams 297 .67 2.98 71%”
Programs 284 69 2.87 64%;};
Performance Management 2.44 .77 2.70* :Ej_
Planning 262 .63 264 640
Funding 234 58 242 595
External Relations 240 64 262% 665
Board Governance 240 70 250 660
Leadership 3.18 .53 330 .58
Staffing 262 .65 266 .7
Technology 216 .63 2.74%* 78
Organizational Structure 2718 39 2.83 .60

*p<3 trp< 0l

Next, an overall comparison of capacity assess-
ment data for 12 agencies (that continued to work
.with RMP beyond 12 months) at Time 1 and
Time 3 (approximately 18-24 months) revealed
both higher mean scores for many of the scaled

variables and statistically significant improvements

in capacity in several organizational areas (See
Table 2). Using t-test analysis, the data indicated
that the organizations, overall, significantly
improved capacity at Time 3 in hopes and
dreams——clarity of vision, mission and goals (1 (61) |
-2.91, p <.01), planning (1 (61) = -2.23, p < .05), :
performance management (t (60) =-1.96, p < .05),
and technological literacy (1 (60) = -3.84, p < 01).
Apain, there were no significant differences in
organizational members’ assessments of organiza-
tional capacity at Time 1 and Time 3 by gender or
position (board, leader/director, staff).

i
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Table 2: Overall Mean Scores for Organizational
i Capacity Assessment at Time 1 and Time 3
o (N = 12 Agencies, 36 Respondents)

Time 1 Time 3
Organizational Capacity M SD M sD
' Hopes and Dreams 293 66 3.37%% 53
| Programs 263 73 285 .69
Performance Management  2.28 3 2.67% 83
Planning 248 68 2.80 .65
Funding 223 .66 237 63
External Relations 232 .67 2.55 .66
Board Governance 233 63 258 70
Leadership 3.14 58 307 81
Staffing 2.51 .68 246 81
Technology 1.97 64 2.60%* 65
Organizational Structure 265 .63 2.86 .64

*p<.05*p<.0l

Action Plans—Areas of Focus: An examination of
the action plans, capacity assessments and RMP doc-
umentation for the 16 organizations involved with the
RMP for 12 months revealed that of the 7 agencies
that focused on building capacity around strategic
planning from Time 1 to Time 2, 4 (57 percent
increased their capacity through a strategic planning
process. Of the five agencies that focused on market-
ing efforts, four (80 percent) increased their market-
ing capacity. Four of the agencies worked to build
capacity around their boards and three (75 percent) of
those agencies were successful in developing and
improving their boards (see Figure 1).

Figure 1: Increases in capacity in area of focus

.{m = 16 agencies

Strategic Planning

Marketing Effort

Board Development

All of the 12 organizations involved with the
RMP for 1824 months focused on building capacity
around strategic planning and all 12 increased their
capacity in this area of focus. Additionally, nine of
the agencies also worked to build capacity around
their boards. Of those six, (67 percent) substantially
increased the capacity of their boards. Four {100 per-
cent) of the agencies that planned to develop a shared
vision and mission did so {see Figure 2). -

Figure 2: Increases in capacity in area of focus
(n = 12 agencies

Strategic Planning Board Development  Mission & Vision
There are limitations to this evaluation of the
RMP organizational casework approach because of

the small sample and agency members’ somewhat
subjective assessments and interpretations of orga-
nizational capacity. Their responses are based on
their perceptions and experiences in the agency and
might not have been characterized accurately.
However, attempts were made to counter this as
much as possible by gathering additional informa-
tion from the organizational action plans and RMP
staff who facilitated and brokered the capacity
building efforts with the mentors.

Discussion

“The third year (2005) of the Compassion Capital
Demonstration Fund was a breakthrough year for
the grantees. Not only did the organizations report
some significant growth in organizational capacity
in certain areas, but also the RMP staff observed a
noted shift in the grantees’ understanding of the
importance of organizational development work.
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Executive directors were heard to discuss capacity
building in terms that indicated that they truly
understood the import of what they were saying. In
several cases, they spoke passionately about the
importance of not only completing a strategic plan,
but also of engaging their boards in executing that
plan. Taken together, the data and observations indi-
cate that the grantees comprehend the difference
between good programs and healthy organizations,
and that they are working diligently to create stable
infrastructures for themselves, As a result, the
chances are very good that these organizations will
be able to sustain themselves, delivering their need-
ed programs to the community over the long haul.

While these efforts yielded positive cutcomes
for the grantees, the work of the RMP during the
past three years also suggests several important les-
sons for organizational development. First, there is
a “semantic misconnect” between what government
agencies and some private funders mean by capaci-
ty building and what comniunity-based organiza-
tions understand it to mean. The funders’ definition
focuses on developing the core infrastructure com-
ponents of the organization, while the organization
focuses on increasing its program capacity (e.g.
getting more children in their after school program,
helping more families with food assistance or get-
ting more people off the streets and into shelters).
While these are desirable outcomes, they can only
be achieved if an organization is healthy and effi-
cient in its infrastructure. Because this connection
is not fully understood by many CBO/FBO’, the
wmitial effort at organizational capacity building can
be frustrating, Instinctively, the CBO/FBO tries to
bend the effort to Support programs. It is important
that an educational component be included at the
start of a capacity building effort, to help organiza-
tions see the difference between work needed to
sustain a program and work needed to sustain an-
organization.

Second, regarding organizational capacity build-
ing, many grassroots organizations “don’t know
what they don’t know.” Therefore, early in the rela-
tionship between organizations and consultants
(mentors), the tone of the interaction is timid and

tentative. During this “feeling out” process, the
small gains that are made by the organization
increase its confidence in performing activities; as
the organization garners more successes from its
actions, its confidence and self-efficacy increases.
A critical part of this process is helping organiza-
tions become self-reflective and constructively crit-
ical which is vital to the development of their orga-
nizational identities. The self-assessment processes
promote positive growth in organizations that is
essential in developing strategies to address and
achieve their mission and vision. This organization-
al learning curve needs to be understood and antici-
pated by those parties that are assisting the effort.

Third, organizations, like human beings, are
unique unto themselves, To get the best results each
must be approached from where they are. Therefore,
there is no one solution to the organizational capaci-
ty building issue that fits all organizations. For
example, the effort at strategic planning could result
m totally different processes for two different organ-
izations. Also, just supplying technical assistance
through workshops and seminars is ndt'énough to
help an organization. Since CBO/FBO’s may be in
different stages in their development, some may not
know what to do with the information. To be the
most productive, technical assistance must be
applied to the specific needs of the organization on
a one-on-one basis at the time they need it. Ag
organizations become more self-reflective, they are
able to communicate their needs for assistance in a
more focused manner. In essence, they know what
they don’t know and are able to be more precise in
their requests for assistance.

Finally, it is difficult to assure a positive organi-
zational capacity outcome within a twelve-month
time frame. Organizations learn at different Speeds,
with some needing much more time to understand
the various organizational development processes.
However, patience can be rewarded, with even the
slowest organization making breakthroughs that
lead to stability. )

Working from an empowerment perspective and
applying social work principles to organizational
capacity interventions can move organizations to

e i
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much deeper understandings of the importance of
organizational capacity building efforts, which can
then continue over time. The result is that they
build capacity to deliver meaningful programs to
their communities over a tong period of time.
There have been a variety of approaches to
enhance the health of the grassroots nonprofit sec-
tor, yet the RMPs “organizational casework”
approach is innovative. While assessment and
resource matching for nonprofit programs exist, the
RMP 1s unique because it focuses on the total
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Appendix

Case Examples of Growth in Capacity

The following accounts suggest how two grass-
roots organizations benefited from the RMP orga-
nizational casework approach.

Kunta Kinte-Alex Haley Foundation

The Kunta Kinte-Alex Haley Foundation KK AH
was founded in the early 1990s with the mission of
spreading Alex Haley’s vision of a world that cele-
brates ethnic diversity while honoring mankind’s
common, universal experiences and building mutu-
al respect. The organization’s founding project was
the creation of a memorial to be placed at the City
Dock in Annapolis. This project carried with it
many political pitfalls and took much of the organi-
zational energy from its founding through to the
seven years it took to bring the memorial to life.
The memorial was dedicated in the spring of 2002,
and at that point ali of the energy seemed to go out
of the organization.

When the organization became a client of the
Resource Mentoring Project in the Fall 2002 it
seemed to be floundering, with a loss for direction
and 2 nearly burned out board, An in-depth organi-
zational capacity assessment identified that the
organization no longer had a clear vision for jiself.
At the first meeting, RMP and organizational staff
discussed whether the organization had in fact
accomplished its mission and should close its
doors. The response was a firm “no, we still have
work to do.”

The RMP brokered a relationship with a con-
sultant for the organization and they embarked on a
strategic planning effort that included a visioning
process. The going was slow in the beginning, and
board participation was spotty. One of the issues
that was identified was the board’s habit of “rubber
stamping” decisions of the executive director and
supporting his efforts, rather than initiating efforts
of their own or following through on some commit-
ments. This became frustrating for some board -

members and staff, and contributed to the organiza-
tion’s drift.

On-going discussion with the staff and board
members, made it evident that they had not inter-
nalized the real value of the organizational capacity
building efforts. Instead, it seemed to them as
though it was an extra effort with no apparent ben-
efit. RMP staff worked with the organization’s staff
and board to gently but persistently reinforce the
value of their efforts. Gradually, the executive
director came to realize that he was heading an
“organization of personality” not a “mission driv-
en” organization, The staff began to consider the
organizational impact of their program decisions.
At 2 lunch meeting, the administrative assistant
commented on the importance of strategically look-
ing at the results of a project they were working on
rather just concentrating on the project as an end in
itself. She went on to discuss the impact that their
decisions had on the organization. Then at a board
meeting, RMP staff observed the executive director
seriously engaging various board members in the
decision making process. He also encouraged them
to participate in a strategic planning committee as a
way to help the organization move toward a “mis-
sion driven focus.”

After a year of hard work, the organization devel-
oped a new vision and focus for their work. The new
vision is to be the world’s premier organization for
African Americans and all others to come to for a
fuller awareness and appreciation of their history, the
universality of the human experience, and a deeper
understanding of slavery and its impact on race rela-
tions in America today. This vision has led the
organization to sponsor a “Reconciliation Walk ” two
summers of “Roots” camps, and the development of
a scarchable “Slavery” database. As a result of the
efforts at refocusing the organization, the Kunta
Kinte-Alex Haley Foundation has a new energy. The
board is fully active in helping bring a new strategic
plan to life, and is working with the executive direc-
tor and staff to develop marketing and fund develop-
ment plans.
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Agape House

Agape IHouse is an organization driven by the
passion of its executive director with a mission of
creating a healthy caring community where people
feel respected, are fed, clothed, housed, grow in
faith and gain the self esteem needed for a success-
ful, self sufficient life. For two years, the organiza-
tion has struggled with organizational capacity
building issues, yet not really engaging in compre-
hensive organizational development processes. For
example, in 2003 the organization underwent a
strategic planning process, but the board did not
play a very active role. Several times, the executive
director commented to RMP staff that they had
been in existence for almost 20 years and that “God
had always provided.”

Then in Fall 2004, the organization had a break-
through. The executive director admitted to RMP
staff that he did not have a real budget and had no
idea how to track his income and expenses. He
asked for help understanding his “business” and
also agreed to try again to engage the board in
developing a new vision for the organization and to
truly participate in a strategic planning process.

RMP staff brokered a relationship with several
consultants for Agape House. One began working
with the organization on developing accounting
processes and a working budget. Another began
working with the board and staff to develop a
shared vision and workable strategic plan. The
board was engaged in the process through several
retreats and one-on-one interviews. As they saw
that their concerns and ideas were being taken seri-
ously they became more committed to the process
and more actively involved in the organization.

In Spring 2005, the executive director conveyed
to RMP staff that he feels a new energy in the
organization. He said, “For the first time [ really sce
the board working with me, not just doing what I
ask them too.” He also expressed, with some pride,
that they now have two working committees and a
real sense that they have control of their future.
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