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Executive Summary

Thisis an assessment/guide that records lessons learned from the Romaniart American
Sustainable Partnerships (RASP) program and presents the materid in auser-friendly
way. The purpose isto encourage project officers to think more deeply about partnerships
as a development instrument and to be sdlective in the design and selection of this
mechaniam. Key questions are: What are the characteristics of a successful partnership?
What are the indruments that can be used to make partnerships successful? What are the
advantages and disadvantages of using a partnership?

The RASP program was designed to build US/Romanian partnerships and to support the
USAID Mission's country program. The approach used projectsto test the viability of a
relationship. Coreingghts included: the importance of the grant-making processin
building relationships, the fact that capacity to partner improves regardliess of whether the
project is a success; the value of project money asa*“carrot” that motivates organizations
to build partnerships; the vaue of joint project implementation as the best way to test a
partnership; the importance of physicad proximity and periodic contact; the ingght that
partnerships seek their own direction and are difficult to manage againg pre-established
goals, and the lesson that American non-profits rarely have the funds to continue a
relationship.

“Partnering” is a buzzword that means different things to different people. Normaly, the
concept means durability, mutua benefit or synergy, and a balance of power and
influence. Partnership projects often involve finding the right balance between afocus on
building the partnership and getting results from the partnership.

Key factors that tend to make partnerships successful include time and commitment, joint
working experience, transparency and openness, organizationd “fit”, competible goas
and objectives, and physical presence and awareness.

Obstaclesto partnering may be external — factors outsde of the control of the participants
(such asunfriendly laws), or internal - factors that can be addressed in project design.
The chief financid obstacleisalack of fundsto keep the relationship dive. In generd,
RASP participants were not willing to make additiond financid contributions beyond the
life of the project. The difficult issue for aUSAID project officer isto determine the level
of subsidy that will ensure that the prospective collaborators have had a full opportunity

to develop ardaionship. Thereisarisk on counting on American PV Osto dedicate
scarce discretionary income to building oversees partnerships. In the long run, if more
and stronger partnerships are to devel op, Romanian groups need to augment and diversify
their locd funding base while moving away from dependence on USAID and other
donors. Thiswill necessitate the development in Romania of a culture of philanthropy

and charitable giving and an indtitutiona and legidative structure to perpetuate these
habits and practices.

With regard to organizationa condraints, partnering difficulties are more frequent
between large and smdl organizations, between organi zations from different sectors,



between single purpose advocacy groups, between organizations that raise funds from the
same sources and between organizations with radicaly different management styles

With regard to community and loca government partnerships: skillsthat are learned from
working with an overseas collaborator are skills that are broadly trandatable to local
conditions; inclusion of diverse stakeholders that can represent and speak for avariety of
condtituent groupsiscritical to the success of acommunity partnership.

Locd government partnerships raise specid issues: Will the partnership become a
dependency rdationship? Does the NGO have the necessary maturity and management
ability? Is there a climate of antagonism toward NGOs that will undermine the
relationship? Will the partnership with local government compromise the NGO’ s ahility
to raise funds from other sources? Particularly if the NGO is an advocacy organization,
will it be able to continue its other programs while a the same time entering into a
cooperative agreement with the government?

With respect to sudtainability, USAID efforts should focus on hdping to trander US
fund-raigng know-how to locd NGOs. This will help locd NGO's from needing to
depend on cash transfers from the US partner. US fund-raising techniques, attitudes, and
podtive “can-do’ vaues were trangmitted in some of the partnerships under RASP and

appeared to have a positive and sustainable impact. These efforts should be increased.

Some partnerships that should not continue are kept dive by donors dthough they have
no impact. Too much donor (subsdized) assstance can obscure a hard-headed

assessment of the value of the partnership.
Practical toolsfor building partnerships

Partnerships have advantages and disadvantages. They can take advantage of comparative
strengths and weaknesses, increase scale of effort, tap new resources, and bridge cultural,
political, and ideologica differences.

They can d 0 be expensive, time-consuming, and an immense waste of organizationa
time and resources. What is most important is that the project officer thinks about
partnerships as a ddiberate instrument and attempt to tailor the partnership to the
particular issue they are trying to address.

Partnerships may be agood instrument when you want to: influence policy; increase
scae; expand market share; transfer technology or “know-how”; establish a positive
image or reputation; transfer attitudes or values.

Partnerships may not be a good instrument when you want to: build the individua
management capacity of one or both partnerships; provide additiona revenue to the loca
organization.

Also, be careful about usng partnershipsin the following Stuations: organizations led by
grong, charismatic, highly sdlf-confident leaders; US groups that want to establish a



foreign “presence’; cases where USAID wants to establish tight control over progress
and outcomes.

The Assessment/guide suggests that USAID project officers should encourage partnersto
be clear and specific about the purpose and intent of their partnership; ask them to draft a
letter of commitment and intent; make sure the two boards of directors have reviewed and
gpproved this document; be willing to pay for headquarters visits and joint conferences,
encourage partners to specify the monetary contributions that each will make.

USAID support should be structured to establish a balance of power and influence.
Whenever possible, make the grant to the local group. Both organizations should prepare
an action plan detailing their roles and responsibilities before they begin which will hep
them work together and avoid inflated expectations. Aninitid planning sesson can
facilitate the future relaionship as can face-to-face exchange. These meetings should
occur early in the process and funding should be set asde specificdly for this activity.

The partnering process will be improved if both organizations have a solid strategic plan
and adear and broadly shared consensus regarding goas and organizational mission. If
these are not in place, USAID should consder incluson of funds in the grant agreement
to support and facilitate this process.

USAID should ensure that both executive directors are personally committed to the
partnership. Headquarters vigits are important and funds should be set aside for this
purpose. It will dso help if primary responghility for the maintenance of the reationship
islocated in the office of the President or CEQ. Particularly in larger organizations, it is
important that both designate a partner “champion” who truly believesin the importance
of the rdationship.

USAID should be receptive to variation and encourage adaptability. Partnershipswill
often not stick to the same course and flexibility will encourage innovative thinking and
joint problem solving. In many of the partnerships visited, the fina relationship was
quite different than the one initidly planned. While in many projects, drastic changes can
reflect poor performance, in partnerships drastic changes are often asign of positive
growth.

If partnership relations cannot adapt, they will come apart. Do not administer grant
agreementsrigidly. Large gods should remain amilar, but tactics can dter. Aswith
RASP, indicators should be grant-or project-specific.



A. Background

Thereisalink between the depth and number of exchanges and partnerships between
Romaniaand the United States and the increasingly rapid integration of Romaniainto
Western structures and practices. Since 1989, many American groups and individuals
have shown a greet ded of interest in Romania. There are more than one hundred US
voluntary initiatives currently asssting Romania, many of which have existed for five
years or longer, especidly in the child welfare area.

Beginning in May, 2000, the USAID Misson in Romaniainitiated a mechanism for
supporting partnerships between Romanian and American not-for-profit organizations.
Thisinitiive, the Romanian American Sustainable Partnerships (RASP) program, was
implemented by World Learning under a Cooperative Agreement.

The purpose of this activity was two-fold.

Frd, by building Romaniant American partnerships, the RASP program was designed
to increase civil society development and to help Romania become more integrated
into the larger community of developed countries.

Second, it was hoped that RA SP sub-grants would support USAID/Romania' s
country program by filling in the gaps among severd drategic objectives.

Findly, it was anticipated that RASP would build the indtitutional capecity of
participants, thus advancing the prospects for longer-term financid viability of the sector.

The modd, the approach, and the candid recognition of mixed results suggests that RASP
could condtitute a valuable case study pertinent to Smilar partnering effortsin Romania
and other countries!

B. Project History and Description

RASP was comprised of thirty-two sub-grantswith atota USAID funding contribution
of $2.7 million, with sub-grantees making a cost-share contribution of an estimated $3.2
million. US partner organizations from seventeen states and the Didtrict of Columbia
participated, and activities were implemented in more than 20 of the country’s 41
counties.

1 While“partnerships’ and “partnering” are given agreat deal of rhetorical emphasisin the USAID
literature and the terms are ubiquitousin virtually all of the Agency’s policy pronouncements, there are
relatively few activities focused expressly on forging partnership relations between development oriented
organizationsin the United States and transitional and/or developing countries. The important exceptionis
the work being done under the Global Development Alliance. However, these efforts focus principally on
building bilateral partnerships between USAID and a private sector entity such as the Gates Foundation. In
the case of RASP, the Agency actsin atrilateral fashion as facilitator to cataly ze and nurture independent
partnerships.



The program provided sub-grants in areas such as; community-based servicesfor children
and their families, services to disabled children; decentralization of hedlth services,
indugtria park development; treetment and counsding for children with HIV/AIDS and
thar families;, development of emergency medicine protocols, development of hospice
management standards; prevention of domestic violence and substance abuse;
strengthening of business associations; beach beautification and tourism promotion;
juvenile justice; prevention of trafficking of young women; forestry management;
environmental protection; community empowerment; ethnic minority reaions; and
family/community mediation.

The RASP program was implemented in three rounds over athree-and-a-hdf-year period.
Sub-grants were awarded on the basis of mutua benefit, amutua commitment of
resources, and the likelihood that the partnership would continue after USAID funding

had ended. Joint proposal preparation was required and proposed activities were to fit
broadly within USAID priority areas. Grants were reviewed on an as-reedy rolling bass.

The RASP program was extremely popular, and roughly five concept papers and/or
gpplications were received for every award. On the basis of interviews with
gpproximately haf of the recipients, most felt that the program was well managed and
few, if any, voiced complaints regarding adminigtrative oversght from either World
Learning or USAID.

The evolution and activity of the RASP program is amply recorded in an excdllent series

of quarterly reports prepared by World Learning. These documents are direct, candid, and
in-depth, and provide an eva udtive picture of the project and the successes and
difficulties that were faced. In addition, a series of workshops synthesized much of the
experience under RASP and went far toward identifying the key components of

successful partnering. This Report draws heavily on this prior materid.

C. Purpose of Assessment/Guide
This report condtitutes an assessment/guide, not an evauation. The Misson isinterested
in gaining ingghts from RASP in order to shape srategies for maximizing the success of
partnership activities in the future. To do so, the assessment/guide looks a the RASP
model and approach, at the organizations and projects that were supported, and at the
partnerships that were formed in order to identify lessons that would provide ingght into
how strong and effective partnerships might be forged in future programs.
The integrating questions addressed by this assessment are:

What are the dynamics and characteristics of a successful partnership?

What tools or instruments can be employed to make partner ships successful ?

What are the advantages and disadvantages of using a partner ship instrument?



This assessment iswritten informaly and is intended to be used as a practical guide for
those interested in building and supporting partnerships. Much of the project description
and lengthy background materid that is usudly set forth in an eva uation has been
eliminated or shortened. Each of the centra sectionsincludesaK ey Points! which are
consolidated in Appendix A. Although the assessment employs examples and case
gudies, the names of the participants and organizations are shielded in order to dlow a
higher degree of candor.

The subgtantive portion of the assessment is divided into eight parts, asfollows.

1. TheRASP Modd: Basic Lessons (Part E)

2. What isa"partnership”? (Part F)

3. What are the factors that make a successful partnership? (Part G)

4. What are the obstacles to a successful partnership? (Part H)

5. Loca government and community-based partnerships. (Part I)

6. Fnancid sugtainability. (Part J)

7. Practicd tools for building partnerships. (Part K)

8. Using Partnerships as a development instrument. (Part L)
Partnerships are complex and characterized by ambiguity and occasond paradox. This
assessment does not attempt to offer rigid guidelines or simple solutions. In most cases
the discussion points constitute approximations or probable correlations as opposed to
solutions.
The ultimate purpose of the assessment/guide isto encourage project officersto think
mor e deeply about partnerships as a development instrument and to be selective in the
design and selection of this mechanism.
D. Methodology
The assessment/guide was prepared by two consultants, one American and one
Romanian. A World Learning (WL) staff member aso provided important support during
the process. In addition, the Romanian desk officer and the local CTO traveled with the
team, participated in the interviews, and provided invauable insghts.
Interviews were conducted with a cross- section of RASP sub-grantees in order to be able
to extract lessons learned. The sample included partnerships that worked very well; some

that did not work so well; and some that, after atroublesome start, later overcame ther
difficulties



Interviews were loosdly structured around questions set forth in an interview guide (see
gppendix C). Theinterviews were purposefully designed to dign with the unique
experience of the sub-grantees, and the discussions were adaptive. Much of the materia
et forth in the assessment is quditative and based on the views and opinions of
interviewees.

E. TheRASP modd.
Key Points!

The grant making process (i.e. the announcement, application, review, award, etc.)
can itself have a positive impact on the attitudes, procedures and program priorities
of recipients. A professionally managed grant making process encourages the growth
of professionalism among recipients.

Regardless of whether an individual grant was successful in accomplishing an
activity objective, recipients of RASP grants learned a lot about partnering and how
to build and manage partnership relations. In some cases, a problematic
collaboration was more educational than an easy success.

The availability of grant fundsis a powerful incentive to stimulate a search for new
partners. The best way to encourage insular NGOs to reach out to offshore partners
isto offer money to finance joint projects.

In arelated vein, working through the nuts and bolts of joint implementation of a
project isthe single best way to test the viability of a relationship.

Physical proximity and day-to-day contact between two partnersis very important,
particularly when the local group is small and organizationally weak. Despite
modern communication technology, face to face contact is essential at the beginning
of a relationship.

Once established, partnerships tend to seek their own direction and to deviate from
their original objectives. Thisis a healthy process of maturation but it means that
donorswill have to be tolerant of change and allow flexibility in the relationship if it
isto be successful.

It can be a serious mistake to assume that a US group will continue to fund a
partnership after project money disappears. Most American non-profits are severely
short of discretionary income and unless the partnership is squarely within their
mission, they will lack resources to continue to support it.

On the other hand, many American non-profits are very good at fund raising and can
transfer their fund-raising skills and attitudes. In the long run, thisis more important
than the direct transfer of money. In designing partnerships, it isimportant to
emphasize the transfer of fund raising skills and attitudes.




Discussion.

The RASP program was didinctive in five respects

1.

It focused on partnerships as an instrument intended to have a development impact. In
other words, there was an explicit recognition that the partnership added a quditative
dimension that would improve the effectiveness of the activity, project or program

that was being supported.

It emphasized Americar/Romanian partnershipsin order to strengthen the fabric of
connections with western organizations and encourage expanded US/NGO presence
in Romania

It used joint project implementation to test the viability of a partner relationship.

It focused on community projects to improve the prospect of ownership, networking,
and sugtainability.
It was hands-off, focusing on putting the partnership firg, i.e.:

New partnerships were encouraged in order to enrich the range of relationshipswith
US organizations and to encourage innovative collaborations.

I ndicators were project- specific, not program-specific, in order to dlow flexibility
and to reflect the unique aspects of each relationship.

Where possible, funds were given to the Romanian group, in order to insure that the
focus of activity would be on Romanian needs.

Congderable advice and assistance were provided to applicants during the project
design, grant application, and review process.

Asde from financid certification, threshold organizational capacities were not
mandated and extengve training and technica assstance were not provided; follow-
on grants were relively rare.

Sub-grantees were asked what they liked and didiked about the RASP approach and
whether or not the program was an effective mechanism for forging and strengthening
partnership relations. The following key points emerged:

RASP had a positive impact on partnering that exceeded the 32 sub-grants that were
awarded. The project strengthened the legiimacy of partnering as an effective
mechanism for organizationa development; encouraged many NGOs to search for
and explore new relationships; and through hands-on experience deepened the
understanding of what it takes to engage in a partnership.



The impact of RASP on sub-grant participants went beyond the success or failure of
the individua partnership. Regardless of whether the immediate relaionship was a
success, the Romanian groups increased their understanding of how to dedl with an
offshore partner.

RASP funding was a powerful incentive to Romanian organizations to search for new
partners in those cases where an existing relationship did not exist. (The Internet
proved to beinvaduable in this regard, and in one case along-term partnership was
identified and an initid reationship established in a Sngle afternoon.)

RASP underscored the lesson that joint implementation of a project isthe single best
way to test the viability of ardationship.

However, RASP could have had a greater success if it had been able to offer capacity-
building support at criticd timesin the evolution of ardationship.

The physica presence of the American entity was a key factor to success.
Partnerships between smdl, fragile loca groups and large overseas organizations that
do not have a country presence are not likely to work.

The RASP emphass on hands-off facilitation and the use of project money to
catalyze a relationship was gppropriate. Third-party donors cannot play adirective
role in partnership formation.

The US partner emphasis on participatory loca planning was congructively
influentid in changing the way communities address loca issues.

The transfer of attitudes and new paradigms, particularly with regard to fund-raisng
and an understanding of the principles of philanthropy, was a significant auxiliary
benefit of the RASP program.

In general, US groups do not have discretionary funds to sustain a partnership

relation. This meansthat afinancidly sustainable rdationship will in thelong run
have to generate sufficient funds to cover its costs.

F. What isa*“Partnership”?

Key Points!
“Partnering” is a buzzword that means different things to different people. Use it
carefully and try to under stand the assumptions that other people are making
when they talk about a * partnership” .
If the following elements are lacking in a relationship, it is probably not a

partnership:
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Durability over a period of time.

Shared decision making in areas of collaboration.

Mutual benefit and added value or “ synergy” .

An approximate balance of power and influence between the two parties.

Be aware of the difference between the partnership process and the partnership result.
Some projects are designed to build partnerships and stop at that point. Other projects
are designed to build partnershipsin order to accomplish a particular objective. In the
first case, primary emphasis should be placed on building the capacity to manage
relationships; in the second case primary emphasis should be placed on the technical
content of the relationship.

Discussion.

The word “partnership” is overused and frequently misused to gpply to al types of
relationships that are far from being a*“partnership” in any true sense.

In order to identify the factors that are corrdated with a successful partnership, it is
important to be clear about what is meant by the word and what is expected as a result of
success.

When we say, “ It was a good partnership,” what precisely do we mean?

Durability. Ingenerd, when we talk about partnering, thereis an implicit
assumption that the relationship has withstood a reasonable test of time. This does not
mean that the partnership should last forever or that the partners should invest in the
relationship smply to keep it going. And there are some single-project partnerships
that areimmensdy effective for ashort duration. But most good partnerships that
produce red benefits for both entitiesinvolve reations of sufficient duration to ensure
that the parties know each other and can work together.?

Synergy. The second imbedded principle that underlies the word “ partnership” isthe
concept of synergy. Implicit in any assessment of a partnership that isworth
egtablishing, whether in the commercia or non-profit sector, isthe premise that it

2 The word “durable” is more relevant than sustainable or long-lasting because it implies resiliency and
adaptability which tend to be characteristic of partnerships that evolve and adjust over time based on the
maturation paths of the participants. Sustainability is of courseimportant and is discussed in Section J.
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yidds mutual benefitsand that these benefits exceed the cost of maintaining the
relationship - thet the whole of the partnership is thus greater than the sum of the
parts.® Since the non-measurable costs of managing a partnership are very high, a
relation that does not meet this test acts as a significant drain on both organizations.

Equitability. Although partnership relaions are seldom perfectly balanced, in order
for mogt partnerships to function there must be a per ception of approximately equa
influence. The key factor is that both organizations believe that the benefits and costs
of the rdaionship are distributed in roughly equa shares. Even when an organization
profits from ardationship, if there is a pervasve belief that the other partner is
achieving greater bendfit, tensons are likdly to arise. Thisisacomplicated area,
because within each organization there may be quite different perceptions about the
vaue of the rdaionship, and it will be very important for the leadership to make it
clear that the partnership isimportant.

Shared decision making. Particularly for not-for-profit organizations and for norn-
governmenta groups (NGOs), the word “partnership” normally conveysan

assumption that both parties will participate in making those decisions that are
critical to the success of the joint endeavor. Asacordlary, thereis normdly an
ungpoken assumption that the relationship will operate on the basis of transparency,
shared information and open communication. Frequently, this set of initia

expectations can give way to the rude awakening that only one of the parties has

control of the funds, that the digtribution of influence and power isfar from balanced,
that information is not shared and that decison making is centraized. A perception of
imbalance can be particularly common in the case of relationships between powerful
American groups and indigenous organizations where the American entity begins

with the natural advantage of perceived power and expertise. In an important sense, a
“ partnership” isonly atrue partnership if the partiesin the relationship bdieve it to
be so.

G. What arethefactorsthat make a successful partnership?
Key Points!
Time and Commitment. Have you allowed adequate time for this partnership to jell?

Have the chief financial officers met and discussed bookkeeping procedures? Have
the heads of the two organizations met face to face? Have the two boards of directors

3 The benefits that the partners get may be organizational (e.g. development of human resources,
organizational systems, visibility and public relations, new donors, cost cuts) or programmatic (e.g. new
services, new markets). Most partnerships supported by RASP have undertaken training activities which
have contributed to Romanian partners' devel oping some of the resources needed for new services. Certain
partnerships had an indirect benefit of more strategic organizational development.

* Aninteresting corollary that derives from this observation is that partnerships between dissimilar groups
may have a greater potential for impact than partnershipsbetween identical organizations. Of course this
risk of failureis also greater but it isimportant to stress that far from being a disadvantage, differences can
make lead to productive partnerships.
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endorsed the importance of the partnership? Has the US group had experience in the
country? Have the two groups ever engaged in joint planning? Should you consider a
small planning grant or an allocation of funds for a headquarters visit?

Joint working experience. Isthere a simple way for these groups to work together on
a project? Would the US group be willing contribute funds to experiment with the
relationship? Is there another donor that would finance a joint project? Could the
Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperation in Washington provide support?

Transparency and openness. Have the two groups talked about communication
protocols? Do they have a written agreement and an established set of principles
regarding the sharing of information? Do they raise money from the same donor and,
if so, have they talked about how to handle this potential conflict? Have the partners
talked about exchanging salary information? Information on overhead rates?

Fit. Do these groups complement each other or do they simply duplicate skills? Have
they openly talked about complementarities so they both know how to tap this
potential ?

Goals and objectives. Are long-term institutional goals compatible? If the goals are
similar, what about the means of achieving them? s the value of the benefits to each
organization roughly the same? Will the two partners know how to measure the costs
and benefits of the relationship?

Presence and awareness. Do the two groups know how to work together? Do they

have adequate personal contact at the right levels within the organization? Is there
an important language barrier? Are differences in size and structure an impedi ment
to cooperation? |s the framework for cooperation clearly spelled out?

Discussion.

While we have a reasonably coherent image of what a successful partnership is, it ismore
difficult to isolate those factors that cause it to come into being or that influence its long-
term success. Thisisin part because there are o many internal and externd variables and
in part because severd of these are qualitative or inherently subjective. While thereisno
definitive ligt of the conditions or organizationd qudities that must bein placeto

improve the prospects that a brief encounter will lead to along-term congtructive
partnership, the RASP project provides us with some useful markers. These are the
“markers’ that project officers and chiefs of party should look for, emphasize, or include
when designing and awarding a partnership grant.
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Adeguate timefor courtship to occur. Whileintuitively saf-evident, it is often
difficult for USAID to gppreciate the importance of gradudism in areationship and
the importance of building in adequate time for the rdationship to jdl and find its
optima configuration Virtualy dl of the Romanian grantees under RASP dluded to
inadequate time to build a strong relationship and fully understand the skills,
procedures and practices of their American partner. While added timeisnot a
sufficient condition to ensure the emergence of a viable partnership, it is amost
aways necessary for two entities to go through an exploration process where they
familiarize themsdves with the kills, systems, attitudes and va ues of the other
organization. If thisis not done thereis a high probability for misunderstanding and
poor communication. The importance of adequate time raises a difficult dilemmarfor
the project officer. In virtualy al partnership programs supported by USAID, the
twin purpose isto build the rdationship and to have ameaningful project impact. But
these two goas may bein conflict. While partnership building often requires
extended time, program impact and results often demands speed.

Example: A USmedicd college with aresearch interest in pediatric medicine developed
arudimentary knowledge of Romanias medica system. They identified a geographic
area where they might work and aqudified professona medicd service with which they
might partner with. Exploratory discussons were held with city officids and a needs
assessment was conducted. A second set of discussions was held with the NGO
community. A proposal was developed, reviewed by the board of the college and
endorsed. Joint activities started dowly and modestly with asmal education program
Later the relationship was expanded to include joint management of aclinic. The
maturation process took about 3 years. Progress was tentative and cautious and based on
adeegpening understanding of the unique characteristics of each organization. Today the
two organizations jointly manage a fully integrated program. The benefits of the
partnership flow both ways: Romania benefits from top qudity hedth care while US
students get the kind of experience that they could never get in the US. Because of its
relation with a US school, the Romanian NGO has been able to attract sgnificant
contributions from various US drug companies.

The CEO'’s of these two organizations describe the partnership in thisway:

"We work together. We make joint decisions about theragpy. We talk problems over as
partners and try to arrive a some joint decision about the best thing to do."

"We are absolutely meticulous about following through on every single commitment we
make. It certainly took some time to establish thistrust. But as people came to know us,
the relationship became very easy. Mutud respect is absolutely critica. For us mutud
repect means that everyone isinvolved in the decison making, thet everyoneiswell
informed that al of the work is absolutdly transparent.”

Transparency and openness. Paticulaly in the financid area, trangparency and the
willingness to share information that would often be viewed as proprietary isa smdl
but very important ingredient to a good partnership reation. This can be particularly
difficult in the case of US/overseas partnerships because of the large sdary
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differentials and the disparitiesin overheed rates. While it is generdly not necessary
to reved thisinformation when collaborating on asingle project, along-term
functioning partnership agreement will generaly require that both parties integrate
their financia datain order to work together.

Example. A partnership was developed a theinitiative of aUS citizen living in

Romania. The project was launched with agrest ded of enthusiasm. At fird, the US
partner was indrumentd in providing expertise and inspiration and served asamodd to
the Romanian organization. However, the details of the cogt sharing eement of the grant
had not been fully discussed or understood. There was no written agreement between the
two organizations and little face-to-face contact between leaders. When the US
organization redlized the extent of its obligation, it reached a conclusion that the costs
exceeded the benefits and withdrew from the partnership.

Clearly differentiated structure of strengths and weaknesses. At the beginning of
ardationship, it isimportant that at least one partner have a competence or skill that

it can provide to the other in order to substantiate a perception that the partnership

will provide along term benefit because it will access new sKills or resources. Very
often the new skills will be technical but they may include access to new condtituents

or networks, access to new attitudes and vaues or membership in a group that will
provide certification or professond legitimacy. Sometimes, dthough rardly, the

benefit will involve direct access to a new source of income,

Example. A US univergty center devoted to freedom of ditizen access and a Romanian
democracy group worked together to evaluate and publicize the effectiveness of freedom
of information legidaion. The American group provided the modd, technica capacity,
and data processing skills to assess the adequacy of government responses to freedom of
information requests, while the loca group provided the outreach, coverage, and
manpower necessary to conduct the study. The result: a hard-hitting and well- publicized
report on the differentid ability of various municipaities around the country to respond

to freedom of information enquiries.

Consensuswith regard to goals and objectives. It isobvioudy important that
collaborating organizations agree on project goasif they are to work together on a
particular activity. In addition, for along term relaionship to flourish, it isimportant
that both groups have a compatible inditutional gods and acompatible set of vaues
or organizationd culture. This does not mean that both groups have to be identical or
support the same programs or have the same mission. In fact, dissmilarities are often
the most powerful argument for working together since differences between
organizations may incresse the likelihood that pogitive synergies will result. For this
reason, it isimportant to be open to the fact that in a good partnership the benefits to
one group may be very different from the benefits to the other.

Example. An American environmenta group was motivated to work in Romania not
because the intringc environmenta issues are important on aglobd scae but because the
addition of a subsidiary will augment the capacity of the parent entity, improve its
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credibility among internationa donors and deepen its knowledge base. Fundamental
vaues and long term indtitutiona goals are competible but nevertheless quite different.

A clear picture of howboth entitieswill integrate and complement each other.
Opportunities for collaboration can only be exploited when each party has a profile of
the programs and competencies of their prospective partner. With regard to cross-
border cooperation, this awvarenessis complicated by distance, language, and cultura
barriers and different legidative and legd structures. What may be an obvious area of
mutua compatibility to the project officer may be very difficult to discern if you area
amdl NGO with little technica understanding of the programs supported by your

partner.

Example. It was very hard for asmal Romanian environmenta group to learn how to
benefit from ardationship with alarge, sophisticated American group. They worked in
roughly the same area but the legidative and regulatory context was quite different. The
Romanian group felt their partner’ s program was scattered, confusing and too difficult to
understand and that there were too many choices to make in order to work together. This
confusion was exacerbated by the fact that the American group did not have adequate
understanding of Romanian law and was itself going through a process of drategic re-

positioning.

L eader ship Commitment. Inevitably, the establishment of anew partnership
involves additiona costs that will place added pressure on tight budgets. In addition, a
new collaboration may be seen as an important change in Strategic direction or as an
impending re-gructuring of the organization with new respongbilities and possible
gaff reductions. In some cases, the new partner may be viewed by some within the
organization not as collaborator but rather as a competitor. Thus, new partnerships
frequently generate strong interna opposition that will erode support and undercut the
initid enthusiasm for working together. For these reasons, unequivoca leadership
support is very important if the new relationship isto mature. Leaders must be clear
that they vaue the relationship, that they are willing to absorb the costs of building it
and that they are willing to devote the time and energy to ensuring success,

Example: The US partner is a huge organization with astaff of 300. The CEO did not
vist Romaniaand was either not aware of the partnership grant or fdt that it was too
amd|l to warrant a significant investment of time. The executive director of the very smdl
10-member NGO had difficulty locating or obtaining access to top management in the
United States and could not obtain the level or qudity of service anticipated in the grant
agreement. Mogt of the work in Romania was done by externa consultants hired by the
US partner organization. Severd of the assumptions on which activities were designed
were not correct and the US partner viewed their role as providing specified inputs rather
than working collaboratively with the loca group. The partnership was a disgppointment
and was not continued.
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H. What aretheobstacles to a successful partnership?
Key Points!

Some obstacles are outside the relationship and beyond the control of the
participants, and some are internal and derive from the nature and type of
organizations that are partnering.

Projects to support partnering should be designed to remove or minimize both types
of obstacles. Project design should carefully identify these obstacles and articulate a
strategy to deal with them.

It is difficult for non-profits to find the funds to support international partners. For
this to happen, the partnership must be squarely within the mission of the
organization and relationship must be an activity that the non-profit can raise money
for.

The best way to test a partnership isto provide an opportunity for new partnersto
work together on a project.

Former partners often claim that lack of funds was the key impediment to
continuation of the relationship. In fact, most organizations can find the funds to
continue if they make a cost/benefit decision that it isin their interest to do so.

A small infusion of funds for travel or a conference may be critically important to
moving a partnership process forward.

When looking at a new partnership, try to spot structural, procedural, or cultural
differences that will make cooperation difficult. Ask the partnersto talk about these
differences and figure out ways to address them.

Keep an eye out for differencesin systems or procedures that will complicate
communication. Ask partnersto be clear with regard to sensitive matters like salary
differentials.

Make sure that the two boards of directors have reviewed and approve new
partnerships. Consider the possibility of funds for board training or include these
resourcesin project design.
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Discussion.

The obstacles to cross-border partnering can be usefully divided into external factors that
impinge on the relationship but that are largely outsde the control of the cooperating
organizations and internal factors that emerge from the programs, financid structures,
vaues, and systemic attributes of the two organizations. (By and large, externd factors
did not gppear to sgnificantly influence partnerships formed under the RASP program;
however, they are listed here for reference purposes.)

Important external factors can include:

Legal restrictions on the operation of foreign organizations including regulations thet
apply to regigtration and incorporation, regulations that hinder the transfer of foreign
currency, the establishment of bank accounts, and the ownership of property.

Satutory differences in governance practices, particularly with regard to the role and
respongbility of the board of directors and the executive director, coupled of course
with culturd differences regarding governance, volunteerism, and philanthropy in
generd.

Markedly different policy and legidative approachesto similar problems, paticularly
in such areas as environmenta protection, education, and health. When national

policies are dramatically different, the relevance of shared experience beginsto

decline.

While externd factors should be researched, in generd they are far lessimportant to the
success of ardationship than the internd influences that derive from attitudes,
organizationd gtructure, and the financid condition of the collaborating entities. In none
of the partnerships funded by RASP did they condtitute an insurmountable barrier.

Internal factors are more complex, more varied, and more quditative.

Financial Obstacles: In theory, the discontinuation or suspension of areationship
involves a cost/benefit judgment that the vaue of the partnership does not warrant the
investment of additiond resources. The obverse of thisis that awillingnessto invest
discretionary funds in the maintenance of areationship is an excellent indicator thet the
partnership has vaue to the participants. In redlity, these decisons are probably not made
in such a structured manner.

Respondents in this assessment frequently stated that the single most important

impediment to the continuation of collaboreative relationship was the lack of money to

finance the partnership. In general, the American and Romanian non-profit organizations
that participated in RASP did not appear willing to make significant additional financial
contributions to keep the partnership alive.
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If the condtruction of durable and successful partnershipsis the primary intent, the most

difficult question for the implementer or USAID project officer is to determine that level
of subsidy that will ensure that the prospective collaborators have had a full opportunity

to thoroughly assess the value of a continuing relationship. Once this is accomplished,
the need for a continued subsidy to build a partnership no longer exigs. Thisis
complicated by the fact that partnerships often need relatively modest amounts of nor
project or core funding. In severd interviews during this assessment, participants

indicated that an additional smal amount of money for trave, joint planning, or to atend

a conference could have been pivota in the perpetuation of the relationship. Because

partnerships rely so heavily on personal interactions, leadership commitment, and shared

values, these requests are often legitimate and plausible.

A separate part of this assessment discusses the chdlenge of sustainability and the critica
importance of shifting attitudesif the habits of philanthropy and charitable giving are to
takeroot in Romania. A key point in thisdiscusson isthat it isillusory to believe that
American PV Os have the discretionary income to invest significant amountsin building
overseas partnerships. In the long run, if more and stronger partnerships are to develop,
both American and Romanian groups will have to diversfy their funding base and move
away from dependence on USAID and other donors.

Organizational and Structural: There seemsto be little correlation between such
classfication variables as organization Size, organizationd type (e.g. membership,
advocacy, and research), sectord category, and the success or failure of partnerships. In
none of the interviews did a respondent identify these factors as problematic or
beneficid. On the other hand, there are some sdlf-evident principles that emerge from the
assessment and other literature:

Reations between large organizations and small groups may be problematic because
of aperceived power imbaance and the practica difficulty of obtaining the attention
of the senior management in the larger groups. These relations can be particularly
difficult when the US organization does not have afield presence.

Reations between organizations from different sectors may be difficult or a least
take more time to become established because of the technical barriers and
differencesin culture and language.

Reations between single-purpose advocacy groups tend to be difficult because of the
strongly held convictions and the culture of imperative necessity that these
organizations adopt in order to be effective.

Relations between organizations that raise funds from the same sources may be
difficult because of competitive pressures.

Relationships between organizations with radicaly different management styles may
be problematic because of the difficulty of making joint decisons.
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Systems and procedur es. Differencesin systems and procedures are likely to be as
important as differences in organizationa structure. These can be particularly disruptive
because they can be difficult to spot at the beginning of areationship and undermine the
collaboration from within. Examples include:

Differencesin the accounting system, particularly differencesin the approach to the
caculation of overhead rates and especidly when the cost structures of the two
collaborating entities are different.

Example. A two-month ddlay in trandferring funds from a US sub-grantee to the
Romanian partner caused serious cash flow problems. The delay was caused by
misunderstandings related to financia reporting and submission of financid information
between partners and the US organization’ s complex and cumbersome accounting
procedures.

Differencesin sdary dructures and personnd policies and practices. (Interestingly,
in the case of RASP there was virtudly no antagonistic comment with regard to the
differentid between US and Romanian sdaries, asis frequently the casein other
countries. This may reflect the short-term nature of most of the partnerships and the
fact that the focus was principally on project implementation and stopped short of
organizationd integration.)

Differences in basic operating procedures. Even organizations that work in the same
area can have significantly different operating practices. Often these are deeply
ingrained in the culture of the organization and are viewed as the “right way to do

things’.

Example. An American and Romanian NGO worked together on the design and
management of a hedth dinic. Although the partnership went smoothly, a potentialy
divisve issue arose between the partners related to different patient scheduling practices
and physician responsibility for keeping scheduled gppointments. In America, patients
are accustomed to making advance gppointments and coming on time and doctors are
obliged to see those patients who keep their gppointments. The Romanian system is more
informa and flexible. The result of these different gpproaches was that the two partners
had to sit down and work together to devise a system that was mutually acceptable.

Differences in the approach to governance, the role of the board of directors, and the
nature of the relationship between board and staff. Thisis an areaof incompatibility
that deserves much greater attention. Too often it is assumed that the principles and
procedures on which the US governance system stands are universd. In most Centra
European countries, including Romania, the role of the board of directors has not
clarified or developed. Boards tend to be small, comprised of friends and well-
meaning colleagues, and seldom become engaged in strategic planning, fund-raisng
or executive trangtion the three most important functions that boards perform. This
can condtitute both an obstacle to collaboration and an opportunity for the transfer of
much- needed management expertise. Regardless, it is an important subject that
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should be fully discussed at the beginning of a partnership so that both entities can
fully understand the congtraints established by the governance process.

I. Local Government and Community Based Partner ships: The RASP experience.

The RASP project supported a limited number of activities that involved American
partnerships with Romanian NGOs that in turn were further engaged in partnershipswith
locd government and/or community based organizations. In these cases, the assessment
was interested in identifying partnering approaches and lessons that might be applicable
in dmilar gtuations. Because the number of community-based examples was smdl, the
following observations have limited rdigbility.

Key Points!

Partnering skills that are learned from working with an overseas collaborator are
skillsthat are broadly translatable to local conditions.

Example. A loca environmenta group wanted to generate community support for along
term environmental plan. They turned to their US partner to help them design an
gpproach that would ensure wide spread participation and the open discussion of many
different points of view. A Community Forum was held and brought together a diverse
number of stakeholdersto evauate the future and develop a“Community Vison™. The
Forum had a practical result by establishing 5 action plansthat are currently being
implemented in the region These plans are designed to encourage citizens to take
initigtive in order to improve the quality of ther lives. The project resulted in the
introduction to Romania of an innovative method to assess the redl needs of rurd
communities. The guide for gpplying this gpproach has been trandated into Romanian
and widdy distributed s0 that it can be applied in other rurd areas of the country.

Inclusion of diverse community stakeholders that can represent and speak for a
variety of constituent groupsiscritical to the success and effectiveness of a
community partnership.

Example. An environmental NGO had an interest in amountain area designated as a
nationa park. It became clear that sustainable development of the area was dependent on
community support. The NGO partnered with a US NGO experienced in facilitating
community development. The target region congsted of asmall city and its surrounding
12 communes. Stakeholders and community members met in acommunity forum to
determine their vison for the future and identify the priority areas of action. The partners
facilitated the process and provided support (including financid) for five initiatives
designed to increase the confidence of community membersin their capacity to solve
loca problems. The project mobilized community members and got full support from
local authorities, dthough it faced resistance from some county authorities. In generd,
success was attributed to the clear identification of community needs that increased




community understanding and willingness to act; and to the deliberate inclusion of awide
range of stakeholders that represented and spoke for avariety of constituent groups.

The principles and factors that apply to partnering in general also apply to
NGO/local government relationships (e.g. transparency, compar ative advantage, and
durability).

In addition, there are several specific issuesthat need to be kept in mind in
structuring local government/NGO activities:

WIll the partnership become a dependency relationship? (What is the share of total
revenue that will come fromlocal government? Does the NGO have a diversified base
of support? Will the NGO be forced to acquire assets or assume debt in order to
perform desired services?)

Does the NGO have the necessary maturity and management ability to work
effectively with a larger bureaucratic organization? (A failurein a partnership
relation with local government can be fatal to the NGO.)

Isthere a climate of political antagonism or suspicion toward NGOs that will
under mine the relationship?

Will the partnership with local government compromise the NGO’ s ability to raise
funds from other sources? (Conversely, will significant support from other sources
such as USAID compromise the relationship with local government?)

Particularly if the NGO is an advocacy organization, will it be able to continue its
other programs while at the same time entering into a cooper ative agreement with
government?

Discussion.

Locd government collaborations with NGOs generdly fal within one of the following
four categories.

1. Theprovison of services that substitute for services that would otherwise be provided
by locd government, such as management of hedth centers.

2. Theprovison of servicesthat augment the programs offered by local government but

that would not be provided if the NGO was not functioning, such as saffing of a
hospice program that supplements the hedth care system.
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3. Theprovison of programs and mechanisms designed to improve communication and
under standing between citizenry and local government, such as an information center
or sponsorship of forums on local government programs and issues.

4. Advocacy organizations that attempt to persuade loca government to act or teke a
position on a particular subject.

Except for advocacy groups (where a close partnership relation may be inappropriate)
and service provision on a contract basis (where the principles of partnering don't apply),
there are important opportunities for collaboration in three of these four categories.

For most NGOs and for many donor agencies, loca government/NGO collaboration is
highly desirable and viewed as a“win-win” solution. For government, it promises cost-
effective expanson of services and/or a mechanism to improve public understanding; for
NGOs, it can offer a steady and reliable stream of income to perform the socid services
that the organization is committed to provide.

But these benefits can hide some very serious costs. Most NGOs are much smaller and
more financidly fragile than the governments they work with. They frequently have
inflated ideas of what they can accomplish, atendency to promise more than they can,
wesk financia systems, and poor monitoring procedures. In this context, a contract or a
large grant agreement with aloca government can spell disaster. Even if the NGO has
sophigticated procedures and strong bargaining ability, arelationship with government
can over the long run creste a dependency that cannot be reversed.”

There are severd frequent problems that confront collaboration between NGO's and local
government:

Thelocd climate for development can change very quickly. Politica atitudes can
shift; laws can change overnight; new programs and policies can become popular and
prior initiatives can become “yesterday’ s fashion”.

WdI-meaning initiatives can become politicized which in turn can generate alack of
trust between various loca stakeholders and make dialogue and service delivers
extremdy difficult.

NGOs sometimes have a"management syle’ characterized by time- management
problems, lack of reigbility in pursuing agreed deadlines, and overly ambitious
growth planning.

The early phase of NGO/loca government collaboration tends be immature and
characterized by unredistic expectations and communications difficulties. Thelocd

® ronically, thisis most evident in the United Stateswhere the growth of the private voluntary community
was fueled by USAID with these organizations become more and more dangerously dependent on Agency

support.
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government thinks that the NGO is a source of funding because it can tap foreign
donors, and the NGO thinks that government is a source of funding because it has
access to public revenue. The NGO resents policy oversight and the local government
resents independent initiatives that NGOs like to pursue.

Locd governments sometimes think that they are the only onesthat can ded with a
socid issue such asjuvenile ddinquency. (“Thisis a public problem. We, the public
indtitutions, have to ded with thisissue; it is not for NGOs to get involved “).

Example. A successful approach was used on issues of domestic violence and trafficking
of women by two Romanian NGOs working with their US partners. These issues arehigh
on the national political agenda but local awareness is limited. Both partnerships started
with awareness programs in the schools, through family doctors, the police, and loca
media. These were expanded to offer joint training activities. Relationships between local
actors were strengthened and local government officias began to respond more actively
than had previously been the case. Agreements were concluded with these inditutions,
and one of them has created a task force which meets regularly to coordinate efforts.

J. Financial Sustainability
Key Points!

Don’t count on internal cash transfers from the US partner. Very few non-profit
organizations have discretionary funds that are available for building partnership
alliances per se. For thisreason, it is usually essential that each partner be motivated
primarily by a programmatic goal. In the long run, the result of the partnership must
be seen as generating more resour ces than the cost of the partnership.

Do leverage USfund-raising know- how. US fund-raising techniques, attitudes and
positive “ can do” values can be transmitted through a good partnership and can
have a very valuable impact.

There are some partner ships that should not be sustained. Very effective, results
oriented alliances can come into being for a short duration and terminate quite
successfully after the task is complete. These partnerships can have all the beneficial
characteristics of along-term, fully integrated relationship.

Some partnerships are sustainable but have no impact. Particularly for not-for-
profits, sustainability is no guarantee of results. In some instances, partnership
sustainability means only that the partnership is able to generate sufficient
incremental resources from the relationship to cover incremental costs. In this sense,
although partnership activity is sustained, the two entities may be no better or worse
off than they were before.
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Too much donor (subsidized) assistance can obscure a hard-headed assessment of the
value of the partnership. Over time, it is essential that partners make a realistic
cost/benefit assessment of their relationship. If the relationship is attracting donor
support there will be a tendency to keep it going. As a general rule, donor support
should be limited to an amount that does not exceed the level that will obscure an
objective and fact-based assessment of the merits of continuing the partnership.

Consider a joint-project-based approach to testing and building partner ships. One of
the important characteristics of RASP was that it did not place a great deal of up-
front emphasis on guaranteeing sustainability. RASP’s practical approach was to
bring prospective partners together to work on a problem and to use this experience
asa crucible for the participants to forge a long-termrelationship if this seemed
desirable. While there may have been a few cases where further RASP assistance was
warranted, this* free market approach” to partnership formation is consistent with
the organic nature of the partnership process and has much to recommend it.

Discussion.

A frequent argument in favor of creating partnershipsisthet it will enhance the financid
and/or organizational sustainability of one or both of the partnering entities. Donorsin
particular have promoted partnering as away to ensure continued support to NGOs that
they have created and supported after the donor presence ends. It is anticipated that
enhanced financid wellbeing can occur in severd ways, including the adoption of
improved fund-raising practices, access to new sources of support, and direct cash
transfers between the partners. More broadly, it is anticipated that the improved
organizationd capacity that results from a congructive collaboration will in the long run
enhance the appedl of one or both of the partners and lead to more productive fund-
rasng.

In generd and aside from the sub-grants themsalves, it does not appear that the RASP
program has led to adirect improvement in the financiad status of the Romanian partners.
While the program involved sgnificant cost sharing of 25% minimum from eech partner,

and while there were afew examples of US organizations that augmented their
contributions, few of the Romanian participantsin this study identified adirect and
immediate financid benefit from their relationship with the American group. On the other
hand, there is persuasive evidence that in several cases the Romanian participant was
introduced to new fund-raising techniques and, more importantly, to a dramatically
different and mor e effective approach to fund-raising and institutional development.

Asisthe casein most Central European countries, Romanian NGOs are skeptical

regarding the willingness of individuals and locad corporations to provide philanthropic
support. There is broad consensus among NGOs that public fund-raisng will be
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unsuccessful and a prevaent belief that the only reliable source of charitable support is
the internationa donor community. This attitude is exacerbated by a view that fund-
rasng isaform of begging, by the bdlief that NGOs in generd are held in low public
esteem and by the naive assumption that the donorswill be in place for many yearsto
come. It is made further problematic by a deep reluctance to charge for services or to
engage in revenue generating activities which are viewed as anathemato the socid
purpose mission of these groups. The result is gpathy toward private sector fund-rasng
and increasing dependence on foreign donors who will inevitably depart.

Inthelong run it is essentid that the independent sector in developing and trandtiond
countries adopt a more positive and aggressive attitude toward fund raising and
dternaive forms of revenue generation in order to shift public attitudes and to nurture the
habits and inditutions of philanthropy that will sustain the sector. The sSingle most
important challenge to the viahility of the independent sector in CEE countriesis the
absence of imbedded traditions and practices of philanthropy.

Fund-raising techniques and, more importantly, an atitude toward the vdidity and
principled necessity of fund-raising is an area of comparative advantage for American
non-profits. To the extent that this approach can be trand ated, adapted, and adopted by
local groups, public attitudes toward philanthropy and the legitimacy of charitable giving
can begin to change.

Example. In the United States it is understood that people give not only because they
believe in a particular cause but because they want to be recognized as leading citizens of
their community. Socid events and celebrity participation are often used in support of
philanthropy and charitable giving. A smilar approach was adopted severd years ago by
aRomanian Volunteer Center in collaboration with an American advisor. An eegant
socid event was sponsored and leading members of the community were invited.
Previous donors were given agreat ded of public praise and attention and awards were
given in recognition of important contributions to the welfare of the community A specia
award for charitable giving from aloca business was established. Representative from
the media and from sporting groups and arts organizations were included in order to
attract public attention and generate positive publicity. These annua events have become
increasingly popular. Not only do they generate income but they give charitable giving an
auraof repectability and help to build long term habits of philanthropy.

K. Practical toolsfor building partnerships
Key Points!

Encourage partners to be clear and specific about the purpose and intent of their
partnership. Ask themto draft a letter of commitment and intent. Make sure the two
boards of directors have reviewed and approved this document. Be willing to pay for
headquarters visits and joint conferences. Encourage them to specify the monetary
contributions that each will make.
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Structure support in order to establish a level financial playing field. If possible,
make the grant to the local group. Ask both organizations to prepare an action plan
of how they will work together before they start and be willing to fund the initial
planning session.

Be willing to invest in third-party assistance and consider an outside consultant to
help the partners structure their relationship. Ask both parties to adopt a dispute
resolution system before they begin to work together.

Help prospective partners sharpen their goals and mission. Provide strategic
planning assistance to both the individual partners and to the partnership itself.
Include funds for strategic planning in the grant and encourage partners to seek
outside help.

Make sure that the two executive directors are personally committed to the
partner ship. Encourage CEOs to commit publicly to the new relationship. Be
responsive to requests for funds for headquarters visits. Locate primary responsibility
for the maintenance of the relationship in its early stages in the office of the President
or CEO. Particularly in larger organizations, encourage both partnersto designate a
partner “ champion” who truly believes in the importance of the relationship.

Tolerate variation and encourage adaptability. Do not expect that partnerships will
stick to the same course. If partnership relations cannot adapt, they will come apart.
Do not administer grant agreements rigidly. Large goals should remain similar but
tactics can alter. Aswith RASP, indicators should be grant or project specific.

Discussion.

The key building blocks to a successful partnership (mutua perception of benefit,
trangparency and openness, consensus on goals, a coherent understanding, and a prior
working relaionship) provide a basis for identifying the tools that can be employed to
increase the likelihood that a project-based collaboration will blossom into along-term
partnership relation.

1. A written letter of intent. In commercid relationsit isimperative that cooperating
entities st forth the nature of their collaboration in awritten document.
Unfortunatdly, thisis less true with non-profits. The discipline of putting down on
paper an outline of the anticipated benefits of the relationship together with an
gpproximate contribution of both parties not only forces clarification and reduces
future disgppointment, but aso tends to concentrate leadership atention on the new
relationship. In the case of RASP, the project proposa and sub-grant agreement
served this valuable purpose.
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Example. The direct participation of the board of directorsin adecision to enter into a
partnership is very important because it sends a signd to the rest of the organization that
the partnership is of high vaue. On the other hand, alack of board participation can lead
to later difficulties when problems arise as they inevitably will. One way of ensuring

board participation is to require that the board pass a resolution committing the
organization to the importance of the partnership. Another approach isto ask that both
partners cooperate in mutualy developing a business plan or a strategic plan. In one case
involving the establishment of an outpatient center the US partner worked with its
Romanian counterpart to establish criteria and standards for board representation and
operation and then worked with the board to develop a5 year strategic plan

2. Designation of the weakest entity asthe primary recipient of the grant. The
perception of aleve playing fidd is very important to a cordia long-term working
relationship. In generd, the American organization will be larger, more sophidticated,
better funded, and certainly better paid than the indigenous entity. In these
circumstances, it makes sense to vest financid responsibility in the local NGO, as was
done in roughly hdf of the sub-grants awarded under RASP. Not only does this tend
toleve the psychologicd playing fidd, but it gives the locd organization invauable
experience in grants managemen.

3. Support for conferences, seminarsand exploratory meetings. It is axiomatic thet
the more one partner knows about the other prior to the commencement of joint
operations, the fewer the number of obstacles that will be encountered. While there
were wonderful examples under RASP of aloca group finding a partner in 24 hours
on the web, there was broad consensus among interviewees that good relations
demanded persona meeting and interactions.

4. Support for joint planning and joint problem solving. Organizations that are clear
about their misson and their god's are better able to enter into constructive
partnerships than organizations that are confused and unfocused. They are better able
to target what they need and better able make strategic choices about whom they
should partner with. One important way to improve an organization’s ability to
partner isto help it develop a coherent strategic plan. Planning is dso very important
in the early stages of a partnership. The mogt effective way to illuminate
organizationd differences and areas comparative advantage is through ajoint
planning process. In the case of advanced partnerships, strategic institution-centered
planning that concentrates on important positioning decisions may be appropriate. In
the case of project-based partnering efforts such as the RASP activity, afacilitated
team planning retreat can be immensaly vauable in introducing both organizations to
the chalenges and opportunities they will face working together.

5. Mandatory letter of commitment and intent from the Executive Director. The
success of a partnership will be heavily influenced by the commitment and interest of
the executive director and the board of directors. Inevitably, powerful partnerships
will threaten interna congtituencies and established norms. This can be minimized if




it isclear to dl that the leaders of the organization are solidly on board and believe
that the collaboration is relevant to the misson of the organization.

6. Assgnment of responsibility and designation of a focal point. Partnerships are
voluntary. Because these relationships are new, different, and often quite costly, the
initid digncentives can be quite substantid. If the partnership isto be successful, it
often needs a designated “champion” within each organization who beieves that the
effort to work across sgnificant boundaries is worth the effort. In the case of RASP,
the Romanian organizations were quite smal and the executive director became the
principa advocate of the relaionship. However, this was not aways true with the
larger US organizations. In these instances, the clear identification of a*champion”
would have helped perpetuate an interest in collaboration.

7. A willingnessto tolerate deviance. As noted, partnerships are organic and tend over
time to seek their own unique direction based on unfolding screens of mutua
perception. This can be problematic if the intent of the program isto address a
specified problem, snce the rdationship may evolve in a quite different direction
from that origindly intended. On the other hand, if the purposeis principdly to forge
durable rdations, it isimportant for the donor to stay the course and support the shifts
in direction as they occur.

L. Using partnerships asa development instrument.’

Key Points!
Partner ships have advantages and disadvantages. They can take advantage of
compar ative strengths and weaknesses, increase scale of effort, tap new
resources, and bridge cultural, political, and ideological differences.

® Donors finance partnerships between organi zations because they believed that these engagementswill
produce a more cost-effective response to a particular social, cultural or economic dilemma. At the same
time, there are cases where the long-term solution is only dimly perceived and the partnership is funded
primarily for the sake of the relationship itself. For example, research organizations may work together
because they believe their work is complementary even though it isfully evident that ultimate solutions are
yearsaway. Or, asin fact isthe case with RASP, cross border partnerships may be formed in order to
establish fabrics of relations between American and overseas groups that will improve communication
between nations and accel erate international integration.

The distinction between aresults motive and a process motive isimportant in the design and
implementation of a partnership program because the instruments and techniques that are used to build
partnering capacity may be quite different from the instruments that are used to finance a successful
demonstration project. The dilemma can be particularly difficult where there is appropriate pressure to
accomplish tangible results since these are difficult to measure if the primary purpose is focused primarily
on the partnership per se.

In part thisisadefinitional issue. Donors are likely to continue to insist that they support partnerships

because of positive impact while at the same time retaining the flowery language that suggests that their
emphasis on partnering reflects the intrinsic value of the partnering process.
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They can also be expensive, time-consuming, and an immense waste of
organizational time and resources. What is most important is that the project
officer thinks about partnerships as a deliberate instrument and attempt to tailor

the partnership to the particular issue they are trying to address.
Partnerships may be a good instrument when you want to:

Influence policy.

Increase scale.

Expand market share.

Transfer technology or “ know-how” .

Establish a positive image or reputation.

Transfer attitudes or values.
Partnerships may not be a good instrument when you want to:

Build the individual management capacity of one or both partnerships.

(Strengthening organizational capacity may be a by-product of partnering, but it

should not be the primary purpose.)

Provide additional revenue to the local organization. (Very few non-profits have

discretionary funds available to transfer to an overseas partner.)
Also, be careful about using partnershipsin the following situations:
Organizations led by strong, charismatic, highly self-confident leaders.

US groups that want to establish a foreign “ presence” .

Cases where USAID wants to establish tight control over progress and outcomes.

Discussion.

This assessment/guide has talked about factors that make a successful partnership and
obstacles that undermine partnerships.

Thefind question is when and how to use a partnership for a development purpose?
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Partner ships have advantages and disadvantages. They can take advantage of
compar ative strengths and weaknesses, increase scale of effort, tap new
resources, and bridge cultural, political, and ideological differences.

They can also be expensive, time-consuming, and an immense waste of
organizational time and resources. What is most important is that the project
officer thinksabout partnerships as a deliberate instrument and attempt to tailor
the partnership to the particular issue they are trying to address.

It is difficult to make smple generdizations about when to use a partnership to
accomplish a particular objective because the variety of potentia relationshipsis so large.

The following are some broad guiddines that may be of some help.
Partnerships may be a good instrument when you want to:

Influence policy. If, for example, the god isto disseminate the principles of
paliative care, a partnership between a service facility and a national advocacy
group can be a powerful mechaniam to establish credibility and influence. The
service facility can provide persuasive examples of pdliative care in the home
while the nationd organization can trandate this information into advocacy and

policy reform.

Example. A local hospice program wanted to expand its impact beyond the municipdity
that it served. Initidly it looked for asimilar partner with Smilar experience. The RASP
program sponsored a partnership with anational US organization with a different focus.
The American organization worked &t the nationd level, promoted the hospice movement
in the United States, and had developed a set of common standards and procedures that
could be adopted and used in different places and countries. The relationship flourished
in part because the Romanian NGO had prior experience partnering with a UK group. As
aresult of the RASP-sponsored collaboration, a set of hospice standards especialy for
Romania were prepared. These were disseminated to other hospice programs throughout
the country, and a network was created with an office in Bucharest that can influence
nationd legidation. The NGO has dso established a US office to help raise money for
the network and to sponsor more partnerships between Romanian and American hospice
providers.

Increase scale. In some projects, the purpose isto Smply increase the scale of
activity or coverage. For example, the god of a project that supports linkages
between professona engineering and medica associationsin order to upgrade
professonal standardsisto increase the size of the membership base. Partnerships
are agood way to accomplish this.

Expand market share. For competitive reasons, organizations may partner in order

to increase market share or reach a“critical mass’ of influence. For non-profits
this can have important fund-raising benefits; it can dso help advocacy groups

31




broaden their impact by providing them with the ability to cultivate congtituentsin
severd countries.

Transfer technology or “ know-how” . Partnerships between organizations that
possess different competence structures make good theoretical sense. On the other
hand, each organization mugt “bring something to the table’.

Example. There has been a great dedl of recent path-breaking research in the United
States on the physiology of acoholism that supports the conclusion that dcoholism isan
illness and not amord falling. The implications of this reseerch are important in the
design of trestment programs and with regard to public education regarding acoholism
and the dcohoalic. A Romanian NGO in collaboration with a highly respected team of US
researchers designed a workshop to address this topic. The NGO provided access and
outreach and was able bring together hedth professonas and policy makers while the
American group provided strong technicd ingghts. The Team from the United States
provided alecture on the physiology of acohol addiction, outlined amodd of the
acohoalic family and described and delinested an appropriate trestment modaity for each
family member. After these presentations, participants were given hands on assstance in
the development of an action plan for their communities that embodied findings from the
new research.

Establish a positive image or reputation. A partnership with a respected well-
known organization can help establish credibility or overcome a negetive image.
For example, a partnership between asmal loca environmenta group and a
nationa or internationa organization can add an imprimatur of respectability that
had been previoudy lacking.

Transfer attitudes. In some cases, a partnership may be a good way to transfer
atitudes or vaues. The best example isin the areaof philanthropy, fund-raisng,
and inditutional development, where American organizations have both technica
know-how and a market- based approach which can be very effective. A second
example would be in the area of community based participatory planning with its
emphads on incluson and the congtructive management of conflict.

Example. This partnership helped five thousand owners of anewly privatized forest
develop an environmentaly sound forest management plan. Employing a participatory
planning modd that had been used in the United States but adapted to the Romanian
gtuation, aseries of community meetings were organized to generate input. An “open
gate” process was used that encouraged all stakeholders to participate and put their views
on the table for discusson. Because the forest congtituted a significant economic asst,
participation was large and the level of controversy was potentidly high. Key politica
leaders attended as did foresters, the president of the forest owners association and the
mayor. Follow-on meetings were organized and the results of previous meetings were
presented for further discussion and refinement. “ Focus groups’ were used to address the
more complex and controversd issues and to work with the key leaders of the forest
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owner association. The strategic plan that was developed as aresult of this processwas a
document that went far toward calming a potentialy polarizing community issue.

Partnerships may not be a good instrument when you want to:

Build the individual management capacity of one or both partnerships.
Strengthening organizationd capacity may be a by-product of partnering, but it
should not be the primary purpose. Rarely do non-profits have the resources to
invest in building the capacity of another organization.” Cross-border partnerships
are particularly weak in this regard due to problems of communication and
distance.

Provide additional revenue to the local organization. Asemphasized in this
assessment/guide, very few non-profits have discretionary funds available to
transfer to an overseas partner. Maost American non-profits receive their
donations from individuals, foundations, and companies supporting a specific
program purpose who do not want to see their donations transferred to another
group. In fact, some American PV Os find themsdves competing with foreign
non-profits for corporate or foundation support. On the other hand, an American
partner can open doors, help alocd organization tap new sources of support, and
provide invauable advice and support.

Support a charismatic and influential leader. Organizations established and run
by dynamic and innovative founder-leaders may not congtitute the best
organizations to partner with. These organizations are at a tage where they are
not particularly good at strategic planning, their growth path is unpredictable, they
tend to have passionate and inflexible convictions and they are not inclined to
adjust their practices to accommodate the procedures of another group.

Help a USgroup establish a local “ presence’ . Frequently, an American group
will decide that it should expand into the internationa areaand will Sart by
looking for an offshore partner. Although well-intentioned, these efforts
frequently fail for lack of funds or because the American group did not fully
aopreciae the difficulty of operating in an overseas environmen.

Cases where USAID wants to establish tight control over progress and outcomes.
As discussed, partnerships are organic, difficult to control, and tend to seek their

own direction. Where tight control is desirable, abilateral contract isa preferable
vehicle.

" Except in those cases where the non-profit has been expressly established with capacity building as a
primary purpose.
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Appendix A

A Guideto Forging Partnerships
L essons L earned from RASP
A Summary of Key Points!

The RASP modd.
Key Points!

The grant making process (i.e. the announcement, application, review, award, etc.)
can itself have a positive impact on the attitudes, procedures and program priorities
of recipients. A professionally managed grant making process encourages the growth
of professionalism among recipients.

Regardless of whether an individual grant was successful in accomplishing an
activity objective, recipients of RASP grants learned a lot about partnering and how
to build and manage partnership relations. In some cases, a problematic
collaboration was more educational than an easy success.

The availability of grant fundsis a powerful incentive to stimulate a search for new
partners. The best way to encourage insular NGOs to reach out to offshore partners
isto offer money to finance joint projects.

In a related vein, working through the nuts and bolts of joint implementation of a
project isthe single best way to test the viability of a relationship.

Physical proximity and day-to-day contact between two partnersis very important,
particularly when the local group is small and organizationally weak. Despite
modern communication technology, face to face contact is essential at the beginning
of a relationship.

Once established, partnerships tend to seek their own direction and to deviate from
their original objectives. Thisis a healthy process of maturation but it means that
donorswill haveto be tolerant of change and allow flexibility in the relationship if it
is to be successful.

It can be a serious mistake to assume that a US group will continue to fund a
partnership after project money disappears. Most American non-profits are severely
short of discretionary income and unless the partnership is squarely within their
mission, they will lack resources to continue to support it.

On the other hand, many American non-profits are very good at fund raising and can
transfer their fund-raising skills and attitudes. In the long run, thisis more important



than the direct transfer of money. In designing partnerships, it isimportant to
emphasize the transfer of fund raising skills and attitudes.

What isa“ Partnership”?
Key Points!
“ Partnering” is a buzzword that means different things to different people. Use it
carefully and try to under stand the assumptions that other people are making

when they talk about a * partnership” .

If the following elements are lacking in a relationship, it is probably not a
partner ship:

Durability over a period of time.

Shared decision making in areas of collaboration.

Mutual benefit and added value or “ synergy” .

An approximate balance of power and influence between the two parties.
Be aware of the difference between the partnership process and the partnership result.
Some projects are designed to build partnerships and stop at that point. Other projects
are designed to build partnerships in order to accomplish a particular objective. In the
first case, primary emphasis should be placed on building the capacity to manage
relationships; in the second case primary emphasis should be placed on the technical
content of the relationship.

What arethefactorsthat make a successful partnership?

Key Points!

Time and Commitment. Have you allowed adequate time for this partnership to jell?
Have the chief financial officers met and discussed bookkeeping procedures? Have
the heads of the two organizations met face to face? Have the two boards of directors
endorsed the importance of the partnership? Has the US group had experience in the
country? Have the two groups ever engaged in joint planning? Should you consider a
small planning grant or an allocation of funds for a headquarters visit?

Joint working experience. Isthere a simple way for these groups to work together on
a project? Would the US group be willing contribute funds to experiment with the
relationship? Is there another donor that would finance a joint project? Could the
Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperation in Washington provide support?

Transparency and openness. Have the two groups talked about communication
protocols? Do they have a written agreement and an established set of principles
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regarding the sharing of information? Do they raise money from the same donor and,
if so, have they talked about how to handle this potential conflict? Have the partners
talked about exchanging salary information? Information on overhead rates?

Fit. Do these groups complement each other or do they simply duplicate skills? Have
they openly talked about complementarities so they both know how to tap this
potential ?

Goals and abjectives. Are long-term ingtitutional goals compatible? If the goals are
similar, what about the means of achieving them? |s the value of the benefits to each
organization roughly the same? Will the two partners know how to measure the costs
and benefits of the relationship?

Presence and awareness. Do the two groups know how to work together? Do they
have adequate personal contact at the right levels within the organization? Is there
an important language barrier? Are differences in size and structure an impediment
to cooperation? Is the framework for cooperation clearly spelled out?

The Obstaclesto Partnering
Key Points!

Some obstacles are outside the relationship and beyond the control of the
participants, and some are internal and derive from the nature and type of
organizations that are partnering.

Projects to support partnering should be designed to remove or minimize both types
of obstacles. Project design should carefully identify these obstacles and articulate a
strategy to deal with them.

It isdifficult for non-profits to find the funds to support international partners. For
this to happen, the partnership must be squarely within the mission of the
organization and relationship must be an activity that the non-profit can raise money
for.

The best way to test a partnership isto provide an opportunity for new partnersto
work together on a project.

Former partners often claim that lack of funds was the key impediment to
continuation of the relationship. In fact, most organizations can find the funds to
continue if they make a cost/benefit decision that it isin their interest to do so.

A small infusion of funds for travel or a conference may be critically important to
moving a partnership process forward.
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When looking at a new partnership, try to spot structural, procedural, or cultural
differences that will make cooperation difficult. Ask the partnersto talk about these
differences and figure out ways to address them.

Keep an eye out for differencesin systems or procedures that will complicate
communication. Ask partnersto be clear with regard to sensitive matters like salary
differentials.

Make sure that the two boards of directors have reviewed and approve new
partnerships. Consider the possibility of funds for board training or include these
resourcesin project design.

L ocal Government and Community Based Partner ships. The RASP experience.
Key Points!

Partnering skills that are learned from working with an over seas collaborator are
skillsthat are broadly trandatable to local conditions.

Inclusion of diverse community stakeholders that can represent and speak for a
variety of constituent groups is critical to the success and effectiveness of a
community partnership.

The principles and factors that apply to partnering in general also apply to
NGO/local government relationships (e.g. transparency, compar ative advantage, and
durability).

In addition, there are several specific issues that need to be kept inmind in
structuring local government/NGO activities:

Will the partnership become a dependency relationship? (What is the share of total
revenue that will come fromlocal government? Does the NGO have a diversified base
of support? Will the NGO be forced to acquire assets or assume debt in order to
perform desired services?)

Does the NGO have the necessary maturity and management ability to work
effectively with a larger bureaucratic organization? (A failure in a partnership
relation with local government can be fatal to the NGO.)

Isthere a climate of political antagonism or suspicion toward NGOs that will
undermine the relationship?

Will the partnership with local government compromise the NGO’ s ability to raise

funds from other sources? (Conversely, will significant support from other sources
such as USAID compromise the relationship with local government?)
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Particularly if the NGO is an advocacy organization, will it be able to continue its
other programs while at the same time entering into a cooper ative agreement with
government?

Financial Sustainability
Key Points!

Don’t count on internal cash transfers from the US partner. Very few non-profit
organizations have discretionary funds that are available for building partnership
alliances per se. For thisreason, it is usually essential that each partner be motivated
primarily by a programmatic goal. In the long run, the result of the partnership must
be seen as generating more resour ces than the cost of the partnership.

Do leverage USfund-raising know- how. US fund-raising technigues, attitudes and
positive “ can do” values can be transmitted through a good partnership and can
have a very valuable impact.

There are some partnerships that should not be sustained. Very effective, results
oriented alliances can come into being for a short duration and terminate quite
successfully after the task is complete. These partnerships can have all the beneficial
characteristics of a long-term, fully integrated relationship.

Some partner ships are sustainable but have no impact. Particularly for not-for-
profits, sustainability is no guarantee of results. In some instances, partnership
sustainability means only that the partnership is able to generate sufficient
incremental resources from the relationship to cover incremental costs. In this sense,
although partnership activity is sustained, the two entities may be no better or worse
off than they were before.

Too much donor (subsidized) assistance can obscure a hard-headed assessment of the
value of the partnership. Over time, it is essential that partners make a realistic
cost/benefit assessment of their relationship. If the relationship is attracting donor
support there will be a tendency to keep it going. As a general rule, donor support
should be limited to an amount that does not exceed the level that will obscure an
objective and fact-based assessment of the merits of continuing the partnership.

Consider a joint-project-based approach to testing and building partnerships. One of
the important characteristics of RASP was that it did not place a great deal of up-
front emphasis on guaranteeing sustainability. RASP’s practical approach wasto
bring prospective partners together to work on a problem and to use this experience
asa crucible for the participants to forge a long-termrelationship if this seemed
desirable. While there may have been a few cases where further RASP assistance was
warranted, this* free market approach” to partnership formation is consistent with
the organic nature of the partnership process and has much to recommend it.
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Using partner ships as a development instrument.®

Key Points!
Partner ships have advantages and disadvantages. They can take advantage of
compar ative strengths and weaknesses, increase scale of effort, tap new
resources, and bridge cultural, political, and ideological differences.
They can also be expensive, time-consuming, and an immense waste of
organizational time and resources. What is most important is that the project
officer thinks about partnerships as a deliberate instrument and attempt to tailor
the partnership to the particular issue they are trying to address.

Partner ships may be a good instrument when you want to:
Influence policy.
Increase scale.
Expand market share.
Transfer technology or “ know-how” .
Establish a positive image or reputation.

Transfer attitudes or values.

Partner ships may not be a good instrument when you want to:

8 Donors finance partnerships between organizations because they believed that these engagements will
produce a more cost-effective response to a particular social, cultural or economic dilemma. At the same
time, there are cases where the long-term solution is only dimly perceived and the partnership is funded
primarily for the sake of the relationship itself. For example, research organizations may work together
because they believe their work is complementary even though it isfully evident that ultimate solutions are
yearsaway. Or, asin fact isthe case with RASP, cross border partnerships may be formed in order to
establish fabrics of relations between American and overseas groups that will improve communication
between nations and accel erate international integration.

The distinction between aresults motive and a process motive isimportant in the design and
implementation of a partnership program because the instruments and techniques that are used to build
partnering capacity may be quite different from the instruments that are used to finance a successful
demonstration project. The dilemma can be particularly difficult where there isappropriate pressure to
accomplish tangible results since these are difficult to measure if the primary purpose is focused primarily
on the partnership per se.

In part thisisadefinitional issue. Donors are likely to continue to insist that they support partnerships

because of positive impact while at the same time retaining the flowery language that suggests that their
emphasis on partnering reflects the intrinsic value of the partnering process.
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Build the individual management capacity of one or both partnerships.
(Strengthening organizational capacity may be a by-product of partnering, but it
should not be the primary purpose.)

Provide additional revenue to the local organization. (Very few non-profits have
discretionary funds available to transfer to an over seas partner.)

Also, be careful about using partnershipsin the following situations:
Organizations led by strong, charismatic, highly self-confident leaders.
USgroups that want to establish a foreign * presence” .

Cases where USAID wants to establish tight control over progress and outcomes.
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Appendix B

PARTNERSHIP ASSESSMENT TOOL

If you are a manager of an NGO and are planning to enter into a partnership with
another organization, you may want to use this device to help you decide whether or not
this is a good idea. You may want to do this with your staff and/or with members of your
board of directors.

The following are known as “proxy” indicators. They are anecdotal and suggestive. It
may not matter if the two CEOs have had dinner together but it will matter in the long run
if they don't like each other.

Use your best judgment in scoring these indicators. Check the boxes and rate each
indicator from 1 to 4.

Name of Strategic

Indicators of compatibility Partners

1 2 3

1. The Mission statement uses similar words.

2. Traditions, celebrations, holidays and rituals are similar.

3. Each organization has a unique strength that the other group
thinks is “cool”.

4. The board of directors has reviewed the partnership and is
enthusiastic.

The two organizations have collaborated before.

Both organizations have a written strategic plan.

Both organizations have the same approach to sharing
confidential information.

8. The Revenue structure is different. (The two groups do not
share the same donors.)

9. The two executive directors have had dinner together.

10. Both organizations have discretionary income. (Neither is
“broke”)

11. Both organizations can remain in personal contact.

Total Points for Each Partner

While your individual assessment is useful in determining the general state of the
partnership, we encourage you to consider having key members of each partner
organization complete the questionnaire as well as other key stakeholders who know the
organization and the partnership relationship well enough to make sound judgments.
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Appendix C
The Romanian/American
Sustainable Partner ships Program

Interview Guide

An Introduction to the I nterview Guide

Background and Purpose

This guide is designed to solicit information regarding the dynamics of partnership relations. We are interested in why
some partnerships have worked well and why some have not and the common factors and conditions associated with a
healthy and effective relationship. We are interested in the "glue” that holds a partnership together and improvesits
effectiveness and the elements that make the partnership or the partners themselves more sustainable.

Our focusis on partnership relations between Romanian and American organizations funded by USAID and

administered by World Learning during the last 3 %2 years. We hope that findings from the study can be extrapolated to
similar situations.

Confidentiality
The responses to the interview guide are confidential.

The Interview Guide will be administered to many people and organizations, and the results will be combined so that
the identity of participating organizations and respondents will be protected.

The Final Report may contain case studies but advance permission will be sought.
Not an Evaluation
This study is not an evaluation, nor isit in any way designed to be a critique of organizational performance. We are

attempting to understand the factors that influence partnerships, not whether a particular partnership has been
successful.

Not an Assessment of World L earning

This study is not acritique of World Learning's performance either with respect to the management of the RASP
Project or with regard to results accomplished under that project.

Unrelated to USAID Funding

The completion of the Interview Guide and participation in the study have no relationship to future USAID funding
decisions.

Interview Guide

1. Facts and Background

a. Name(s) of respondent(s):
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b. E-mails of respondents:

¢. Names of participating Romanian organizations:

d. Very brief history of the partnership relation (Was this an ongoing partnership or new relationship? Are the partners
the same or new? Have there been significant changesin the basic structure of the partnership?)

e. What was the original primary purpose of the partnership? (For example.)

Work on ajoint project together

Build capacity building of local organization
Provide technical assistance to local NGOs
Establishment of an affiliate

Advocacy
Other (please specify)

f. Isthe partnership still in existence?

g. If “No”, please explain why: (For example.)

Partnership was limited to implementation of asingle project or activity
Local partner ceased to exist

Different mission and/or values

Difficulty in establishing working relationship

Other (please explain)

h. If “Yes”, how often do you currently have contact with your partner? (For example.)

Frequently (monthly)
Limited (every couple of months)
No particular pattern.

i. Please describe the type of relationship you currently have with your partner. (For example.)

Limited to social or representational interactions
Limited to exchange of information

Receive or provide financial support

Recelve training or management support
Coordinate programs

Joint implementation
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2, Assessment of the RASP program

a Please comment on the grant-making process. (For example)

The amount of preparatory work?

Transparency and fairness?

Clarity and coherence of the grant guidelines?

Timing, efficiency and responsiveness to questions?

Other?

b.  Please comment on the implementation process. (For example.)

Monitoring and reporting

Dispersal of funds

Grant period

Other?

3. Assessment of the Partnership Relation

We would like to get your overall assessment of this partnership relationship, and then we will talk more specifically
about individual factors that may have influenced the relationship.

a Do you feel that this collaboration was or is a*“partnership” in the usual meaning of the word?

b. What were the qualities or characteristics of the relationship that in your judgment made this relationship a
partnership?

¢. What were the characteristics or qualities that were missing in the relationship?

d. Do you feel the partnership was or is of significant benefit to your organization? How?



e. Do you feel the partnership accomplished the objectives that you initially had in mind?

f. Do you feel the partnership was financially sustainable? Did the partnership improve the financial sustainability of
your organization? How did it do that?

g. Can you give us some specific examples of things that happened as a result of the partnership that improved financial
sustainability?

h. What are or were the specific characteristics or attributes of the partnership that held it together or that continue to
hold it together?

4. The impact of the partnership on working in the community.

a  Did this partnership affect your work within your community or at the community level in any way? Please
explain.

b. If your work with local government, what are the primary obstacles that you face?

c. Did this partnership with a US organization help or in any way hinder your work with local government?

d. Didthe RASP program have an effect on the strengthening of civil society in general in your community?

5. Specific Factors and Conditions that Have Influenced this Partnership

a. Externd Factors.
Were there any external factors outside of your influence that had an important positive or negative influence on the

shape and nature of the partnership relation? (For example, legal impediments, tax requirements, legidative restrictions,
departure of amajor donor, or achange in donor priorities.)

b. Internal Factors. (For example)

Maturity of partner organization (age and experience of your partner)
Size of partner organization (similarity or dissimilarity of the organizations in terms of size as measured financially or
by number of employees)
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Similarity of programs (Was the durability of the relationship related to a similarity in the work of the two
organizations?)

Similarity of norms and organizational culture (How important were values and organizational culture to the durability
of the partnership?)

Similarity of governance structure (How important were differences or similarities in the governance system - the
structure of the board, role and function, etc?)

Structure of the income/revenue base (How important were similarities or dissimilarities in the funding structure to the
partnership relation?)

The compatibility of management systems (How important were differences or similaritiesin systems for establishing
overhead rates, approaches to performance appraisal and promotion, salary structures, and approaches to long-term
strategic planning?)

Perceived balance of power (perception that there is an approximate parity of power and influence in the relationship,
and a mutual belief that both parties have an approximately equal capacity to determine content and direction of the
relationship).

The existence of a common vision and similar organizational mission (shared and guiding vision of the basic goals of
the partnership. that transcends the modalities of day-to-day relationships)

Clarity with regard to roles and functions (existence of a clear understanding regarding roles, functions, and
relationships)

Sensitivity to and understanding of cultural differences

The commitment of the leaders of the organization to the partnership (strong and vocal support from the senior
leadership of both organizations)
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Adequate time for the partnership to mature (absence of tight timetabl es)

Early attention to issues of sustainability (those financial and organizational factors that are likely to enhance the
likelihood that the relationship will be maintained over time)

Transparency of decision making (belief among both parties that important decisions were made in an open and
transparent manner)

Joint program planning (existence of a joint planning mechanism to ensure effective program integration such as a
working committee or specia task force)

Do you think that the relationship with the organization(s) that funded the partnership had an influence on the nature
and content of the partnership relationship?

Please list any other factors not identified above that had an important influence on the partnership..

Finally, could you make some suggestions with regard to how the RASP program might be improved or made more
effective?

Many thanks for your help!
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Appendix D

List of interviewees

1. Pro Democracy Association (PDA)
Headquarters. Costel Popa, Deputy Director, Mioara Hrebenciuc, Project Manager
Cluj Regiona Coordination Office: lulia Manolache

2. Nationa Center for Sustainable Development (NCSD)
Headquarters. George Romanca, Project Officer

NCSD partner - Environmental Partnership Foundation: Laszlo Potocky, Director

NCSD loca partners

County Environmental Agency Mures - Director

Sighisoara - The city hall: Vice-Mayor

Sighisoara Sustainable

Sighisoara Women Association

Medias - loca Branch of Romanian Birds Society: Mr. Peter Weber, President

3. RomanianrAmerican Pediatric Center for HIV/AIDS
Rodica Matusa, Director

4. Mare Nostrum
Lucian lonescu, Executive Director

5. Asociatia Alternative Sociae
Catdlin Luca, Executive Director
Cosmin Angheloni, Project Officer

6. Community Safety and Mediation Center
Laura Albu, Executive Director
Cornd Loghin, Project Coordinator

7. Hospice “Casa Sperantei”
Malina Dumitrescu, Executive Director

8. Veritas Foundation
Petra Popa, Project Coordinator
Benone Mehedin, Former Project Coordinator

9. Pro Vobis Volunteerism Center
loana Muresan, Executive Director

10. “Trandlvania’ Ecologica Club (CET)

Gabriel Parauan, Executive Director
Andrel Kelemen, Project Coordinator
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11. Reaching Out Association
lana Matei, Executive Director

12. Foundation for Community Support (FSC)

Gabriela Achihai, President

Stefan, Ciobanu, Executive Director

Ledie Hawke and Maria Gheorghiu, Project Coordinators
Lidia Baan, Romstar (the Rroma NGO partner in the project)

49



Appendix E

SCOPE OF WORK

Final Assessment of Romanian American Sustainable Partnerships
Program

(Cooper ative Agreement No. 186-A-00-00-00113-00)

l. BACKGROUND

Thereisdirect linkage between the depth and number of exchanges and partnerships
between Romania and the United States and the more rapid integration of Romaniainto
Western structures, vaues and practices. At the same time, many American groups and
individuds (incdluding Romanian- Americans) continue to show agreat ded of interest in
Romania since 1989. There are more than one hundred US voluntary initiatives currently
assising Romania, many of which have exigted for five years or longer, especidly in the
child welfare area. Such interest had to be encouraged and channeled into significant
“invesments’ in Romaniain the form of experience sharing, transfer of “know-how” and
other important contributions.

Beginning in May of 2000, USAID’s Misson in Romaniainitiated a mechanism for
supporting partnerships between Romanian and American not-for-profit organizations.
Thisinitiaive cdled the Romanian- American Sustainable Partnerships (RASP) program
has been implemented by World Learning under the Cooperative Agreement (CA) No.
186-A-00-00-00113-00. The completion date of the CA is February 29, 2004.

By supporting Romaniant American partnerships, the RASP program was designed to
incresse civil society development and help Romania become more integrated into the
larger community of developed countries. The RASP Umbrella Grant Program provided
ub-grants that were building upon Romanian American linkages by offering incentives
and opportunities to channed American interest in ways that would promote sustaingble
partnerships. RASP was demand-driven, responding to Romanian needs through the
grengths of American civil society.

RASP sub-grants contributed to and enhanced USAID/Romanid s country strategy by
filling in the gaps across strategic objectives and otherwise complementing its ongoing
activities. The sub-grants advanced overdl the Misson drategic objectivein the
Democracy area: “Improved Democratic Governance a the Loca Level” with adirect
contribution to the Intermediate Result 2.3.2 “ Improved Interaction between Citizens and
Locd Public Inditutions’. Partnerships contributed indirectly to results under the
Misson's other Strategic objectives through crosscutting initiativesin health, child
welfare, anti-trafficking, environmenta protection, and private sector developmert.
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Partnership assistance served as a mechanism to broaden and extend USAID’ s outreach
and capacity to support Romanian partners and to expand USAID’ s virtua partners
engaged in its project activities across Srategic objectives. While building the
inditutiona capacity of loca partners, RASP smultaneoudy strengthened project
implementation, improved service ddivery cagpacity, and increased public policy
involvement dl of which advanced prospects for longer-term finandid viability. This
activity bult loca competencies to increase the sustainability of loca partnersin key
sectors.

Partnership assstance aimed to build the capacity of Romanian organizationsin the
context of jointly conducted activities that fall within the Misson's country strategy. Sub-
grants supported partnerships that resulted in mutua benefit from the RA SP-supported
activities, involved shared commitment to the activity with each partner bringing
resources to the relationship, and were likely to continue, in some form, after USAID
funding.

The program sought to support sustainability in abroadly defined manner. Sustainability
had to be demonstrated by: (a) a degpened partnership relationship in which further
USAID assstance was not needed at the conclusion of funding from this program; (b)
cregtive and innovative programs which have been strengthened; and () Romanian
organizations with enhanced capacity to achieve their organizational missons.

RASP was comprised of thirty-two sub-grantswith atota USAID funding contribution
of about $2.7 million. Sub-grantees made cost- share commitments of more than $3.2
million. US partner organizations from seventeen sates and the Didrict of Columbia
participated and activities were implemented in more than 20, out of 41 counties dl-over
the country.

Partnerships made important contributions in Romania covering awide range of
development issues, such as: community-based services for children and their families,
servicesto disabled children, decentralization of hedth services, industrid park
development, trestment and counseling for children with HIV/AIDS and their families,
development of emergency medicine protocols, development of hospice management
sandards, preventing domestic violence and substance abuse, strengthening business
associaions, beach beautification and tourism promotion, juvenile justice, prevention of
trafficking of young women, forestry management, environmenta protection, community
empowerment, ethnic minority relations, and family/community mediation. The mgority
of the partnerships continue to function in substantive ways beyond USAID support,
cearly evidencing successful and sustainable development partnerships a the community
leve.

Il. TITLE

Activity Title: Final Assessment of the Romaniant American Sustainable Partnerships
Program (RASP)
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OBJECTIVES

The objectives of thisfind assessment are to:

V.

1. Document lessons learned from RASP for possible replication within Romania
and throughout the E& E Region. Specid attention will be given to the
identification of the most successful partnership activities a the community level
and the key elementsthat led to their success that could be replicated in other
communities.

2. Formulate recommendations to USAID/Romania on how to effectively use
partnership assistance in future programs supporting civil society and community
development in Romania, including within the exising Governance Reform and
Sustainable Partnership (GRASP) program.

STATEMENT OF WORK

Thisis an independent assessment of RASP for USAID/Romania. The purpose of the
assessment is to document lessons learned out of RASP and make recommendations on
how partnership mechanisms could be effectively used for future civil society and
community development support programs.

The utimate questions will then be: What are the dynamics of a successful partnership?
Is the current partnership approach appropriate? What are the advantages and
disadvantages of partnership assstance? The Mission isinterested in gaining insights on
the contribution that Romanian American partnerships made to the devel opment of
Romanian civil society, and dso in identifying possible strategies for maximizing that
contribution. Specifically, the assessment should answer the following questions:

What are the most successful partnerships and why?

What are the obstacles to successful partnerships between US and
Romanian organizations?

Which of these obstacles are a so relevant to other kind of partnerships,
particularly those involving NGOs, communities and local governments;
What was the impact of RASP activities a the community level?

Wheat are the key factors that contribute to successful community work and
to successfully working in partnership with loca government?

What are the mgjor obstacles for community work and work with loca
governments?

What was the contribution of RASP to the development of Romanian civil
society? What are some srategies for maximizing that contribution?

52



What was the potentid for sustainability? Are partnership activities
continuing after the USAID funding has ended and in what form? What
were the key elementsthat led to sustained programs?

What are the most successful mechanisms for attracting local resourcesto
the project?

Were the grant guiddines for partnerships helpful, effective and efficient?

If not, how could they be improved? Was the review process for awarding
grants adequate? If not, why?

Other observations that are considered relevant.

WORK SCHEDULE/LEVEL OF EFFORT

The assessment requires two consultants: one American and one Romanian. A World
Learning (WL) staff member will also provide support during the evaluation process.

It isanticipated that the team will conduct the assessment in two weeksin Romaniawith
an equivaent of one week additiond time for pre-field preparation and post-fidd
findizing the report. Thein-country work isto begin o/a January 22, 2004 and end
approximately three weeks after commencement, no later than February 19, 2004.

It is expected that the time will be dlocated as follows:

The equivaent of two days alowed for preparation time for document
review and preliminary questionnaire design before the team meetsin
Bucharest;

Two days for questionnaire and work with US partners;

Two weeks of in-country team work (including Seturdays):

1 One day for prdiminary discusson on the methodology of
assessment with WL and USAID seff;

2. Nine daysto interview, travel, and collect information; start
drafting report;

3. Four days to present the outline of the report and debrief WL and
USAID daff. Receive comments and incorporate them into a
preliminary draft report.

The equivaent of five working days to findize the report by the team

leader.

Incorporate USAID find comments no later than February 19, 2004.

V. METHODOLOGY

It is expected that the assessment will be firmly based on redevant documentation and
interviews with rdevant individuads. A list of documentsis provided in Section VI
below. World Learning will make these documents available to the team at the beginning
of their assgnment.
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Thein-country work is composed of two parts:

Part I: Week 1 and the first haf of Week 2 are dlocated for interviewing 11 to 16 sub-
grantees under the RASP program;

Part I1: Thefina part of the Week 2 is allocated to prepare the assessment report in the
form of apractica “how to” document.

The consultants will have consultations with the WL representative and USAID daff
prior to their Ste visitsto the selected NGOs. The two externa consultants will conduct
the Stevigts.

Theinterviews will be with a cross-section of RASP sub-granteesin order to be able to
extract lessons learned. The sample will include those partnerships that worked very well,
those that did not work so well, and those that did not get off to agood start but then
overcame their difficulties. The latter group should be particularly ingructive for
extracting lessons-learned. Asthe GRASP project isworking with loca government and
communities, emphags will be placed on meeting with RASP sub-grantees who
implemented projects at the community leve.

Before performing the interviews, the team will prepare a questionnaire to use as aguide
for the interviews. The questionnaire will include open questions so that they encourage
the sub-grantees to talk fregly about their experiences. The interviews will be conducted
in such away that thisis perceived as an assessment for lessons learned and best
practices rather than an evauative or judgmenta activity. In order to assure
confidentiality and so thet the organizations interviewed will fed free to spesk openly,
the report eventually generated will not mention organizations by name.

The design of the questionnaire should dlicit information on:

Things about partnerships that went well, and the dynamics that
contributed to those successes. The dynamics of a successful partnership;
Things about the partnerships that did not go well, and why they did not;
Actions taken when partnerships were not going well to overcome the
problems;

Obstacles to successful partnerships between US and Romanian
organizations. Which of these obstacles are dso relevant to other kinds of
partnerships, particularly those involving NGOs, communities, and loca
governments?

Are partnership activities continuing, and in what forn?? If they are not
continuing or continuing in alimited form, why is this happening? What
factors would alow those partnerships that are continuing in alimited
form to continue on a stronger and fuller basis,

Do particular types of organizationa structures better support partnership
than others? Is the degree of organizationd sophigtication a significant
factor for a successful partnership?

Does the type of organizationa structure impact upon successful
community work and successful work with loca governments? Isthe



degree of organizationa sophigtication significant for successfully
working with communities and with local governments?

The contribution that Romanian- American partnerships make to the
development of Romanian civil society. Strategies for maximizing thet
contribution;

The key factors that contribute to successful community work and to
successfully working in partnership with local government;

Mgor obstacles for community work and work with loca government.
Strategies for overcoming those obstacles,

Strategies for improving the ability of civil society and local government
to work together successfully; and

Impact upon communities when civil society and local government work
together for improvement of community life.

The consultants will have consultations with the WL representative and USAID before
finalizing the report. A first draft report should be in place by the end of Week 2 and
submitted to USAID for review. USAID will return the report with comments within two
working days. The team leader will incorporate the comments and deliver the find draft
for USAID review within one week after the in-country work. The fina report,
incorporating USAID fina comments, should be ddlivered no later than February 19,
2004. The report will be apractica “how to” guide that can easily be used by GRASP,
and others as relevant, to implement partnerships projects, particularly Romanian
American partnership activities.

VI.  AVAILABLE INFORMATION SOURCES

Thefollowing isan illudrative lis of documents to be made available to the team:

RASP program description;

RASP sub-grant project descriptions,

RASP narrative reports,

RASP partnership report of December 2002;

Report on RASP Workshop on “Best Practices in Working with Local
Communities’ February 2003;

USAID/Romania Strategy;

GRASP program description

VIl.  DELIVERABLES

The team will didtill the information gathered into a practica “best practices’ guide.

The guide shdl be organized in the following manner:
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An Executive Summary not more than two pagesin length. It should include a tatement
of conclusions and recommendations on the objectives listed under Section 111 above.

The body of the guide shdl describe the background, objectives and methodology of the
assessment, findings under the objectives listed in Section 111 above, and
recommendations on how USAID/Romania might enhance its contributions to civil
society organizations strengthening and promoting community participation and interests
through partnership assstance. In sum, the body of the report should address the issues
listed in Section IV above,

The guide will be divided into two main sections. one on partnerships and one on
working with communities, local government, and other partners (i.e. private sector).

Each section of the guide will contain:
A nardive on best (and worst) practices. The narrtive will bewrittenin a
syle and arranged in aformat that allows the reeder to easily access and
use the information, i.e. to adapt and replicate best practices and avoid
worgt practices. Strategies for getting work and rel ationships back on track
when there are problems will be included.

Case dudiesto illugtrate the points made in the narrative. Case studies will
be representative of partnerships and activities that went well, those that
did not go well, and those that illustrate how to overcome obstacles and
problems.

Criteriathat can be used for making decisons on which gpplicants have
the highest probability of working in asuccessful and ongoing partnership.
The section on working with communities and local government will aso
include criteriaon which kinds of project desgn have the greatest
probability of being successful. Thisinformation is particularly important
for GRASP, and possibly other users, that will be making decisons
regarding the funding of Romaniant American partnerships, and for
community activitiesinduding those involving partnerships with local
governmern.

Annexes.

The guide will have annexesinduding aligt of rdevant individuas and organizations
consulted and documents reviewed.
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