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CRS EXPERIENCE IN INSTITUTION STRENGTHENING

I. CRS MISSION FOR JUSTICE AND GLOBAL SOLIDARITY

Catholic Relief Services was founded in 1943 by the Catholic Bishops of the United States to assist the poor and disadvantaged outside the country. Presently works in over 80 countries around the world.  
The fundamental motivating force in all activities of CRS is the Gospel of Jesus Christ as it pertains to the alleviation of human suffering, the development of people and the fostering of charity and justice in the world. CRS provides direct aid to the poor, and involves people in their own development, helping them to realize their potential. 

CRS educates the people of the United States to fulfill their moral responsibilities toward our brothers and sisters around the world by helping the poor, working to remove the causes of poverty, and promoting social justice.
II. HISTORY WITH PARTNERSHIP AND LCB

As early as 1943, CRS began to cooperate with “indigenous Catholic Charities agencies” and, when necessary, work toward strengthening them so that programs might continue after War Relief Services (CRS predecessor) programming came to an end.  In the early 1970s CRS called for “close and friendly cooperation and collaboration” with Caritas Internationalis and its network of local organizations. In 1987, the CRS Board of Directors approved policy calling for participation by local populations in planning, implementation, and evaluation of CRS programs.

For many years capacity building was seen in the relatively narrow light of providing local organizations with the minimal organizational capacity required to implement a given program.  This often took the form of assisting local partners to manage administrative matters, pay rent, or manage food aid.  Different regions approached IB in different ways; some attempted to help build local organizations from a broader perspective, while others (both in the field and at headquarters) believed strongly that, given scarce resources, CRS’ goal should be to implement programs—not to invest in the development of local partners. 

In 1989, the Africa Region became the first to declare that “institution building is the cornerstone of our strategy.” Those working in Africa perceived that the sustainability of their efforts was dependent on building local capacity to undertake a variety of tasks.  Thus they expanded the earlier concept of IB to include areas such as project management and technical expertise, and began working with local groups involved in human development and community empowerment efforts. 

During the 1990s many project staff worldwide began adopting this broader view; integrating organizational development into long-term projects and working with local partners in the areas of advocacy, building networks and alliances, and instituting participatory methodologies.  Very few CRS projects, however, are aimed exclusively at local capacity building.

III. APPROACH 

A. CRS 4 Pillars of Capacity Building

1. Build Strong Partnership – CRS has a 55-year-old tradition of working in partnership.  All programs but the exception are implemented with a counterpart organization.  Partners are both local church and non-church organizations.   A counter may have one partner (e.g., Malawi), or hundreds of thousands (e.g., India).  LCB is a partnership issue and requires mutual trust, transparency and right relationship.
2. Enhance Counterpart Organizational Development – Organizational development is a collaborative process with the primary directive voice coming from the counterpart.  Country programs facilitate and promote the strengthening of counterpart’s ability to identify and building on their vulnerabilities, strengths, and specific capacity-building needs through a process that leads to institutional independence, viability and sustainability.  

3. Value and Build on Local Capacities – Use participatory methodologies that build right relationship between NGO, communities and CRS.  

4. Strengthen Civil Society – Help partners engage in dialogue and action with other members of civil society, members of government and business sectors, to improve the condition of the poorest of the poor and move communities and countries away from injustice and cycles of violence.  

B. The Vision:  LCB Principles

C. The Practice:  Integrated Approach

Surveyed LCB Contact list of 28 countries, received 9 replies from India, Cambodia, Kosovo, Tanzania, Angola, Peru, Jerusalem/WB/Gaza, Pakistan, Kenya.   

LCB is considered a cross-cutting theme for all projects and programs.  Therefore, it sometimes becomes a separate project, but is more often integrated into projects.  The form assistance takes varies greatly -  
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CS Umbrella Project

Institution Strengthening Project

Training: on themes and issues; on-the-job

Internal review/Audit: For review and accountability

Staff support: Funding Program Coordinator positions

Material:  equipment, vehicles, food storage warehouses

D. Lessons Learned
1. Country programs making a transition from predominantly Title II programming (emergency and/or non-emergency) to non-food based development programming tend to have a greater need to implement capacity-building with their partners. The establishment of distinct capacity building projects provides partner staff with the skills and knowledge necessary to begin transforming their organizations in ways appropriate to their changing resource base and programming options. 

2. Developing and strengthening local partnerships are processes with important justice implications, and should thus be assessed and approached in a manner consistent with the CRS Justice Lens and relevant principles of Catholic Social Teaching. 

3. In all countries, including those wracked by civil unrest and prolonged war, local capacity to address local concerns, problems, and vulnerabilities exists—however nascent or weak.  Working with, strengthening, or learning from local capacities, whether in the form of a formal organization or a loose community group, enhances CRS’ ability to program its resources appropriately.

4. In situations of rapid social, political, and economic changes, local partners are better positioned to meet increasingly complex community needs when they are provided with tools for strengthening their institutional and human capacity. 

5. The sustainability of local organizations can be enhanced in part through linkages with U.S., European, or regional organizations, as well as through alliances that provide opportunities for information sharing, resource acquisition, and technical support. 

6. National and regional NGO networks and alliances provide CRS’ local partners with:  (a) greater access to technical, information, and material resources; (b) broader constituencies; and (c) a stronger and broader platform from which to conduct public awareness and policy advocacy campaigns. 

7. Partnering with government agencies at various levels (such as ministries or mayoral or district offices) and through various means (such as projects or training programs) can strengthen civil society-government understanding and cooperation.  By encouraging such intersectoral collaboration, CRS positively influences governing bodies to improve service delivery and contributes to raising awareness of and stimulating new approaches to addressing injustices.
8. Although they provide a useful template that can be adapted to local situations and needs, they are most effective when followed by action planning that is directed by partner priorities.  Joint self-assessments, conducted by CRS in conjunction with local partners, tend to have a greater and longer-lasting impact than those conducted by CRS alone. 
IV. INNOVATION

A. Star Project in Sudan – As part of the USAID-funded Sudan Transitional Assistance for Rehabilitation (STAR), the Grant Making/Capacity Building program sums to strengthen the capacity of grassroots Sudanese organizations, including cooperatives and NGOs, working to solve local rehabilitation problems.  In addition, the program promotes positive interaction between the groups and the local civil authorities through dialogue, mentoring, exchanges and training.  

B. LCB Units – A number of countries are establishing LCB units to specifically support the strengthening of partner capacity.  

C. Field Manuals – developed in Sudan, Pakistan, J/WB/G

D. Linking partners for synergism and peer mentoring - Peru, Kosovo, J/WB/G

V. CHALLENGES

A. Survey – 

1. War – creates disruptions

2. Time – for partners and for project

3. Fad nature of LCB leads to uncertainty of funding and lack of long-term commitments

4. Local conditions – education, corruption

5. CRS lacks skills, tools and frameworks for LCB

B. My Own - 

1. No unified strategic philosophy or approach to partner LCB

2. Conflicting views over whether LCB means or ends, leading to conflicting priorities

3. Partnership issues affect LCB efforts

4. Difficult to build staff capacity for LCB globally as 1-person unit with 3 themes

VI. TOOLS

A. SWOT Analysis

B. SEEP Network Guide

C. CRS Program Quality Assessment Tool

D. CRS Emergency Management Assessment Tool 

E. Appreciative Inquiry

F. PACT’s OCA & DOSA

G. World Neighbors Methodology

VII. PERSONAL VISION AND GOALS

A. Guidance on Partnership, Capacity Strengthening and Civil Society

B. Pilot new approach in E. Timor

C. OIC International Mentoring Relationship
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