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Executive Summary

Introduction

The primary purpose of the survey was to gather input from members and colleagues regarding some strategic decisions that will guide the future of VOMA. Over the past four years, VOMA has been attempting to act more collaboratively and to strengthen its strategic partnerships with other organizations with a shared mission. The VOMA board began last year to update its strategic plan and to make decisions that would pave the way for a strong, sustainable, and effective organization in the future. These decisions must address the current economic and funding constraints, other trends affecting all membership associations, the proliferation of organizations now working in the area of restorative justice, and a public environment of greater investment in punitive and aggressive responses to local and international conflicts. 

The concept of a formal alliance and/or merger between VOMA and one or more organizations has been discussed seriously over the past one and one-half years at the board level. However, before the board made a decision about direction, it wanted to receive feedback from members and colleagues regarding values and readiness for change.

Two additional purposes were met by the survey. One was to help educate members about the widened range of organizations now working in the field–both as competitors and colleagues–and to stimulate discussion and relationships between VOMA and others working in the area of Restorative Justice. By doing so, VOMA might also begin to identify key partners with whom to begin more structured and in-depth conversations regarding a joint future. The second was to gather the experience of members who have been through transitions and to seek their guidance and support as the board continues to provide leadership on behalf of VOMA.

We believe that all three purposes were met and that our members, once again, have provided leadership to us and described a foundation of values, goals, and preferred options for the future.

Data Sample

A total of 91 persons responded to the online survey used by VOMA to gather member and stakeholder input into strategies and future options for VOMA. Current members comprised 60.4% of respondents or 55 persons, former members 23.1% or 21 persons and sympathetic colleagues and allies were 16.5% of respondents or 15 persons. The 55 current members represent 22.5% of the membership of VOMA and approximately 18% of the eligible “vote” of VOMA. (1 vote per individual member; 2 votes per organization member.)

Data were sorted by members only and the full set of respondents to identify any significant shifts or differences in responses. However, the data were remarkably consistent with only minor differences in rankings or impact on member’s data when the full survey data were considered. The similarity might suggest that some changes could maintain current members, bring back former members, and also attract additional membership through colleagues not now associated with VOMA.

Conclusions

It is clear that VOMA members are practicing in a wide range of settings. Respondents also represent members throughout the geographic United States. An overwhelming majority of respondents are open to a change in VOMA’s name to better reflect its current and future vision. Preferred scenarios for the future include the development of a strong alliance or merger between VOMA and one or more organizations. Members’ least favored option was to return to the all-volunteer organization of VOMA’s roots. They also value and support a future that brings greater diversity of practice, networking, and culture. Members also remain committed to an international organization.

The core priority program areas that VOMA has been exploring (Restorative Justice, Peace and peace-building, Training and technical assistance, Victim advocacy/service, Public policy/dialogue, and Social justice) remain the focus areas of interest to both members and colleagues. Consistency of values, influence in the criminal justice system, diversity of culture and practices, and mutual growth in networking relationships are essential elements for the future. VOMA members see significant benefits in a merger/alliance and rank greater synergy and new ideas at the top of the list.

Respondents are familiar with some but not most of the organizations now claiming to work in the field of Restorative Justice. However, members of VOMA are active with their own state organizations and other practice-related groups that they value. They have positive feelings toward most of the organizations that they are aware of and would like to see many of them involved in future collaborative efforts.

Advice to the board included support and encouragement to make good strategic decisions for significant change. The hope is for a stronger and “new” VOMA with a broader base of support, expanded field of practice with more colleagues in the same network, and more power to act on behalf of both the membership and those we serve.

Survey Summary

Methodology

The survey was conducted on line during the last week of May and first week of June, 2005. Survey notices and link were sent on VOMA Announce, through the VOMA Listserv, in the Newsletter, and with Email reminders. The survey was also posted on the website and a paper copy was sent to all members.

Respondents Profiles

A total of 91 persons responded to the survey: 60.4% are current members (55), 23.1% are former members (21) and 16.5% are non-member friends and colleagues (15).
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Of those who were members: 9.1% (5) have been members for less than 1 year, 36.4% (20) have been members for 1-3 years, 30.9% (17) have been members for 4-7 years, 12.7% (7) for 8-10 years and 10.9% (6) for 11 or more years.

Sixteen (16) former members responded to the question of why they had not renewed their membership. The most frequent reason for non-renewal of membership was finances/budget cuts 37.5% (6), procrastination/lack of enough “nudge” to renew 25% (4), moved/changed work 25% (4). Only 3 mentioned any dissatisfaction with VOMA and all three were different (lack of diversity in presenters/leaders/writers, disagreement with focus on being international, and lack of financial value/return on investment).

Seventy-two (72) respondents answered the question about geographic region. The vast majority was from North America 94.4% (68), with only 5 of these from Canada. Only three respondents were from areas other than North America. The largest geographic concentration of respondents was in the USA Midwest and the Mid-Atlantic States regions. Together they comprised 47.3 of those responding. However there was at least some representation (from 2-10) for every other US region. The US regions offered as options were New England, Mid-Atlantic, South, Midwest, Northern Plains, Mountain West, Southwest, and West and Pacific North West.

Seventy-Eight (78) respondents answered the question regarding primary focus for their work or practice. Well over 50% of respondents 60.3% (47) identified as having a primary work setting of community-based nonprofit. Other areas of concentration for work settings were Education 39.7% (31), Criminal court 32.1% (25), Probation/ diversion 29.5% (23), Victim services 29.5% (23), Civil/small claims 28.2% (22), Government state/national 25.6% (20), Offender reentry 25.6% (20), Government city/county 24.4 (19), and Workplace/organization 23.1% (18). Over 19% of respondents identified being Faith-based, in Private practice or “Other”.

Although every category offered was identified by at least one respondent, the lowest concentration areas of work settings were Law office 2.6% (2), Commercial/labor 5.1% (4), and Insurance mediation 5.1% (4). Fifteen persons identified “other” as primary settings for their work. These write-in answers included Prisons (2), RJ organizations (2), Teach/research (1), family/adoption (2), juvenile/family court (2), freelance/multi-discipline (3), policy (1), K-12 peer mediators (1), and not currently working (1).
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When filtered for current members only, the percentage working in community-based nonprofits rose to 69.2% (36 of 52 respondents), victim services increased to 32.7% (17), government state/national to 28.8% (15), offender reentry to 28.8% (15), faith-based to 25% (13), and private practice to 21.2% (11). However, again each category was identified by at least one member and the lowest concentrations were the same i.e. law office, insurance mediation, and commercial/labor.

Specific Change Questions

1. What is the value of VOMA to you?

Most of the 75 respondents spoke concretely of the reasons/values of being a member of VOMA. A few rated their value as good (2) or not high (2) or not applicable (2) and one respondent described the values of restorative justice. The concrete answers have been organized into the following categories. Many are interconnected in terms of application and product/services provided. For example the conference provides an opportunity for both training and professional networking. The newsletter provides information, is  a resource, and includes program ideas/exchanges. Therefore, when the respondent offered both specific examples and general values, their answers were recorded in multiple places. For example, if the respondent said “conference” and “networking” the categories of both “training” and “networking” were tallied. If the respondent answered “information and exchange of program ideas”, both were recorded.

· Information/Research on the Field–nationally and internationally (39) 

· Professional Association, Networking, and Relationships (37)

· Training Opportunities (23)

· Overall Values and Advocacy for Principles of RJ (20)

· Resources and Program Ideas (18)

· Inspiration and Personal Support (13)

The chart below translates the frequency of comments in the list above into percentages of the total 150 comments made.
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2. Could VOMA change its name or become part of a larger organization and still provide value?

Of the 76 respondents who answered this question, 64.4% (49) gave unqualified “yes” responses. An additional 22.37% (17) responded positively with qualifications such as “If it had its same values”, “Name change yes, but larger organization not sure”, “Probably”, “It’s worth exploring”, etc.. Only 5 responded with an unqualified “no” or “I don’t think so”, 3 responded with “no opinion” or no answer, and 2 responded “not sure.”
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3. Ranking of various scenarios for future direction.

The ranking options provided were on a 5 level scale: (positive) “Best Option”, “Good Option”; (neutral) “Acceptable but not preferred”; and (negative) “Some concern/It depends”, and “Not Acceptable”. Respondents were also given the option of “No opinion”.

The option receiving the most favorable rating by members was “VOMA merges with another VOM/RJ membership organization in order to build a larger membership base”. It received a combined positive rating of 31% and zero “not acceptable” responses. The second highest rated option by members was “VOMA merges with one or more organizations that would expand its mission and include more diversity of purpose (such as social justice, community mediation, and peace building)”. This scenario received a 30% positive rating and small number (3) of “Not acceptable” responses.

The third highest ranked option was “VOMA joins or helps build an international alliance of organizations with similar values but retains its own identity”. This option received a 29% positive rating and small number (1) of “Not Acceptable” rating. The fourth highest rated option was to “Stay at the current level and increase recruitment, grant writing and stronger committees”.
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The top four options receiving the most favorable ratings in the full survey were the same as those ranked by members, with only slight differences in percentages. “VOMA joins or helps build an international alliance of organizations with similar values but retains its own identity” received an overall 55% positive rank. The two options of “VOMA merges with another VOM/RJ membership organization in order to build a larger membership base” and “VOMA merges with one or more organizations that would expand its mission and include more diversity of purpose (such as social justice, community mediation, and peace building)” each received 54% positive ranking. The option of “Stay at the current level and increase recruitment, grant writing, and stronger committees" received the fourth highest positive ranking at 53%. As you can see, among all survey respondents the differences in the top four categories were negligible.

In both members only and full survey responses, the fifth highest ranked option was that “VOMA grows as an independent organization but changes its name to better reflect it current broader purpose and practices”.

For current members who responded (52), the least acceptable option was for “VOMA to return to its roots as an all-volunteer organization”. This option received a combined negative rank of 54% (27). Thirty-two percent of members indicated that this was as “Not Acceptable” option and an additional 22% indicated that there was “Some concern/It depends. The most frequently occurring ranking for this option was “Not Acceptable”.

The two options that gained the next most concern or negative rankings were “VOMA consolidates its focus on the United States” and “VOMA becomes a self-contained program within a larger organization (such as a university)”. Both received a 46% negative ranking (22 and 23 respondents respectively).

When the full survey is summarized the same three options have the least acceptable rankings. “VOMA returns to its roots as an all-volunteer organization” received a 49% negative ranking (35). The scenario of “VOMA becomes a self-contained program within a larger organization (such as a university) received a 43% (31) negative ranking, and “VOMA consolidates its focus on the United States” received a 39% (27) negative ranking.
4. Values and Principles 

When applying the survey data to an assessment of organization change, a good guideline might be that any value rated at 70% or higher as “Essential” or “Very Important” builds on the energy and core essence of the organization and must be integrated into the future. Any value rated negatively at 20% or more could be dropped as we move forward because it creates a negative undertow or “drag” on the culture change and moving forward. 

For VOMA members, the top ranked values that must be considered while exploring formal alliances or merger are listed below. The number in parenthesis is the percentage of respondents who ranked the item “Essential” or “Very Important”.

1) Mission of Restorative Justice (100%) 

2) Consistency of values (98%)

3) Mission of influence in the criminal justice system (90%)

4) Diversity of culture and practice (86%)

5) Mutual growth in networking relationships (86%)

6) Mission of peace and peace building (80%)

7) Mission of training and technical assistance (80%)

8) Mission of victim advocacy/service (80%)

9) Mission of public policy/dialogue (77%)

10) Mission of social justice and reduction of discrimination (71%)

For the full survey group the top ranked values are:

1) Mission of restorative justice (99%)

2) Consistency of values (98%)

3) Mission of influence in the criminal justice system (88%)

4) Mission of training and technical assistance (86%)

5) Diversity of culture and practices (85%)

6) Mission of victim advocacy/service (84%)

7) Mutual growth in networking relationships (83%)

8) Mission of public policy/dialogue (77%)

9) Mission of peace and peace building (76%)

10) Mission of social justice and reduction of discrimination (71%)
[image: image7.png]Percent of Respondents

100%

95%-

90%-

85%-

80%-

75%-

70%-

65%-

60%-f

55%-

VOMA Values and Principles

98%





Additional values written in by respondents include:

· RJ values throughout organization (3)

· Effective change management (3)

· Compatible mission/ideology (3))

· Good communication (2)

· History and track record (2)

· Organization culture (2)

· Transparency

· Minimize hierarchy

· 
Grassroots empowerment

· Support the majority of membership

· Advocacy with social justice groups

· Public policy/lobbying

· Reputation

· Join a larger vision, but don’t lose original mission

· Compassion for people and relationships

· Community based vs. government based
Value options of least importance as we proceed were “Continuity of name/original focus”, which received from members a 36% negative ranking, and “Community

Corrections/Diversion programs” a 22% negative ranking. The Value options of least importance in the full survey were “Continuity of name/original focus” with a 33% negative ranking, and “US and Canada only based focus and priority” with a 22% negative ranking.

Challenges and Rewards

Seventy respondents identified rewards for bringing multiple organizations together (formally or informally) for common purposes.

The rewards identified include:

· Synergy, new & better ideas and decisions (31)

· Wider/larger member & support base (20)

· More power/influence/credibility (17)

· Increased/Shared resources (17)

· Increased financial resources (15)

· Greater cultural diversity/Outreach (14)

· More capacity/More service opportunities (13)

· Economies/Efficiencies of scale (13)

· Broader experience/Skills/Information (12)

· Stronger, sustainable/resilient org (10)

· Increased networking (8)

· Increased visibility/exposure (8)

· Reduce redundancy/duplication (6)

· Other (2)
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The challenges identified by survey respondents included what some called the “obvious” issues of change. The most frequently identified challenges were:

· Loss or dilution of focus and mission

· Territory and turf issues

· The amount of time it takes to learn from each others and the complexity of making decisions together

· Diversity of opinion and differences in culture

· Genuine conflict and disagreements

· Loss of values or “heart” and loss of people and relationships

· Losing momentum or getting stuck

· Maintaining equity among all the parties

· Overall coordination of the process

Other challenges mentioned include:

· Maintaining clarity

· Effective communication and involvement of members

· Sorting through what is held in common and what is not

· The need for flexibility

· How to build on the best of both organizations’ history and accomplishments while managing a change process for both of them

· Integrating staff and business practices

· Creating too much bureaucracy

· Becoming too absorbed in internal processes and missing the larger vision/mission needs

Potential Partners

Thirty organizations were listed in the survey as potential long-term alliance/merger partners. The survey noted that the list was not intended to be exhaustive and two separate essay questions allowed respondents to add names of additional organizations. Respondents were asked to rank the “fit” of those listed as long-term partners for VOMA. “Fit” was defined to include such things as common purpose, shared values, interest and enthusiasm, reputation, competencies, and resources. Respondents were invited to rank the list along a four-point scale or “don’t know” even it they didn’t think VOMA should merge at this time. Forty-nine respondents answered the question.

The most frequently occurring answer in 22 of the 30 listed organizations was “don’t know”, ranging from 26% to 70% of respondent answers. The least known organizations, with each receiving at least a 40% response of “don’t know”, were:

· Practitioners Research and Scholarship Institute (PRASI)

· Policy Consensus Initiative (PCI)

· Peace and Justice Studies Association (PJSA)

· Institute for International Mediation and Conflict Resolution

· International Institute for Justice and Reconciliation

· National Coalition for Dialogue and Deliberation (NCDD)

· Children’s Response to Conflict (CRC)

· Alliance for International Conflict Prevention and Resolution

· American Society of Victimology

· Colorado Forum on Restorative Community Justice

· Conflict Resolution Network Canada

· European Forum for Victim-Offender Mediation and Restorative Justice

· National Association for Community Corrections

· National Association for Sentencing Advocates

· PeaceWeb (formerly NCPCR)

Four of the most unknown organizations are working with VOMA in the Collaborative Conference Group, and one of these plus three others are part of the National Coalition of Dispute Resolution Organizations (NCDRO) that VOMA has been a part of for at least four years.

The organizations receiving positive responses of 40% or more (combined “Excellent” and “Good” ratings) were:

· Center for Restorative Justice and Peace-making (U of M)

· Center for Peacemaking and Conflict Studies (Fresno Pacific University)

· Mennonite Central Committee (MCC)

· Association for Conflict Resolution-Criminal and Restorative Justice Section (ACR)

· Eastern Mennonite University

· National Association for Community Mediation (NAFCM)

· Florida Atlantic University (BARJ)

· Conflict Resolution Network of Canada

Of those receiving the most positive ratings, 4 are universities that have centers run by early VOMA leaders (Umbreit, Zehr, Bazemore, and Claassen/Ruth-Hefflebower) The Mennonite Central Committee is also staffed by one of the early leaders of VOMA (Stutzman-Amstutz). One organization is both on this list and was also given “don’t know” responses by more than 40% of the respondents.

Only three organizations received a “poor” ranking by 10 persons or more. One of which is also in the most positive response list. A second organization with at least 10 persons giving a “poor” rank had a “good” rank as the most frequently occurring response. At least ten additional organizations were given as write-in options and twenty-seven respondents identified state associations or other networks of value to them.

Because of the large percentage of “don’t know” responses, we conclude that the data reflect the organizations that VOMA members are familiar with rather than an objective analysis of strategic “fit” among many organizations in the broader fields of restorative justice, peacemaking, and conflict resolution. Many respondents wrote comments that they found the question itself informative about the number of organizations in the field. 

This interpretation is consistent with the instructions for the question. This understanding does not refute the data regarding scenario options where being a part of a University was a lower ranked option. Participants want to have positive relationships with institutions in the field and feel positive about those where VOMA leaders are now working. They also generally feel positive to neutral about almost all other organizations and would want to have collaborative relationships with them if it would further the mission and values of VOMA. 


Advice

Thirty-three persons who had some experience with organization restructuring or mergers described some key “do and don’ts” in their responses. Learnings from their experiences are listed below, but are not ranked in any order of frequency of comment or priority.

· Clarify and agree on decision making processes and seek true consensus.

· Ensure there are provisions for leaving the old culture behind and developing a shared new one.

· Written agreements and expectations for all sides.

· Be open to change without losing identity.

· Acknowledge inherent resistance to change and use good change management processes.

· Keep talking–even through what is difficult due to historical experiences and differences.

· Ask a lot of questions, seek input from everyone. 

· Have interest-based subgroups and seek activities to build-in a feeling of success.

· Build on strengths and similarities.

· Do a self-assessment without prejudice.

· Use a guide and find assistance when you need it such as meeting facilitators.

· Gather information, then create opportunities for conversation about it.

· Think of cost-effective, business type possible solutions and build scenarios.

· Agree on common outcomes for activities and negotiate common projects and an integrated structure to manage so that common objectives are reached.

· Focus on mission–and have a strong mission identity. This will help the new entity be strong as well.

· Avoid in-fighting.

· Bring all the appropriate people to the table early for dialogue and planning–then keep all the membership informed.

· Be clear about roles and responsibilities.

· Ensure strong effective leadership and strong follow through. (We need to do better at both of these.)

· Be open but understand the organization’s bottom line and be willing to move on if necessary.

· Focus on vision and implementation; seek a balance between process and task. (We might in the past have focused too much on dynamics and personalities and leaned too heavily on process.)

· Make sure everyone is committed to the same thing.

· Provide ways for people to get to know and trust each other.

· Be willing to make tough decisions.

· Have a plan and timeline and stick to it–people must see progress.

· Measure outcomes in small steps. Getting stuck and losing momentum will be devastating.

· Prepare people and talk about change–understand that change doesn’t end, it is an ongoing process.

· Compromise when needed.

· Make a commitment to move forward and then do everything possible to make it work. 
Forty-two (42) respondents offered additional general advice to the board. Almost all were encouraging the board to: 

· Continue listening to members and other stakeholders.

· Remember and hold the original intention and value of VOMA.

· Not go “lightly” and ensure continued power to influence and make decisions.

· Be honest in its reflection of strengths and shortcomings.

· Think outside the box and be open to change.

· Make the best decision for the long term strength and future of the field and practice.

· Have courage, “go for it”.

· Benefit from both good luck and answered prayers.

Volunteers

Twenty persons who completed the survey and had experience with mergers and/or other organization transitions volunteered to participate on a committee to work out details either now or in the future.

End.
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