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1) INTRODUCTION
This paper was produced by the Networking
 Team of the Social Watch International Secretariat as an input for the Workshops of the KIC project to be held in Cambodia and Morocco in July 2007.

This document will be complemented after the workshops with examples of concrete participants’ experiences, therefore it does not aim to be an academic study, but a ground paper for the discussion on the various types of advocacy. The final version of this paper will include the major lessons learned by workshop members as a conclusion and some theoretical references, to be published as an Occasional Paper of Social Watch. 
2) STARTING POINT: A COMMON LANGUAGE
The biggest challenge in sharing experiences and learning from the success and mistakes of others  is not only the exchange in itself but being able to start off with notions in common.

Often, in multicultural and transdisciplinary spaces, each person understands each notion from a different place and perspective. That is the richness of diversity but it can also be a source of misunderstandings. It is not difficult to find people that take hours discussing similar ideas with different words that lead to confrontation in debate, but which deep down are fake oppositions. 

Many times discussions have ended with the understanding that both parties were saying the same thing but with different words, or that the contents which each party assigned to a concept was different to that assigned by the other.

In general, organizations play a role of catalyzing concepts, and every new person in the organization must always learn the organizational rationale and language rationale that are typical of the organization’s staff or work team. This happens among social organizations, on the one hand, but also when social or development actors start advocating in international organizations or national power spaces. 
The challenge of a common language, or the possible traps from using "alien” language are not trifle issues in the discussion of advocacy.  Thus, we will make some clarifications on conceptual starting points in order to have a common language as a context for reflection and the sharing of advocacy experiences to be held in the Cambodia and Morocco workshops.
2.a) Social actors: civil society movements and organizations

There are many definitions of civil society. As always, there are those who favor a restrictive view while others favor a wide view.
 

A restrictive view could be that of those who only include non governmental organizations (NGO’s) in the civil society category, or that of those who only include the traditional actors of capitalist socioeconomic relations (business and labor).
This paper uses a wide definition of civil society, which contains all of those actors or social organizations that act guided by a common goal, and that interact with actors from the state and private spheres. 

This definition comprehends grass roots organizations; development, environmental, and women’s NGO’s; social movements, peasant associations, labor unions and workers’ organizations; private foundations (related with commercial and philanthropic associations); corporate associations; professional and student associations; cultural and sport associations; cooperatives; educational institutions, not-for-profit high schools, colleges and universities; and religious organizations.

Many actors resist the integration of social movements as part of civil society and others resist a definition of civil society as the "third sector", opposed to the state and private sectors. But all actors accept that these are all social actors and, finally, that civil society is the larger subject that comprises in an abstract way all social actors - whether organizations or movements.
Although the issue of civil society may have turned into a fad for many analysts or international agencies, national and international participation is still far from being wholly achieved. Some analysts warn about the danger of replacing traditional practices in the exercise of citizenship with new types of participation
, and many state actors see the emergence of civil society as a threat to representative democracy while others recognize it as part of an enhancement of democracy.
The importance of civil society in its various expressions regarding international politics, or foreign affairs, has led several authors to develop recent and diverse analysis about this new player of international politics in its different expressions and levels – local-national-regional-international-transnational)
.  
The global and regional dimensions affect all actors and demand other ways of organization, reaction and proposals, since national dynamics in which social actors have been traditionally inscribed are having a growing expression beyond borders. This new global geo-economy and geo-politics affect all traditional social movements that are nowadays in crisis and being redefined. However, tensions between crossed legitimacies continue to emerge. Social movements defend their constituencies while civil society organizations (CSO’s) defend their specificity, know-how or representation of interests from a particular group. 
2.b) Notes on the concept of political advocacy and its implications
Actors from the Global South communicate mostly in English when they organize meetings for global policy advocacy, therefore many concepts related with political advocacy are used in English more than in local languages. In this paper, in some cases we have chosen to maintain the English word “advocacy”. Although in their daily use the terms incidence, advocacy or plaidoyer refer to many types of different actions, this paper will try to clarify the concept.

In general, political advocacy refers to a strategy of political influence that defends and pushes an issue or agenda in a certain space of power. It is understood that these strategies develop from social or development actors and imply a wide view of politics, beyond the borders of political party systems. Also, it implies relating with other social actors, such as the state, pressure groups, the media, etc. 
For example, an advocacy strategy may be developed by groups of Non Governmental Organizations (NGO's), women, young people, or citizens in general both locally, nationally, regionally or internationally.

Carrying out advocacy actions implies various stages:

1. Having a clear political objective: developed within an agenda of founded and articulated issues. 

2. Identifying other actors and their agendas.

3. Defining strategic alliances and their costs.

4. Planning attainable advocacy actions and measuring their impacts.
A strategy is ‘how’ we are going to carry out our political goal. For that we have to know:

- Why do we want to advocate a certain issue? (substantiation).
-   What do we want to advocate for? (expected results).
-   How will we achieve it?:

· Who is our strategy aimed at? What are the characteristics of our target? (Objectives, acting level, contacts).
· What material and human resources do we have?
· Who are our potential “opposers”? What are their strengths and weaknesses? (power map).
· Is it a mid, short or long term strategy? (think 5, 10 or 20 years ahead).
· What actions will we develop?
· How will we measure its impacts and evaluate it?
To carry out an efficient advocacy strategy we need to identify and understand the system we move in, its scope and rationales. This is a very important step which requires a profound study of the actors, whether they are allies or ‘possible opposers’, and of their acting.

Many experiences have not succeeded due to the difficulty some CSO’s have in understanding these rationales and the political times of the institutions they wish to advocate, since they are very different from the times and rationales of the CSO’s. This has also created tension among allies in the government or the power agency and other CSO’s. Understanding these differences is key not to stumble with our strategy and with unexpected results. 
“Once we have understood the group of actors implied and the relations they have amongst them in the national, regional (and global) context, we should also understand in what way they relate with the financial, economic, political and social context that determines the quality of decisions.” (Kyte; 1999).

Different types of advocacy actions
The different options chosen for advocacy actions will depend on several factors. The main factor is the organizational identity and culture of the social player that will carry out the advocacy action. For example, everybody knows the type of awareness raising and advocacy actions carried out by Greenpeace, so nobody was surprised to see the boats that surrounded the press centre at the G8 Summit held in Germany in 2007.

This is an example of how a type of action is associated with the identity or “brand” of an organization. Another relevant factor is the targeted audience or space, since the rules of the game of the space to be advocated or the behavior codes of those among which you want to raise awareness for a change in policies are also relevant factors. 

It must be clear why an audience is chosen and not any other, or why several arrival points are chosen, which could be basically: public opinion, interest groups, journalists or opinion makers, politicians, lawmakers.

Lobby: It implies making pressure on a particular person or group with certain relative power for it to guide its actions or make decisions according to our political objective.

“Formal or informal interaction among governments and interested groups to promote specific agendas on different areas of interest” (UNA-Canada, 2002).
Examples: 
International: Lobbying United Nations conferences: writing drafts/making contacts/building supports

National: lobbying to modify policies, in legislation, in national budgets, in the curricula of educational institutions, etc. 

Local: Lobbying councilors, municipalities or legislators (provincial or national)

Awareness raising: the action is aimed to put the issue on the public agenda or to raise awareness on the issue among a certain group of persons or actors. Sometimes it may mean a step prior to a stronger advocacy strategy.
Examples: discussion tables among different actors, advertising campaigns in the mass media to call attention to an issue, press campaigns with opinion-making articles, etc. 

Mobilization: it implies that citizens in general or according to some identity meet in a public space to transmit their common defensive or offensive position in relation to society or power spaces, the government or communication media. 
Examples: Global awareness campaigns, massive protest activities on the street, such as marches against the Iraq War, citizen petitions sent to government officials, G8 concerts, etc.

Questions for discussion regarding the sharing of experiences:
Could you define what type of advocacy actions your organization carries out?

Which have been the most fruitful or enriching experiences for your organization? 

Which experiences left a bitter taste or disappointments regarding learning?
The path towards advocacy campaigns
In the last 20 years social organizations throughout the world have taken part of a mutation process in their organizing to uphold their demands.

CSO’s in the 80’s organized themselves territorially, were specialized in certain subjects and had links with other CSO’s of their milieu, many times because they shared a similar ideological frame.

In the 90’s, new information technologies enabled a select group of CSO’s to communicate with other CSO’s from other countries. Thus, the notion of networks or CSO networking started to forge, where groups of quite varied identities and territories would link through the web and in international meetings regarding certain issues. 

These networks coordinate to advocate in United Nations conferences linked to their subjects of interest and (supposedly) to return to their countries to monitor that their governments implement internationally signed agreements. Taking part in United Nations meetings implied a discussion on the notion of how representative and legitimate were the CSO's present. These encouraged thought about the importance of having a wider social base (national coalitions) that supported the networks’ international work. 
In this decade, after a minimal compliance by governments of international development agreements, the CSO’s organizational strategy for advocacy mutated once again. Inequities among the CSO’s were growing, and finally and after a long process, polarization between international advocacy CSO’s and grass roots CSO's was unleashed. Communication and joint strategies were almost inexistent. 
On the one hand, after a decade of negotiations in the United Nations, an elite of lobbying CSO’s was formed with great knowledge concentrated in a few people who were, of course, university graduates, from the North or spoke English and who were getting more and more distanced from the concrete people their lobbying wished to favor.  
On the other hand, grass roots organizations immersed in their daily work did not believe those economic and human efforts in lobby discussions in order to obtain more ‘progressive’ language in the final statements of international agencies had any sense or concrete results. Also, these two poles had a growing distance from the people in general. 

The bridge between these two intervention rationales was broken. This situation deteriorated since for donors this situation was not identified as a priority for funding. The dichotomy was enhanced, since either international participation was funded or grass roots organizations were.

Without funding to strengthen that bridge, how can global networks ‘translate’ discussions into the local level? How can grass roots organizations generate concrete proposals that may be defended at the United Nations? This situation continues to be present today, with more or less positive attempts to link these two intervention plans. 
Based on this situation, one of the alternatives found (and proposed by donors, whether official cooperation or international NGO’s, INGO’s) was to articulate the local and global behind the campaign concept. 

The campaign enables linking people from different countries through the TIC’s around a common slogan. It enables raising awareness of non politicized citizens which are solidary with a general slogan such as ‘make poverty history’. 
A decade ago the notion of campaign did not exist among Southern social organizations, but the fad of donors and the media efficiency of INGO’s also led Southern organizations to start developing campaigns. INGO’s carry out money raising campaigns in the North which many times sustain the advocacy campaigns and are part of them, and which are a source of income to fund their Southern counterparts. While Southern organizations carry out campaigns to access funds from Northern NGO’s, or to be at the same level than the latter in international spaces. 

In a growing way, global campaigns concentrate different actors around a common issue or slogan. Several recent examples are: Education Campaign, the Global Call Against Poverty (GCAP), or the Campaign for a new gender entity at the United Nations.
Questions for discussion on the sharing of experiences:

Have you taken part in any advocacy campaign in your organization? 

What dimension did that campaign have (local, national, regional or global)?
Have you taken part in any global campaign? What have you learned?

3) TENSIONS ON THE ROAD TOWARD ADVOCACY
3.a) Tensions among actors 
In the last 30 years, new social movements have emerged in several parts of the world. This has brought about a significant turning point with new tensions and challenges. 

Since industrial societies appeared toward the mid 20th century, the labor movement was the legitimate voice for the social demands of the underprivileged; with class contradiction as its main identity element. However, to these struggles for economic redistribution were added struggles for recognition.

These demands materialized in the emergence of new social movements (or old movements but with new strategies), such as peasant, ethnic, feminist, young people's, and sexual diversity movements. 

These movements propose prioritizing identities that are undervalued in society. They denounce that behind the human rights paradigm there is a false universalism that is actually representing the male, white and western culture. 

Several tensions have arisen among movements in favor of redistribution and recognition. Worker movements have criticized these emerging movements because they do not question the economic structures that generate inequality. Meanwhile, recognition movements have criticized that class identity is not the only one nor the most important, and that these movements reproduced discriminatory and excluding models of society. To think of redistribution policies on one side and of recognition policies on the other, has led to major tensions within social movements and, as a consequence, to the cancellation of joint forces. 
Spaces such as the World Social Forum have enabled dialogue and the discussion of joint alternatives for social justice. Nowadays there are many movements that involve these two dimensions when they propose alternatives or advocacy actions. It is clear that the struggles for redistribution are necessarily linked to those of recognition since the multiplying effect of inequality thus requires it. Those from the South, who live in rural areas, who are women, young people, handicapped, etc. are poorer and more excluded. Therefore, a redistribution policy should consider these different identities if it aspires to more social justice.
The advocacy agenda of civil society’s different actors is under constant mutation, although some constant demands can be identified. A fairer world, less unequal, with less concentration of power and more participation of the less benefited are extended desires that many times appear as a basis for social demands. These principles may vary according to those who demand them, and they are the shared principles of extended spaces of civil society, such as the already mentioned World Social Forum.
If it is an organization working for the rights of children, it will defend this group; if it defends the rights of women it will aim in that direction; if it is environmentalist or ecologist it will defend its agenda and the people or living beings affected; if it is the labor movement it will defend workers’ rights; or if it works with migrants it will focus in how to improve their situation, etc., etc.
All social actors are working against huge inequality but each one does so demanding its own agenda, from their own reality and with their language. Many times we talk about the same things and defend the same changes but we do not notice it. 

It is also true that many times there exists prejudice among actors. There are labor actors that don't recognize the women's movement, and feminist women that see in labor unions another expression of male chauvinism or patriarchy. There are academic actors that do not recognize NGO’s, and actors from local communities that see NGO’s like corporations, etc., etc.

In this sense, recognition and mutual respect among civil society actors is key not only to building more extended alliances but also to identifying strategically common sectarian and transversal interests that may emerge in an advocacy campaign.

Questions for discussion in the sharing of experiences:

Have you faced any situation of prejudice among social actors? Which have been the strategies to overcome that situation?

When we work in coordination, does somebody prevail?
Have you taken part in any wide alliance of actors in your community or country? What have you learned?
How have you experienced the weight or preponderance of those who have the resources or contacts for advocacy?

Have you found or developed any strategy in this sense? 

3.b) Local-global tensions

Along with the rapid globalization process and the growth in communications, advocacy agendas at various levels are now more interconnected than ever.

Local agendas affect national agendas, which affect regional and global agendas and vice versa. This is the challenge imposed by globalization, although at the same time the multiple interests and problems many times tend to the disaggregation of social actors.

Social change as it was understood in the 20th century is under question and the types of demands coming from Asia, Africa or Latin America are similar in a way, since many actors are globalizing through networks or taking part in global meetings, but without getting rid of their own particularities, dynamics or languages.
In this sense, the fact that several social actors from the South are funded by the same few donors from the North has some positive consequences, but also presents some problems and challenges.

On the one hand, this triangulation enables a rapprochement among Southern regions that is just starting to be mutually discovered and whose potential we barely know. On the other, we are all talking about advocacy campaigns when a decade ago or less this term was not in the language of Southern actors. This leads all of us to use the original English words of “advocacy”, “governance” or “accountability”, and even to have difficulties in translating them or in agreeing which is the best translation into our own languages. In spite of all, these key words, so difficult to translate, prop up our actions.

Tensions between local, national, regional or global expressions also have a considerable bearing. In an ideal world, these dimensions should complement and encourage each other. But, unfortunately, it is not always like this.

This statement is not pessimistic. It is based in the fact that each group will defend its own dimension, that is, it will take efforts in order for its agenda or its view of the problem from its own territory or field of action to prevail over the rest.

Building a vision of complementation and mutual benefit in order to articulate advocacy actions or mobilizations in the various dimensions of the territory is the new “mantra” of social networks and movements, but is not always done gently or harmonically. Many times the agenda of those who own the financial resources (generally located in the North and more committed with the global agenda) prevails over those who are working at a local level.
No less important are the tensions produced by the differences among communication rationales. Discussing, negotiating, are hard tasks especially when the aim is to interconnect different levels of action and discussion. Each context, each culture has its own types of communication. Being able to articulate the diverse realms of sense without any of them prevailing is a challenge among the social actors themselves. 

Another latent tension is how information flows from the international to the local level and vice versa. Global organizations often justify their advocacy actions on the impact they will have in the grass roots organizations. However, very few times takes place a smooth exchange of information in every level and it is even more rare that grass roots organizations appropriate the results of international negotiations. 
In order for this to happen, it is necessary – on the one hand – a clear political determination to empower the bases and, on the other, resources to do so since it requires a strong ‘cultural translation’ (Boaventura de Souza; 2007)
 work. It is not an easy task, but existing experience show that it is much more effective and contributes to social change in the long term. 

Another tension takes place when global organizations fund people working on the base/field to take part in global advocacy actions. Most of the time this type of participation lacks a preparatory process by the organization and also lacks a tracking process of the results in the post-intervention arena. 

These participations cause many tensions in the field organization. Without financial funds, the organization does not prioritize a prior or subsequent task on the issue. Many times, the information remains focused on the person taking part or on a small group.

Also, without a preparation for international advocacy and a knowledge of the challenges and potential allies it is very difficult to have a really effective participation.

What is absurd in all this is that, due to the interconnection in the way we live, it seems that we need one another and all territories are part of a global reading that becomes senseless if it doesn’t reach the people that live in the real world.

For those who advocate at a global level, the real world is the World Trade Organization (WTO), the UN, or the G8. For the rest of the world these are powerful entelechies but difficult to decode and seemingly inaccessible for grass roots actors or national social movements.

Thus, the real world is that which people live in, that is the actual territory, but power struggles take place in those global entelechies which affect the lives of each and every citizen of the world. Therefore, the alliance between those that work nationally or locally and those who know the international arenas seems a natural one, and has taken several forms in the last decades.
But whatever the form this alliance takes, the actors involved will have to recognize the significance not only of the problem’s expressions in the various levels, but also of the potential strategies to advocate in each of those levels.

Finding a sound and effective coordination between the local, the regional and the international will undoubtedly lead to a better understanding of the different problems that make up civil society’s agenda. 

The search for this coordination is in part what gave origin to the main advocacy tool developed by Social Watch, its annual report. 

Questions for discussion in the sharing of experiences:

Have you or someone from your organization taken part in international meetings?

Which have been the results of these participations?

Were you able to track the opportunities generated in those spaces?
What difficulties have you found by taking part in international meetings or to access that participation?
How do you think the link can be improved between what your organization develops locally or nationally and the potential common actions with allied or counterpart regional or international organizations?

3.c) Tensions among advocacy strategies 
Types of mobilization and of political-institutional changes are also specific of each reality and historical time. We cannot compare (even though we might be tempted to) the changes in power structure which are currently taking place in Nepal with those being developed in Bolivia. Thus, our analytic categories for advocacy should be wide and flexible and learn from previous or distant experiences but without forcing the reality in which we aspire to advocate with foreign recipes. 
This is compounded by the tension between the necessary specialization and technicalities for advocacy and the need of a comprehensive view of problems and possible policy responses. 

The absence of a comprehensive view on the issues being advocated implies several risks, being the most harmless that one based on views so narrow that they will not reach those that have to make decisions, although these views might be approved by the initial professionals.
Another risk is that advocacy actions are used only to cover holes without offering mid or long term answers. And perhaps the biggest risk is that of unwanted effects. Often, because the whole picture is not taken in it may seem that an advocacy campaign or action has succeeded if we look only at the typical impact indicators of a development project, that is those requested by donors. But beyond those indicators or the hubbub you can get from the press, often there are other unwanted effects that are not always taken into account by the actors of the advocacy itself.

Sometimes tensions appear when different social actors want to advocate in the same arena but with different agendas and modalities, which may compete with each other although with similar final goals. Another form of competition which also takes place is among actors that have diverging agendas or with opposite interests and which basically attempt to neutralize each other in the global arenas. 

3.d) Tensions among different advocacy spaces 

When decisions are made for advocacy actions, the risk must be taken of choosing which is the best arena to focus advocacy efforts on. For example, those networks or organizations that develop international actions in trade issues choose between advocating for the trade agenda regarding the WTO or regarding certain regional or bilateral trade liberalization processes. 

Examples: 

Third World Network and OWINS at the WTO.

Campaign against the FTAA in Latin America, or the StopEPAs campaign regarding the free trade agreements the European Union is promoting in Africa or Asia. 

Decisions on where to focus advocacy efforts are based on the importance given to the fora or spaces chosen and to the relevance they may have for the specific issue being worked on. For example, in its 2007-2009 strategy, the General Assembly of Social Watch decided to focus its energy in strengthening multilateralism, through its advocacy actions in the United Nations regarding development funding issues.

It is also true there is a certain work division between social networks and organizations acting in different spaces and that the mutual recognition of legitimacies affect the possibility of taking up one space or another. It is clear which networks or actors have “earned a space” in matters of trade, development, human rights, women’s rights, children’s rights, humanitarian assistance, etc. Therefore, the flexibility of going from one space to another is many times determined by the material possibilities to do so, but also by the formal definitions in the way civil society takes part in the various spaces and if the rest of the actors think being there is legitimate or not.
When the participation of civil society in different international, regional or national spaces is analyzed or discussed many times there is a reaction to resort to civil society’s representativeness. It is worth explaining that civil society organizations represent themselves and the citizen groups or communities they work with or for. In general, they fall into the sterile debate on what organization is more representative, leading to a reductionist rationale of competition among actors. This happens in the actual dynamic, and not only in theoretical discussions. 
However, the legitimacy of civil society’s participation is not based on representing the whole of society, since in spite of its existing limitations legislative organs are the representational spaces of citizenship in general. 

The legitimacy of social organizations is based on their specificity and their position or knowledge on certain subjects or specialties, and on the particularities of their constituencies (reference or grass roots groups from the social movements and networks, or beneficiaries in the case of NGO’s, for example) which justify their existence. 
Questions for discussion in the sharing of experiences:

Have you experienced any of these tensions in the advocacy actions developed in your country or region?

Which are the priorities in advocacy issues and spaces in your organization? What are these advocacy options based on? How do you believe your organization has built legitimacy or should build it in these areas?
4) Reaching the goal: challenges for advocacy
4.a) Challenges in alliance articulation and building  

Civil Society Alliances 

When we analyzed the tensions among the various advocacy levels we pointed out that the building of wide alliances with actors working in several levels is essential to reach a comprehensive view of social problems. Also, the wider the alliances the greater will be the multiplying effect, communication will be carried out through more speakers and power will thus be better distributed, giving place to more democratic decision-making mechanisms. 

Alliance building among social actors tends to maximize itself when role distribution is clear and communications are horizontal, two elements which lead to smooth working in general. Although this implies more negotiation within the movement, it will also contribute more legitimacy outwards.

However, costs for alliance building can sometimes be too high and it is necessary to anticipate them in order not to be frustrated once we have already formed the alliance. Among the costs to bear in mind we stress the need to evaluate which are the action times (outside taxes, according to the space we wish to advocate) and the alliance’s times needed to build confidence, negotiate an agenda and develop actions. 

Internal times are almost always longer than external ones, and without a balancing between the two we may miss significant action opportunities. Another major factor for building alliances is transparency in: 

· The statement of goals each organization aspires to in that space. 
· Handling resource to carry out actions. 
· Sharing tasks within the alliance and the way in which decisions are made. 
An ever present risk is that those implied monopolize the representation of the whole when faced with the media or others. It is necessary to overcome the idea of alliances just as a strategy for the increment of legitimacy towards that of the quantity or quality of allies. 

It is important to understand alliances as real coalitions where everybody has something to contribute and where leaderships can rotate, since what matters is the message to convey and the actions to carry out, more than who the speakers are or the individual gains.

Alliances with the power system:
While they are extremely necessary, alliances within the decision-making system can imply a number of tensions.

They are necessary insofar as many times the efforts from ‘the other side of the road’ do not materialize without allies within the system that boost them among their peers. In fact, the link with decision makers is a necessary complement to the mobilization and awareness raising campaigns of public opinion for an effective advocacy strategy.  

Tensions are evidently related to the movement’s degrees of autonomy faced with the power structures. 

For example, throughout the United Nations conferences in the 90’s there was an inward displacement into the official delegations by the civil society delegates. This meant a substantial change in the way of advocating in international conferences, from a more offensive strategy from the outside to a more persuasive one from within the delegation. It also implied a professionization of the organizations that many times contributed with technical knowledge to government representatives and political proposals based on shadow reports. 

It also meant a change for governments and for the United Nations system which recognized that countries could be represented not only by their rulers, but that civil society also had the right to represent other voices in the country and had a very clear lobbying role in the compliance of international pledges. 

Without going into the discussion on the effectiveness of insider or outsider strategies or how they can complement each other, the lobby among UN official delegations lay bare the tension/discussion within civil society of the boundaries between lobbying and autonomy.

In short, beyond the tensions and challenges, the building of wide alliances is one of key elements for any mid and long term advocacy action. But that does not only refer to the number of actors involved, but also to the diversity of positions they hold, the different levels they operate in and the specific experience they can contribute with.
Questions for discussion in the sharing of experiences:

Have you taken part in civil society alliances? What were the results? Which were the costs for your organization from taking part in that alliance?

Have you taken part in alliances with the power system? What was the outcome? What were the risks identified?
4.b) Challenges in identity and legitimacy building

The construction of identity is related to experience and certain practices typical of actors or institutions, but it has also much to do with how problems which will try to be advocated are addressed. 

The issues are not chosen from a basket of problems but are defined according to a conceptual frame, which will also determine the way in which we understand which are the possible alternatives and thus the most efficient advocacy strategies. 

In a growing way, problems are being defined in relation to rights and social justice. Not only because it grants the demand an immediate and profound legitimacy, but also because it provides a wider frame which links the specific problem to the operation of other social spheres, such as economy, politics or culture. 

This helps to avoid several tensions that come from focusing on only one aspect of a social problem or on one single set of causes, generally economic. 

After having defined or redefined the problem, something that must be clear is in whose name we are talking. This is also a basic requirement for identity construction and in order to be considered legitimate speakers. 

Generalizations tend to distance themselves from the truth. We can never talk in the name of ‘women’, ‘young people’, ‘indigenous people’. It could be that other groups appear to try to contest that representativeness. Such a struggle does not lead to anything relevant. 

The difference with other groups and the construction of an identity of our own has more to do with how clearly the subjects are addressed and with expressing our political perspective from the identity that we choose. If this is clear, then we may discuss where our advocacy strategy is located among other strategies of other social movements and how we are all contributing to a wider social change that is processed in the mid and long term.  

Thus, legitimacy is strongly linked to the construction of an identity and will determine the actual ability to advocate. In fact, when we refer to advocacy, legitimacy can be defined as the recognized right to influence in the formulation and implementation of policies (Brown; 2006).

Legitimacy is defined in a particular field of social relations and is nurtured on various sources. Beyond the legitimacy itself of defining problems in terms of rights, the ability to advocate will be determined both by an organization’s political legitimacy as by its technical legitimacy. 

Political legitimacy has to do with representativeness, the foundations that sustain an organization’s action. But also with the existence of decision-making democratic mechanisms and accountability, not only regarding donors and the public, but also regarding the supposed beneficiaries of the actions. 

Also, legitimization is definitely linked to the alliance building we have mentioned earlier, since a wide and diverse coalition in its levels of action will have an easier recognition of the right to advocate for the formulation or implementation of a policy. 

As the author of a recent case study on the network says, “(…) Social Watch does not aim to speak for all citizens or for all civil society… but the fact that the Reports have data from 65 countries, presented by organizations working directly in anti-poverty programs, makes it difficult for other actors to question their legitimacy, even when those same data can be questioned” (Srilatha Batliwala, 2007).  
More and more, the legitimacy of an organization or group of them also has to do with their technical capacity. Not only with its experience and efficiency in problem solving, but also with the ability to produce valid, relevant and useful information. The communication of results can play a role as important or more so than the results themselves, and all the tools that help to improve this aspect will be necessary to raise awareness and give relevance to the issues among public opinion and decision makers. 

4.c) Challenges in the production of policy-oriented contents
The growing complexity of contemporary societies and fast technological development in recent years have driven a series of changes in the system of knowledge production. Some researchers have tried to identify within these changes the emergence of a new mode of knowledge production which, opposed to the previous one, is organized beyond disciplines and aims toward problem solving more than to the search of key principles, thus cancelling the differentiation between basic and applied research (Gibbons et al, 1998). 
In this new mode of knowledge production research programs get closer to the social demands of knowledge, which makes research aim more and more toward the solving of actual problems. 

Although knowledge produced by the new mode must follow certain methodological requirements in order to be valid, a series of criteria linked to the social context where it is produced come into consideration. 

Legitimacy is based less on the institutional frameworks and disciplinary rules when practitioners from different realms intervene and relate with each other transitorily. The choice of relevant subjects takes place in the exchange between the producers with the social demands for knowledge, whether they come from the state, the market or civil society.  

Within the sphere of action of civil society, this cancelling of borders has given place to a larger link between research and advocacy (or research-action), many times under the format of a researchers-activists partnership, and other times through the production of research of their own by some organizations and networks. 

But whatever its format, the production of policy and advocacy-oriented knowledge presents a series of challenges, but also opportunities. There remain different interests, expectations, values and objectives in both spheres that must be expressed and taken into account in the attempts to produce policy-oriented knowledge. 
CSO members are more focused on the promotion of equity and justice, the promotion of social change or the empowerment of certain social groups through the modification of policies applied by governments, and people’s awareness raising.

Researchers, in general, will focus their efforts in the production of elegant theory, the generation of valid data and the production of replicable results (Brown et al, 2006). 

The existence and permanence of these differences is not only desirable but also necessary since they come from systems with rules, rationales and goals of their own construed and negotiated throughout time. But the identification of shared values and goals is also necessary when what is sought is communication and cooperation between both systems. 
The identification of expectations, results and a shared language will be key for the communication/negotiation in the various stages that range from identifying the problem to the use of results for political advocacy. 

Advocacy tools: the Social Watch Annual Report
The first stage in producing the report is choosing the main subject. Every year, the report analyzes in depth a different matter, trying to account for the different dimensions of social development. In general, the discussion on the issues is strongly related to the global agenda and to the subjects and frameworks that are being discussed internationally at certain times. 

The choice of the subject addressed each year is made on a participatory process basis in which members share their opinion on the relevance each matter proposed has for their national advocacy agendas. 

On the other hand, the international perspective is complemented with the production of national and regional reports in which the network’s member organizations contribute with their local viewpoint, informing on their countries’ status regarding the specific matter of each year. In the choice of subject it is also decisive that it can be addressed from a local perspective.

The prevailing idea in the production of indexes and tables is that of linking levels, producing comparable information internationally which presents a macro perspective of the situation in certain development dimensions, but also enabling a local reading. 
Thus, the report attempts to be an efficient monitoring and advocacy tool both locally and nationally, regionally and globally.

Apart from contributing to the global report with their national chapters, many countries have developed their own Social Watch reports (Germany, Italy, Brazil, Benin, the Arab report published in Lebanon) using the statistic information and the international analysis and delving in that country’s situation in relation to the matter.

Although the members use the report to advocate in various spheres, one of the key moments to make its contents known are the launchings which take place globally and in each country, where most of the attention is focused on the results of the national chapter. 

The launchings are vital to convey the way in which Social Watch understands the problems affecting development (and the alternatives for their solution) to people in key places and to raise awareness among public opinion on the relevance of addressing certain situations that are socially unfair. With this last goal, the website and the press kits have turned out to be indispensable within the advocacy strategy. 
Apart from the construction of a common language it is necessary to consider which are the resources contributed by researchers and activists and which institutional structures may promote or hinder communication and cooperation. 

In this sense, some researchers have identified the key principles or questions for the production of policy-oriented knowledge. 

•
Delimiting the problem in such a way that both the resources contributed by researchers and by activists are involved.  

•
Setting shared values, goals and expectations. 
•
Identifying the institutional arrangements that may favor or hinder communication.
•
Learning from the problem collectively but also from the collective learning process. 

In Brown (2006).
Delimiting the problem is key since it will later determine several of the ensuing stages. In this case, the problem should be defined in such a way as to be consistent with existing, scientifically validated theories, with a feasible operationalization taking into account the availability of trustworthy data or the ability to produce them. 

On the other hand, this definition of the problem and the tools used to analyze it shall be adequate for its ensuing use in advocacy campaigns. In this stage there is a need to balance the knowledge of the problem obtained from practice and the solution alternatives, with methodological rigor and the adjustment to certain conceptual frameworks scientifically legitimated. 

For example, Social Watch’s Basic Capabilities Index is the result of the articulation of widely known theoretical perspectives – the Capabilities approach by A. Sen- with the need to generate a simple and measurable tool for several countries, methodologically valid but also easily usable in each country to monitor governments’ actions. 

The idea of basing our arguments on verifiable and provable data is directly linked to the technical legitimacy. The recognition of a message, discussion or re-interpretation of a problem will have much more echo if the actors recognize the validity of the information produced, whether they agree or disagree ideologically with the proposals that are derived from it. 
Also, if we wish to have a larger impact we need to stop to discuss about the communication of our findings and proposals. 

Many times we reason and use a language that only our ‘peers’ can understand. In order to let our messages be known we have to think what audience they are targeting and how we can reach them. 

A key element which is still a challenge is the translation of texts in English to various languages. This is a discriminatory element that distances international discussions from the realities of the South. Even more, the translation into local languages is needed to really democratize access to information and the participation of totally excluded persons, peoples and organizations. The way we communicate is also very important in order to have real access to information. 

4.d) Challenges in impact, efficiency, systemizing and resources
The most difficult thing is to attain financial sustainability throughout the advocacy strategy. Obtaining the necessary resources will depend on several factors. 

There are issues that are more attractive and politically correct for donors, while other issues are not fundable and it is harder to sustain the advocacy strategy through time. 

Another factor which evidently affects is the fund-raising capacities within the CSO. This is a complex activity which requires many contacts, knowledge of English and managing the funds wisely. This is not evident in all the CSO’s. 
Also, an opposite process can take place in which donors put as a condition which matters they will fund. This implies that some CSO’s have to think about an advocacy strategy on a matter defined by others as a priority, which interferes in the CSO’s autonomy and its raison d’être. 

If we think on a long term advocacy strategy - for example, 20 years – we also need to think on the sharing of knowledge and on the joint work of different generations. One of the problems in some Southern regions is a training deficit in managerial staff. In those countries where left wing governments have reached power (such as Brazil or Uruguay in South America) some NGO’s have suffered a flight of staff that have accepted government positions. 
Elaborating impact and success indicators in order to evaluate and systemize is one of the major challenges, which is also conditioned by donors’ requirements. In a growing way, Northern organizations are pressed by their governments to account for their actions or those of their Southern counterparts (part of the so-called ‘aid efficiency’ rationale) and they pass that pressure on to the Southern CSO’s.  Often, the latter are just getting into an advocacy rationale, so it is even more difficult to measure or know how to measure impacts in social and political processes which are many times long-term.
Another challenge refers to the abilities of systemizing everything that is being done. In Southern CSO’s in general the members have more work than they can manage and can barely respond to the urgencies of their roles. Thus, few are the times they can dedicate to systemizing their own actions. Although there are information systems that facilitate these processes, only sometimes do the Northern organizations transfer that knowledge to their counterparts as part of capacity building, but they demand it as an efficiency or sustainability indicator. 

Questions for discussion on the sharing of experiences:

How do you address the matter of funding in your organization? Is it an issue of public information or are the contacts and details concentrated in a few? Have you managed to professionalize fund-raising?

Is there any way to systemize the advocacy actions that your organization develops? If yes, then how does it work?

Have your progressed in the production of impact indicators for your advocacy actions? Have you had support for it? What have you learned in this area?
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� The Networking Team of Social Watch is formed by Nicole Bidegain, Daniel Ciganda and Cecilia Alemany (coordinator). 


� This whole section is based on the developments of ALEMANY, C. 2007.
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