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I  THE SOCIAL WATCH NETWORK

Social Watch is a civil society initiative that grew out of the 1995 Copenhagen World Summit on Social Development (WSSD) and the Fourth World Conference on Women. A loose network of civil society organizations and coalitions from the South and the North, it was formed to monitor progress on the commitments governments made in Copenhagen and in Beijing. Over the ten-year period of its existence the network has grown, gained in visibility and deepened in focus. It is unique in its respect for accountability to people’s organizations, especially in the South, and for the genuine North/South partnership in its activities, deliberations and representation. New areas of expertise have expanded the work on indicators and statistics and with regard to gender and human rights, especially economic, social and cultural rights. Through a growing engagement over the past five years with other networks and coalitions, it has gained in experience and is today well positioned to make strategic decisions about its direction and future focus. 

The network is highly diverse, representing a wide variety of civil society organizations. They focus on the full range of interconnected economic and social justice issues. Some national platforms focus their work at the grass roots level, others at the national and/or international policy level, and still others work at all levels. Whatever their focus, they are united by their work in the spirit of Copenhagen on issues of social development and social justice, addressing issues of poverty and inequality. Social Watch is a network of essentially politically like-minded people, their unity of purpose expressed and fostered through the production of the Social Watch Annual Report.

The Social Watch Annual Report has brought Social Watch substantial recognition in policy, research and academic settings, as a resource for the information it provides from a critical perspective for monitoring and tracking implementation of the commitments made by governments. In striving to link research and action/activism in monitoring activities, the use of alternative methods has yielded new indicators and it is one of the few civil society networks to make a substantive contribution of this nature. It is respected by such different constituencies as the United Nations (UN), governments, non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and civil society organizations (CSOs). One UN official spoke of the value of the Annual Report for the UN Commission on Social Development (CSocD) office as follows:  

“It is a credible source of data; it has credible facts. No one has ever said that any statement in the report is inaccurate or wrong. We suggest to colleagues that they read it. And, when we interact with NGOs we refer them to it.” 

The Social Watch Report constitutes the core business of the network and is the unifying thread that holds it together. But Social Watch is much more than the report it produces. For 29% of the national platforms the preparation of the national report is a major activity, while for 55% it is important, but one of many other activities. The national platform and secretariat activities include lobbying, training, publication and the production of additional advocacy tools in print and on its widely-used website. In fact the report is part of more extensive and related work towards economic and social justice.

Social Watch has explored the terrain of multilateral processes to determine how best to use them at the national level to press for government accountability and to translate those efforts again into pressure for change at the international level. The position it has attained internationally as well as nationally in policy circles has, in addition, served to enhance understanding of the role that civil society can play in policy dialogue.

II
METHODOLOGY

The following evaluation is based on both qualitative and quantitative information and is drawn from a variety of sources. A desk review was a very important part of the process. A voluminous amount of information was reviewed in reports, websites, press releases, etc. It included first and second hand information regarding national, sub-regional, regional and international activities, providing a wealth of background information on Social Watch.

Very valuable was the opportunity to observe initially and first hand a Coordinating Committee (CC) meeting in Brussels and the Secretariat in action during a visit to Montevideo, Uruguay. These visits set the context for analyzing the data we collected subsequently. Some members of the CC were interviewed in Brussels and staff members in Montevideo. The visit to a Social Watch national platform provided more in-depth information regarding its functioning.

A guiding principle of the evaluation has been to give priority to the perspectives of, and information from, the national platforms. A survey was designed exclusively to do that (Appendix I) and was administered to national platforms on-line through Survey Monkey to all the National Platform focal points and CC members, a total of 67 persons, of whom 51 responded. (See Appendix II for survey results)  The questionnaires were translated into Spanish and French. The excellent response rate enabled the evaluators to make informed choices for follow-up interviews. This purposeful sample took into account dimensions of region, length of affiliation, orientation of work (grass roots/policy), etc.  In addition the choice was influenced by what seemed to be interesting anomalies or lack of clarity in questionnaire responses warranting follow up. Interviews shed light on problems of interpretation in some survey questions that could be taken into account in the analysis. 

Discussion Guides were designed for each category of interviewee and in-depth interviews and discussions of between 30 to 60 minutes were held with 16 Watchers. Five interviews were held with partner NGOs and seven with senior UN staff officials familiar with Social Watch. (Appendix III) Discussions with national platforms aimed at gaining more in depth information about experiences and opinions from which to derive insights as to the functioning of the network as a whole.

Evaluating the Social Watch network poses some challenges for evaluators specific to its structure as a network. Coalescing around particular issues, networks are more loosely and informally knit than organizations. Less governed by rules and regulations there is more flexibility with regard to participation. They tend to have tentacles that are far reaching, that encompass other complex structures – coalitions, organizations and networks - that in turn involve still others that may or may not consider themselves to be part of Social Watch. There is, as a result, often lack of clarity as to rules of inclusion and, therefore, also as to the universe from which a sample of interviewees should be drawn. In one case, for example although a very broad national coalition had decided to affiliate with Social Watch, some participating organizations in that coalition indicated that they could not formally consider themselves a part of it unless and until their memberships approved it. Nevertheless they worked as part of the coalition with Social Watch, on Social Watch issues. The names of the 67 national platforms, whose members were sent questionnaires for this evaluation were provided by the Secretariat as Social Watch participants, based on having contributed to the Annual Report.

Since networks cast their net so widely to include such diverse constituencies, there is often less coherence in viewpoints and opinions than is found in more formal organizations.  Methodologically, this makes it particularly desirable to interview broadly.

There are also more likely to be multiple affiliations on the part of a network’s participants and the organizations that are participants themselves partner with organizations, coalitions or networks that are complementary and overlapping in function, often competing in the same arenas. This makes it particularly difficult, often impossible, to isolate and evaluate the results of a particular network’s activities or to measure impact.  

Finally, with fewer rules of engagement and less clarity about roles and functions than exist in more formal institutions, networks depend on flexibility to accommodate to a wide range of circumstances. For the evaluator it is necessary to be careful to distinguish weakness from strength, for what might in more formal and structured organizations be construed as weakness and vulnerability, for a network may be the source of its strength. For example, fluctuations in participation or patterns of contribution might be a necessary accommodation and adaptation to circumstances. 

Governance issues are critical to how effectively a network functions.  The role of the Secretariat, of decision making structures in the interplay of autonomy, accountability and network coherence are central to the sustainability of the network.  For this reason, observation of a CC meeting and information gathered on these dimensions were particularly critical. 

III
THE ANNUAL REPORT

The production of the Annual Report is the central activity of Social Watch, for the Secretariat as well as for the national platforms from which there has been a consistently high level of participation. It would be difficult to overstate its importance. Many affiliates are involved either through the provision of relevant statistical data from their countries incorporated in the statistical tables, preparation of a country report, and/or through a thematic report. During the time period of this report there have been contributions of country reports from 17 new countries
: seven from Africa (Algeria, Angola, Benin, Morocco, Mozambique, Sudan, Tunisia), six from Asia (Burma, Cambodia, Japan, The Republic of Korea, Pakistan, and Thailand), two from the Middle East (Israel and Syria), and two from European countries (Malta and Romania). (Appendix IV) Given the constraints of space, and the interest of new potential contributors, consideration is being given to how to incorporate the contributions of new national platforms. 

Preparation of the Annual Report  

Producing the Annual Report is viewed not only as a technical activity, but also as an inherently political one that entails capacity building for the countries involved. An advocacy tool in its own right, in some cases national platforms utilize participatory methods for indicator development or verification as an ingredient to mobilization. As one might expect, most (76%) report consulting with academic researchers and sources in the process of producing the national contribution; a majority (63%) consult with women’s groups. It is noteworthy, though, that over half (57%) report that they consult with grassroots organizations, reflecting a commitment expressed by many to bring grass-roots concerns into the policy domain.

In some countries national platforms are strongly rooted in work at the grass-roots level and locally relevant indicators are fed into the monitoring framework. In the Philippines the national platform developed quality of life indicators enabling local populations in different areas to monitor their local situations. These indicators have been used by the Social Watch Report to develop its Quality of Life Index (QLI), later the Basic Capabilities Index (BCI), subsequently to inform indicators used by the Human Development Report. In other situations, the result of work on indicators is used to stimulate discussion at the sub-national level, with and among local populations where the indicators are refined for monitoring. Uganda and Bolivia are among countries that have worked in this fashion.

The Secretariat provides support and leadership for production of the Social Watch Report through strong Networking, Social Sciences and Editorial Teams. It takes responsibility only for the reports published in English and Spanish and, when resources permit, in French as well. A French version was published jointly with Environement et Developpement du Tiers Monde (ENDA-Tiers Monde) in 2002 and in 2003. The 2004 (last) version was not printed in hardcopy, but is accessible from the website and on CD ROM. National reports have been consistently published over the past 5 years in Portuguese by the national platform in Brazil, in German by the national platform in Germany, and in Italian (2001 through 2004) by the national platform in Italy. A report has also been published in Arabic (2003 and 2004) by ANND, the Lebanese-based platform for the Arab region, an activity in tandem with strengthening the coherence of the Arab regional network in Social Watch.

The Brazilian, German and Arab versions of the report are not, however, exact duplicates of the English and Spanish. While focused on the same theme as the international report, they use and translate only some of the statistical tables, country and thematic reports, substituting country relevant data and articles to which they devote substantial space.

Other national reports are published by national platforms under the Social Watch name, notably Social Watch India’s yearly publication (since 2003), Citizen’s Report on Governance and Development. Although published by Social Watch India, it does not refer to international Social Watch. Social Watch Philippines has published extensive national reports in book format in 2001, 2003 and 2005. Other national platforms, such as Peru and Indonesia, are considering putting out their own report, 

“We don’t have our own report yet. One of my dreams is to have an Indonesia Social Watch report coming from different parts of the country in Indonesian language. We are still working on trying to consolidate and coordinate that.” 

Each year the report has seen a significant expansion and refinement of the material that it presents. This is particularly, though not only, so with regard to gender issues. In 2002 it moved from looking at changes in the situation of women to changes in the gender gap. In 2003 it added a chart of progress towards the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). In 2004 it added the Quality of Life Index (QLI), valuable for use by sub-national groups, as well as a ranking of countries on progress towards gender equity; it also demonstrated the links between areas of development and international human rights articles. In 2005 two new indices were developed: the Basic Capabilities Index (BCI), based on the QLI and the Gender Equity Index, recognized as an important contribution to gender and development analysis. 

The survey results indicate how well respondents think the reports attend to gender issues.  Ninety four percent think that the Social Watch Report addresses gender issues ‘very well’ (36.2%) or ‘adequately’ (57.4%), only 6.4% ‘marginally’ and none responded ‘not well’. 

The work of the Social Sciences Team includes indicator development, analysis of diverse secondary data sources, and production of statistical tables with accompanying explanatory text. Obtaining up-to-date secondary data, often from agencies that have very different time trajectories for release of information (e.g. World Bank, the UN, the Organization of Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], national statistical offices), also means that the figures are unavoidably outdated by the time they are published. They do, however, reflect the latest available data.

A major portion of the work of producing the Social Watch Report is the responsibility of the Editorial Team. It has developed clear and well written guidelines for the contributions, a timetable, and “Notes on Writing Reports” that includes sections on the planning, structure and editing of reports for use by the national platforms with their contributions. Steps to improve on the process have been taken with a self evaluation survey sent to national platforms regarding the 2005 Report (see p.9). The editorial process requires constant communication and is an important ingredient in setting the positive tone of the relationship between the Secretariat and the Watchers.

Dissemination

Dissemination takes place through a number of avenues: the launch, the media, workshops and seminars, mailings, public meetings, and the website.
  Each has played a significant role in drawing national and international attention to the monitoring results. Language and lack of awareness are cited in the survey as the two major challenges to dissemination, suggesting that new and different strategies for dissemination be explored.


Drawing Attention to the Issues: the Launch

The annual launch of the Social Watch Report is an important occasion to gain visibility for the publication and for the network as a whole. It has received considerable attention through this event. In some countries the launch is additionally a moment to catalyze policy dialogue, a space to which parliamentarians are invited and can address the policy issues raised. In still others (Zambia, Paraguay, Nicaragua, and Uganda) it generates national debate to which the government needs to react. As one Watcher put it:

“The launch is a good way to disseminate information; and normally we invite governments, and have a paper on issues, and a forum. It generates a stimulating and interesting response from governments.”   

An increasing number of countries over the years have been holding their own launch events. Colombia, Peru, Italy, Netherlands, Ghana, Paraguay, Colombia, Kenya and El Salvador are just a few, and those that produce their own versions of the report also sponsor launches (Germany, Brazil and the Arab region). Almost half (48%) of those surveyed reported that they hold a launch event in their countries, some in connection with expanded versions of their country report, receiving media attention. In other countries, such as Mexico, a decision has been made not to hold a launch as it gets lost among other newsworthy events. Instead Mexico plans targeted dissemination to key constituencies. 

The international launch over the past few years was planned to take place in venues and at times coinciding with high profile events that attract the attention of policy makers, NGOs and give it wide visibility (2001 at the United Nations; 2002 at the Financing for Development (FFD) Conference in Monterrey; 2003 at the World Social Forum (WSF) in Porto Alegre; 2004 at the High-level Segment of Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) and the Bretton Woods Institutions (BSWI) meeting; the Advance Report in 2005 at the Civil Society Hearings for the 2005 World Summit and the report itself during the 2005 World Summit in New York. Competition on the latter occasion from simultaneous activities was said to overshadow the launch and limit press coverage. At the WSF the launch was also just one of many competing events and confusion about venue further affected attendance. 

There is, therefore, general agreement that the international launch of the Annual Social Watch Report, and possibly the national launches, would benefit from rethinking, both in terms of place and time in order to capture more attention and increase effectiveness. One suggestion from interviewees is to garner much broader attention by holding simultaneous launches in multiple cities with predictable timing. Improving the timing of national launches includes the possibility of sub-regional coordination. So far, solutions suitable to all have been difficult to reach. Interviewees, however, expressed interest in receiving more information about the launches of other national platforms and suggested they be given more extensive website coverage.


Distribution

The report is widely distributed, and aside from the hard copies sent to focal points and Consultative Committee (CC) members, the distribution list indicates that copies are requested by high level UN officials, NGOs and well known academic figures. Considerable distribution also takes place at events accompanied by fora, debates, workshops, etc., where the report is highlighted and issues discussed. 

Placing the reports on CD ROM has expanded the distribution of the report significantly for those with access to computers. A CD Rom version of the reports from 1996 through 2003 was produced in English and Spanish and included the 2002 Brazilian version of the report.
 In 2005 the number of hard copies distributed was 4,405 in English and 2,527 in Spanish; the CD distribution was 5,356.

The website has been important for dissemination of information about the reports and other publications and papers. Here the Annual Report is prominently displayed and can be downloaded free with contact information given for ordering the published versions. The interactive form of the data presented in the Social Development Indicators Database is impressive. Overall, however, presentation of the Annual Report on the website can benefit from review. It would, for example, be helpful in addition if the English and Spanish language websites list the Annual Reports in all the languages that they can be obtained, as well as indicating whether they are translations of the same report or country variations. 

In spite of widespread acclaim for the report, interviews and survey results suggest there is potential for wider dissemination and use, particularly as an advocacy tool. In response to questions regarding how to improve dissemination, the media was seen as an important vehicle. One respondent suggested that more strategic use be made of the media by determining which country and what circumstances might be the best entry points to major international press coverage.  Another said that his dream is to see Social Watch referred to as a source in relationship to immediate news breaking events.

Use of the Annual Report

Among Watchers interviewed the report is highly praised and widely used for a variety of purposes: as a reference, as the source for popular education and public outreach, and for lobbying. It is well known and highly regarded among UN officials who use it as a reference and for their own edification. They point to the “true picture of the situation” it paints and speak of distributing it to staff and NGOs. NGOs also unanimously praised it, saying that they use it for reference and as a model for their own monitoring reports.

As a reference it is consulted not only for the data it presents, but for the critical questions and approach it models. Some national platforms say it provides a framework for what they do. One Watcher, discussing workshops on a range of topics with various groups around the country (trade unions, business associations, community groups, women’s organizations, local authorities, NGOs, etc.), said:

“About half the workshop is devoted to a broader discussion and about half to the subject…. We are using the preparation of the report and ideas as an introduction when exposing/exploring issues like equality and gender. We use them to introduce people to issues. Things need to be connected, to be put in global context. This usually provokes discussion, a lot of discussion. We have social dialogues on issues like more democracy in governance and we start with the global context.”
Another said simply “It helps to build an approach to social policy.”
At the same time the report’s density and complexity are cited as limiting its use. Asked about what is done with the statistics, one response was:

“Yes that is a problem. We have discussed this a lot. It is too complicated for our target group, not the person on the street, but interested public, those engaged in public policy and politicians…. The strength of the report is that other questions are asked...What is necessary is a good article, analysis of five or six pages explaining about the main developments in social policies.”

Even so, the indices and tables are said to be “very useful” or “useful” by 96% of the survey respondents. Although it is not possible from this to infer such widespread use, interviews indicate that Watchers see the utility of the statistics even if they themselves do not use them in the published form.

For advocacy and public education purposes, information tends to be extracted from the report to produce more country appropriate and accessible materials. About a third of the survey respondents said they develop more popular education and advocacy pieces for use at the local level and for class lectures, workshops, etc.  Repeatedly respondents suggested that the Secretariat provide support for the production of more user-friendly versions of the report. As an example of the type of material needed, a number of people complimented the pullout poster chart as very clear and useful.

A third of the survey respondents said they translate some portion of Social Watch material into local languages and others pointed to the need for this to be undertaken. 

“The international report is difficult for local communities. It is very technical. We have it translated into Swahili and use it mainly in the cities at universities and give it to donors. For the local communities we translate the country report into Swahili and have a summary of the report. We develop popular education materials.” 

“The report is disseminated through national activities, but language is a limitation. We need a shorter and translated version.” 
As a lobbying document, very varied experiences were reported with regard to use of the report. Some national platforms send their country reports to relevant national ministries and feed it into policy discussions. These Watchers said that it enabled dialogue with policy and decision makers, and that it opened opportunity and space for engagement at the international level:

“Last year the report around MDGs allowed us to link it with the ESC rights report we were preparing. It allowed us to engage with the UN….office here.”

Another respondent who uses it extensively said: “Social Watch can reach governments through publications.” 

Interviewees talked more frequently about how they produced new materials based on the Annual Report for lobbying purposes instead of the original report.

“We would like to lobby with it. But, people don’t want to confess that they don’t speak English. It is more for agencies and embassies.”

As an advocacy tool, the Report has symbolic as well as informational and educational value. Association with, and contribution to, it are in some cases considered to be not without risk. As mentioned by one focal point, in her country the very act of putting one’s name on a critical document is in itself an important step forward and is done with the hope that others will follow. 

“We started and took the risk to write on these issues and put our names and the name of the organization on the report. Many people agree, but are afraid to give their names. … It is important to have people who put their names on reports.”
****

In an effort to assess the overall impact of the report, Watchers were asked to choose from several options about the greatest impact it has in their countries; 30% responded that it provided new data and analysis, 27% that it created greater awareness, 19% that it opened lobbying opportunities, 15% that it established a consultative process for monitoring, and only 2% that it empowered citizens. This suggests that while it has received widespread acclaim, it could be made a more user friendly tool for lobbying at international and national levels, as well as for advocacy and public outreach and education at all levels. 

The self-evaluation questionnaire sent by the Social Watch Secretariat to Watchers regarding the 2005 report yielded specific suggestions for substantive improvement of the report, as well as its format, which reflect the evaluators’ assessment. Watchers pointed to its improved quality, but also suggested areas for enhancement. These included the need for greater overall coherence, especially between the theme of the report and the subjects of the thematic reports, the desirability of brief summaries at the beginning of thematic reports, a more analytic, synthetic piece about the indicators - perhaps relating information and insights provided by the tables to policies - or incorporating information from the tables in country reports. There was some concern around potential disagreement with the government-produced statistics and the need to check such data with the relevant national platform before publication. While some praised the format, others pointed to difficulty with font size and density of text. 
  Finally, although not mentioned here, a further useful addition to the country reports would be some analysis of the monitoring methodologies used at the sub-national level by select national platforms.

The Annual Report is a primary tool for advocacy at national and international levels; it is distributed widely, attracts interest, and has garnered respect for Social Watch in the international community. National platforms indicated that they would welcome support for making the information more user-friendly and accessible for lobbying, for public education and for outreach. As the above discussion suggests, its full potential has yet to be realized.

Related Advocacy Tools and Outreach

In addition to the Annual Report, which is the major Social Watch advocacy tool, other useful tools are produced and used intermittently for advocacy and lobbying. At the international level, for example, is the Benchmark document, designed for particular occasions and modeled on the one signed by more than a thousand organizations in connection with the Social Summit and the Beijing Conference on Women. The most recent use of the Benchmark was in connection with the 2005 World Summit and is discussed below. It continues to be useful and, with some modification in format and translation, should continue to be used strategically. 

Shadow reports are being used in the area of Economic, Social and Cultural (ESC) rights by coalitions within countries. The Mexican platform, for example, presented its national report to the UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights and to national ministries and politicians as well, providing a good model of how to connect national rights work and the international arena. Tanzania and Paraguay are among others using this strategy. Today 18 national platforms (or their affiliates)
 are working on ESC rights and others are requesting workshops to assist them in building this expertise.

As the Secretariat has been increasing its work around ESC rights, the design of advocacy tools in this area becomes a priority. It might, for example, be helpful to provide national platforms with the framework and a template to assist them in relating national issues to international human rights treaties.  


The Website

The website is an important tool for advocacy as well as communication within Social Watch. It provides up-to-date information regarding the different international processes in which Social Watch has been involved, meeting reports and information highlighting Secretariat and occasional Social Watch regional or country activities. It features writing on issues of special interest on the Home Page and provides easy access to the informative and well written think pieces falling under The Big Picture and Occasional Papers tabs.

The website has received more than 17,062,092 hits just between August 2004 and July 2005, with an average of over 103,419 different sessions a month during this period. Hits increased by 40% and sessions by 60% during this period over the prior year. Given that 2005 was a watershed year in terms of mobilization for international events and that Social Watch played a major role in GCAP organizing around those events taking a leadership role in the Global Call to Action Against Poverty (GCAP), it is likely that this increase can at least be partly credited to the events of that year and it will be interesting to see results in the future. 

Within Social Watch, survey results show that all respondents consider the website useful or very useful. At the same time they point to ways that it could be enhanced. Thirty five percent thought content could be improved, 26% that it should be translated into other languages, and 12% that the format could be improved. Their comments here - and consistently in interviews - speak of the desire for it to be more proactive, to provide ongoing information about national platform and secretariat activities with links to affiliate groups and networks, and the need for improved search functions. 

Several national platforms have their own websites and links to these websites would enhance network coherence, as would support to the development of other national platform sites. The possibility of a Social Watch blog with contributions from the Watchers could be explored, as could an interactive ‘wiki’ portal where anyone (including non - watchers) could voluntarily add information regarding Social Watch and the national platforms. This could contribute to the gathering, dissemination and exchange of information about the network as a whole, thereby fostering closer relations among national platforms.

The website has been a valuable advocacy and communication tool for Watchers, activists and for the public at large. As the site is being redesigned at the time of writing, it is anticipated that the aforementioned difficulties will be addressed in that process.  

Overall, the design and strategic use of advocacy tools, including the Annual Report and website deserve concerted attention. Considering the importance of the Social Watch analyses and the value of the information they generate, this is an area that should be developed in association with a revisited strategy at the international level.

IV
SOCIAL WATCH STRUCTURE 

The Social Watch network is committed to a democratic and non-hierarchical form of organization; its operation and decision-making processes are based on egalitarian principles and a high degree of respect for the autonomy of its members. Organized around the needs of the national platforms, flexibility is key to its structure. To ensure maximum autonomy and a sense of ownership, national platforms do not receive funds from, nor are they accountable to, the Secretariat. With no fiscal obligation to report to the Secretariat, information about national platforms and their activities has been limited and occasionally new organizations have even been formed in the Social Watch name without the Secretariat knowledge. At the same time, network cohesion, growth, impact assessment and planning all make it important to have a picture of the network as a whole, to know about national platform activities and strategies and to share experiences and information. At this point one of the challenges faced by Social Watch is finding mechanisms that will foster voluntary sharing of information and experiences without compromising the principle of autonomy. Since mechanisms for sharing require the engagement of the Secretariat, this in turn might entail some rethinking of the roles and responsibilities on the part of the national platforms vis-à-vis each other and the Secretariat.

The relationship between the national platforms and Secretariat is based on mutual commitments. The Secretariat serves the national platforms and is accountable to them through the General Assembly (GA) and Coordinating Committee (CC). It produces the report, disseminates it and contributes to the capacity building of the participants. The responsibility of national platforms is to contribute a country report on the implementation of government commitments, to use the reports as advocacy tools and build national coalitions around the findings. As national platforms, they have the right to use the Social Watch name and participate in the network’s governance through attendance at the GA where the CC is elected.   

There are also regionally-based platforms in Europe and the Arab region, and over the past five years regional groupings of national platforms have further evolved
 in Asia and Africa and at the sub-regional level in Central America and East Africa. Sub-regional groups are also emerging in Eastern Europe and West Africa, and some possibilities are seen for Central Asia and the Caribbean as organizations from new countries are thinking about participation. 

National Platforms

Each of the organizations and coalitions that constitute the Social Watch network is shaped and informed by its national context, each determining its own structure, direction and development. At the same time, survey results suggest strong network coherence. Over 70% of those surveyed identified themselves as ‘very active’ (37%) or ‘active’ (33%) in international Social Watch, while the others (27%) say that they are only ‘marginally active’. From interviews it appears that those who are less involved still identify strongly with the overall values and objectives of Social Watch, while they work to develop their own national space for building a constituency. 


Diversity of national platforms

The number of organizations involved in a national platform varies enormously as does the way in which the national platforms are organized and work. They are represented by focal points that are, for the most part, themselves part of already-established coalitions and networks, and in other cases work in close consultation with other coalitions and organizations. 

Social Watch in Peru, for example, works through CONADES, a country-wide coalition of at least 800 organizations including NGOs, youth organizations, social and regional movements, environmental and human right groups. This is a pre-existing stable, highly-structured and organized coalition. Very different is Thailand with a core group of five or six organizations that work together closely. In Brazil, Social Watch works through a reference group of a few loosely connected CSOs that coalesce around various issues nationally. In Tanzania, the national platform works through about 55 organizational members, paralegals in different regions of the country, and local focal points who are community group leaders. According to the survey only 11% of the respondents represented affiliates that defined themselves as single organizations.

Many national platforms have close grass-roots connections, working either directly with, or through, organizational partners that have local level rural and urban ties. Some work exclusively at the grass-roots levels, others at the policy level, and still others at different levels simultaneously. Many specifically identify themselves as activists. Tanzania is an example of a national platform that works at many levels. The Women’s Legal Aid Center, assigned by the Southern Africa Human Rights Non-Governmental Organization Network (SAHRiNGON) to  host the work of Social Watch, is staffed by 18 people, most of whom are lawyers. 
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In contrast, the Indonesia national platform has minimal structure.  It has developed its own national framework and is part of Social Watch Asia. 
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Still other national platforms, such as in Germany, work predominantly at the national level and concentrate their efforts on national and international research and policy issues.


Gender Balance and Issues

Women’s groups tend to be an important part of the Social Watch network. According to survey results, 39% of respondents said women’s groups are ‘very involved’ as part of the national Social Watch platforms, 33% said they are ‘involved’, 17% somewhat involved, and 11% ‘not involved’. In a related question about how actively Social Watch has promoted the participation of women in the network, 57% responded that it has ‘actively promoted’ participation of women, 40% that it has ‘promoted’ women and only 2% that it has ‘not promoted’ them. 

One respondent, however, indicated that gender equality had tended to reflect gender balance in participation, but should be improved regarding the incorporation of gender analysis. Illustratively, the 2005 report on gender and poverty did not include a thematic gender analysis. It has been the case since the origins of Social Watch that it is fully rooted in the commitments at Copenhagen, less so those made at Beijing. 

****

The diversity of organizational forms and focii enables Social Watch to deal with the interconnected nature of core poverty and social justice issues that it addresses, to maintain as a central concern the interwoven fabric of issues that are often otherwise dealt with on a piecemeal basis. The diversity and breadth of the coalition at all levels suggests that Social Watch has built a strong basis on which to advocate, organize and mobilize effectively in the future.  An important factor will be the way in which the network handles and develops its distinct identity.

Social Watch Identity

The identification of national platforms is primarily based on contributions to the Annual Report. As mentioned, the number of countries participating is expanding, even as some national platforms do not produce a report every year. But, the network is more than the sum of its parts. Being part of the network is important to national platforms for reasons beyond those directly related to producing the report. As the report has become known and appreciated, and as Social Watch has gained in respect, participation has also become a “badge of identity” that signals connections with and links to arenas that bring legitimacy and status. 

The ability to put these associations and linkages to use for advocacy and mobilization is a key component to deepening the network and building the kind of synergy necessary to bring about change. The particular strategies used vary from country to country. Some, working at the policy level, use the associations to create or strengthen links to national policy makers, others to mobilize at the sub-national level, and still others, both. The challenge for Social Watch is to find a way of making evident and building on the multitude of activities and strategies that are undertaken through the relationship with Social Watch. 

While this far reaching network presents opportunities for Social Watch, it also presents challenges for the national platforms individually and for the network as a whole.  The complexity of an ever-expanding web of multiple and often overlapping relationships leads inevitably to potential conflicts of identity, of interest and to diffusion of the network. This is particularly so where the external environment presents new potential affiliations that may offer attractive alternative avenues for organizing. It is significant that 60% of survey respondents said that they participate in international advocacy activities as members of other networks.  To ensure increased effectiveness, it is important that these simultaneous involvements enrich and strengthen Social Watch rather than dilute its energy and efforts. The importance of this is was particularly evident with regard to the participation of Social Watch in the WSF and GCAP.

Over the period of the evaluation, Social Watch has worked closely with emerging networks, such as the WSF and GCAP in a leadership capacity. These involvements have been time consuming and required new forms and levels of engagement. While seen as constructive engagements, they also posed new and sometimes unexpected challenges for the network. Asked to be a member of the GCAP International Facilitation Group, involvement was initially anticipated to be short-term, based on GCAP’s mobilization as a ‘call’ or ‘campaign’. It has turned into a more long-term commitment, absorbing more time and requiring more intense and sustained involvement than anticipated. The demands of time (and resources) threatened the ability of Social Watch to sustain its own activities at desired levels. Furthermore, differences in organizing - whether for short or long term engagement - heightened contrasting approaches, philosophical and practical. National platforms have the autonomy to be involved as they wish and some were simultaneously GCAP national platforms or focal points, on occasion creating confusions over identity. 

There has been some lack of clarity regarding positioning vis-à-vis external players and interviews suggest that more regular communication regarding the international developments with which international Social Watch contends would be welcome. In the face of a constantly changing external environment, more communication relating to these developments would serve to inform (not determine) the approach taken by national platforms to external alliances. As noted by one Watcher, a “policy of alliances” is required. In its next 5-year period, Social Watch needs to address this aspect of the network.

Cementing ties between and among national platforms is one way of containing some of the centripetal forces that come with growth. Although communication among national platforms takes place at the General Assembly every three years and at occasional regional and sub-regional meetings, interviewees repeatedly expressed a strong desire for more information and a sharing of experiences from fellow Watchers. A periodic newsletter on the work of the national platforms - perhaps through the website, exchange visits, and a stronger regional and sub-regional focus are among the ideas mentioned that would strengthen national platforms and lessen what was occasionally expressed as a sense of isolation. The task ahead lies in translating the desire for exchange and information into mechanisms for sharing, at once a mutual responsibility that comes with participation, and also voluntary.

Asked to rank a set of priorities for the network over the next five years, survey responses place ‘strengthened capacity of existing national groups’ above ‘expanding the number of national platforms’, giving priority to deepening rather than expanding the network. For this to happen, in its next phase Social Watch needs to sustain the contributions of national platforms to the report and to build further on the collective activity and sentiment it generates. 

Sub-Regional and Regional Developments

The desire for more and deeper participation by national platforms has been facilitated in a number of instances by participation in sub-regional and regional organizing. This was accorded relatively high priority in the survey as a means of strengthening the network in the future. Given the few opportunities to meet internationally and the expense involved, the possibilities such meetings offer to share experience, learn from one another, develop regional allies in difficult political situations were stressed, as was the ability to organize a regional perspective in preparation for the General Assembly. 

“It helps us strategize regionally and internationally for advocacy. It is best to retain a regional focus; it enables gaining opportunities and overcoming challenges. We share information and develop common advocacy.” 

In Africa, regional and sub-regional organizing has moved forward significantly since 2001. There is an Africa Coordinator and an East Africa Coordinator, and plans are underway to host a West Africa sub-regional meeting in Benin.

At a seminal meeting held in Tanzania in 2004 focused on “Eradicating Poverty in Africa for Social Development”, the draft communiqué pointed to the common weakness of national platforms in Africa and the need to address them through stronger linkages with mass movements and the media. It discussed plans towards a continental report and ways to work with Asia and Latin America Social Watch coalitions to strengthen a Third World perspective in the global Social Watch coalition. One national platform said of the meeting: 

 “At the 2004 meeting people came from all over Africa and people were very happy. Social Watch Africa came together, identified issues and strategies. We discussed how sub-regional groups could be effective. East Africa came together two times and developed a structure.”

Social Watch Asia, with a focal point in the Philippines, has organized two meetings since 2001,
 in Thailand and in Cambodia, both focusing on the MDGs. The latter involved national platforms from Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cambodia, China, India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Nepal, Pakistan, Philippines, South Korea, Thailand and Tanzania.  They adopted the Angkor Wat Declaration calling on governments to adhere to concrete demands. 

Social Watch Mexico and Central America, with a focal point in El Salvador, has held four regional meetings, an organizing meeting in 2001 in El Salvador; 2002 in Costa Rica, with the theme, “Development and Social Audit”; in 2004 in Mexico, with the theme, “Advocacy on Civil Society as Public Actors, and again in Mexico in 2005 with the theme, “Sharing Regional and Global Experiences and Perspectives”.

Noticeable has been slower development on the part of national platforms in the Caribbean, where Surinam is the only active national platform. (Jamaica and the Dominican Republic are potential new partners.)  It is a region where the development of national platforms could be supported by stronger sub-regional activities. 

In the Arab region Social Watch works through the successful regional network (ANND), a coalition of 35 networks and NGOs from 12 countries, bringing together development practitioners, activists and scholars for regional and global advocacy, research and coalition building. Affiliation with Social Watch offers a means of working across national and international borders with access to an international audience.

The first European Social Watch Meeting was held in Germany in 2004, with the theme “Strengthening Coalitions for Social Justice in Europe.” The expansion of national platforms in Eastern Europe is well underway. Political changes particular to the region, including the expansion of the EU, have brought greater interest in civic organizing and participation in international networks. Social Watch’s strategy in Eastern Europe has been facilitated by the farsighted activities of Eurostep. There is a core group of national platforms in Bulgaria, Romania, Lithuania, Latvia, the Czech Republic, and potential new members from Armenia, Estonia, Poland, Hungary, Serbia, Lithuania, Moldova, Slovenia, Ukraine and Russia - invited to the next General Assembly in Bulgaria. Social Watch supports a critical voice in these countries and the coming General Assembly will give the work of the national platform in Bulgaria further visibility. 

It is anticipated that the meeting in Bulgaria may also spur greater involvement of countries in Central Asia with participation from Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Kazakhstan. Kazakhstan already has a national platform comprised of women’s groups, but further expansion has until now been hindered by language, isolation, and political barriers to civil society organizing. 

Not all countries, however, participate in regional or sub-regional activities and there are differences of opinion in the network as to the benefit of such groupings. One national platform when asked whether regional groupings would be helpful, expressed wariness, citing potential bureaucratization: “I’m not sure, because of the bureaucratic tendency. But it is necessary to have a closer relationship between groups”. Another pointed to the relative lack of affinity with the sub-regional grouping with which the country is connected.

Similarity of circumstance and issues cannot, of course, be inferred from geographical closeness and some regions and sub-regions may have less in common around which to cohere. Nevertheless, regional and sub-regional organizing is cited as a vehicle for exchange of ideas, creating allies and developing strategies, all of which in turn help strengthen national platforms. Interviews suggested a strongly-felt need to be a part of collective activities and enthusiasm about the regional and sub-regional meetings attended. 

The General Assembly 

The General Assembly (GA) has met twice, first in Rome (2000) and then in Beirut (2003). While the Rome meeting was a formative one for Social Watch, the Beirut meeting consolidated the network, reaffirming the commitments made and developing strategy for the next three years. Some interviewees spoke with great enthusiasm about the General Assembly in Beirut and look forward to the coming Assembly in Sofia (September 2006). The assemblies were attended not only by members, but also some interested observers and funders, such as Novib.

The GA is considered central to the functioning of the network and convenes every three years to make programmatic decisions and choose new CC members. It is a forum for decision making.  Equally, if not more important, it is a space that creates a sense of solidarity and strengthens the network. When asked to rank how valuable they found the assemblies in terms of several factors, most respondents (42%) ranked ‘networking and making contacts’ highest next came ‘strengthening unity of purpose’ with 39% of respondents ranking it highly. Forty-three percent ranked ‘decision-making’ as the least valuable aspect of the experience. (The answers were not mutually exclusive.) Participation in the GA reaffirms bonds to the network, the trust that Watchers have in one another, and sets priorities for the next 3-year period. The interpersonal bonds it creates and the trust engendered are particularly important given the loose knit nature of the network, balancing otherwise centrifugal forces

Growing involvement of Watchers in the Assembly could be viewed as a measure of the growth and health of the network. While 55% of those responding to the questionnaire attended the Rome Assembly, 63% reported attending the Beirut Assembly. Of those who said that they did not attend either assembly, the reasons given were ‘resources’ (64%) or ‘members only since the last assembly’ (14%), with 9 % citing ‘competing priorities’.

In addition to the GA, special meetings of the network also take place when deemed necessary, as was the case in 2004 when a Social Watch Meeting on Social Development Strategies was held in Montevideo (October 2004) to discuss strategies for 2005, and especially whether and how to engage with GCAP, crucial in determining policy vis-à-vis that network. 

The Coordinating Committee

The Coordinating Committee (CC) is composed of 15 members, two from each of 6 regions, plus 3 co-opted members, one of whom is the Network Coordinator. The members and their alternates are selected through nominations from each region by attendees at the GA. They are not, however, considered “representatives” of their regions in the literal sense of the term, and there is no existing mechanism that would or could legitimate such representation. To ensure gender equality, there is gender balance for each region. The Beirut Assembly established the principle of mandatory rotation of at least one third of the members at each Assembly with the longest serving members not seeking re-election. Where there is a stalemate at the level of the General Assembly, it is resolved by the CC.

The CC is accountable to the national platforms.  It provides insights and support to the Secretariat substantively and logistically in order to realize overall network strategy. While providing advice where necessary on matters of related human and financial resources, it does not supervise the Secretariat or financial reporting, as these are the responsibility of ITEM
. It chooses the theme of the annual Social Watch Report based on proposals from the members, decides on the time and place of the GA, and facilitates planning through CC working groups.

Consultation within the CC and between the CC and Secretariat is ongoing, with members frequently communicating among themselves – sometimes daily - via an English language e-list. They meet face to face a couple of times a year, as well as via telephone.

Decisions are arrived at through consultation and consensus. Observation of a CC meeting demonstrated a structured, yet relatively non-directive approach to running the meeting, with what impressed the evaluators as a healthy mutual respect for, and openness to, one another’s opinions and positions. Decisions were taken only after all positions were aired. While this spoke well of the Chair’s abilities, it also reflected the commitment of members to work together on an equal and democratic basis. A couple of members said that service on the CC with Social Watch was one of, if not the most, gratifying experiences of their professional lives. 

“I am quite active in other networks and Social Watch is unique in the strong political direction, personal commitment and combination of people who are smart and nice. That makes it easy to work together.”

While the members of the CC are in frequent communication with one another, communication with national platforms goes through the Secretariat. There does not seem to be direct or regular communication between the CC itself and the national platforms outside the General Assemblies. The positioning of Social Watch and national platforms in external alliances would benefit from the knowledge and insights of the CC and this could be addressed through notes directly from the CC to the network summing up the discussions and decisions taken at meetings, possibly using the Watchers’ e-list.

The Secretariat 

The Secretariat is organized to serve the network; it is based on the ideals that it be lean, flexible and transparent. It operates through three teams, the Networking Team, with a coordinator and assistant, the Social Sciences Team with a coordinator and 4 researchers, and the Editorial Team with a coordinator, an assistant, and others as needed during the heavy annual report preparation period. The Networking Coordinator assists the work of the two other teams, as well as supporting the work of the Watchers and focal points. 

The Social Watch Coordinator both oversees management of the Social Watch Secretariat and represents the network to the outside world. As a co-founder of the network, he has played a leading role in shaping the network and building trust among the affiliates as well as with key partners. The Secretariat is the only part of the network that is purely Social Watch, without other identities or potentially competing allegiances or ties. As the network has grown and gained in recognition and respect over the past 5 years, it has meant that the Coordinator receives a growing number of invitations for speaking engagements at international policy dialogues and other events. He has been particularly effective in international fora and a discerning partner to other coalitions and networks in the civil society arena, working collaboratively and taking leadership roles in various initiatives. Through this involvement, and the effectiveness of the network, Social Watch has established itself as a premier network in the world of civil society.

Achievement of visibility and respect is an accomplishment not to be underestimated. With it the question of sustainability arises and of a strategy for dealing with the increased pressure it places on the Social Watch Coordinator and the Secretariat as a whole. Some of these demands have been addressed with the reorganization of the Secretariat and of the role of a Networking Coordinator. As requests for representation have increased, the Networking Coordinator and Social Sciences Coordinator are taking on more representational responsibilities. Also more requests are referred to the CC for decision and action - a positive development. 

Drawing upon the CC and other Watchers to play this role was mentioned by several respondents as a way to deal with growing pressures upon the Secretariat. They suggested that capacity building include orientation and training to enable more sharing of responsibilities. As Social Watch is increasingly represented by members who have other affiliations as well, clarity is needed regarding expectations around representation: that it be for Social Watch exclusively, and that there be accountability regarding consultation and follow-up. 

The Networking Team. The work of the Networking Team is critical to the overall coherence of the network. Some reorganization has taken place with networking responsibilities being separated from the Annual Report production work, where previously they were related. Recent experience has revealed how essential the networking function is in Social Watch. Linking Watchers to information, to each other, and to other CSO networks and activities is a central function. The team provides support to national platforms, the CC and its Working Groups, and plays a key role in organizing the General Assembly and the Social Watch Report launches. Organizing and coordinating capacity-building for national platforms, identifying potential new national platforms, representing Social Watch, and participating in the WSF and the GCAP International Facilitation Team (IFT) are all part of the work. 

The Social Sciences Team. The Social Sciences Team is responsible for the research and writing that constitutes the statistical section of the report as well as capacity building activities. In 2003-4, the office was reorganized and a team coordinator hired to build the team and bring gender into the report. Recognition of the contribution the team has made to the development of gender indicators is reflected in the invitation to attend the Fifth Inter-Agency Expert meeting on MDG Indicators (2004), organized by the United Nations Statistics Division/the Department Economic and Social Affairs (DESA) and in this past year (2005) to participate in an Expert Group Meeting organized by the Human Development Report Office to improve gender indicators. 

With the relatively new area of work for Social Watch on indicators that links gender and human rights, staff time has been dedicated to developing expertise in the field, which in turn generated requests for capacity building workshops. The team deals not only with the substance, but also the logistics and fund raising for the workshops. While it attests to growing recognition of Social Watch as a resource in this area, such success brings with it new responsibilities and pressures that will need careful and strategic planning. Just how well the reorganization works to accommodate such change is yet to be seen.

The Editorial Team. Until 2003 the editorial process fell within the purview of the networking staff person’s job. In 2004 a new editor was hired and the high standards of the team have brought major improvements to the quality of the report. The team not only edits, but translates the report as well as other publications, print materials and internal correspondence as needed. The work of the editorial team is technical, but, as mentioned, also brings team members into intense first-hand contact with the national platforms, for many an important point of contact with the Secretariat. 

The work pressure experienced by the Secretariat might be addressed in the immediate future through reduced output, (e.g. of the occasional papers) or by training and orienting Watchers to take on some representational and capacity-building responsibilities. An area for potential outside funding might be a Social Watch “fellowship” programme to support training experiences at the Secretariat. Such a programme could include areas of special focus, as for example, website development, surveying the media for Social Watch references and circulating this to national platforms on a monthly basis, a regular newsletter, and increased language capacity.

The structure of the Secretariat has been evolving to suit the changing demands of the network, requiring considerable flexibility. It has been working to consolidate and make the network more effective and efficient. This is reflected in the high degree of satisfaction on the part of the national platforms regarding their communication with the Secretariat. An overwhelming number found the communications from the Secretariat to be very relevant or relevant (92%). 

Appreciation for the Secretariat’s work was expressed by national platforms in interviews. For example, recognizing the time consuming nature of the international work, one focal point spoke of its role in providing an 

“…efficient communication structure and adequate support to all parts of the globe. Headquarters does good work, has helped to facilitate our working at a high international level, at Monterrey, Cancun, the LDC issues. With that kind of coordination we were able to give input to processes. The quality of materials for campaigns, lobbying – headquarters is doing a lot – linking up what the General Assembly decides to the international level.”

Overall Social Watch provides the minimal structure to meet internal and external demands. During the past 5 years the Secretariat has reorganized and moved to what appears to be a more effective organizational format. The relationship between the various parts is based on a comfortable working relationship that is low key, collegial and consultative. It is apparent from the survey and interviews that this is a model that works well.

Capacity Building 

Staff involvement in capacity building has been growing with increased requests from national platforms and others for information (on statistics and indicators) and workshops (especially on ESC rights). The Social Sciences Team, when not compiling and writing for the Annual Report, responds to these requests, although given time pressures, only with difficulty.

These contributions to national platforms have primarily taken the form of support for some national workshops, regional meetings and for participation of members in select international events. Among the expressed needs of those interviewed was that of cross-country exchanges to share challenges and strategies. Although capacity building workshops and meetings provide one means of exchange, other possibilities should be explored in the coming few years that could also be instrumental in giving new organizations exposure to the work of Social Watch.

In 2003 a needs assessment survey regarding capacity building was sent by the Secretariat to the national platforms of which only 23 responded. Nevertheless, the results are suggestive. Given a series of options, close to 90% said that that capacity building in the substantive areas of methodologies for monitoring and using indicators would be most useful. Asked what the best form of capacity-building would be given the main activities of their organizations, most (80%) responded with ‘policy workshop or conference’, then ‘analytic review of policy reforms’ (70%). They were followed by ‘training in research/writing’, ‘distribution of case studies’, and ‘translation of existing materials’ in that order. Responses suggest that, in addition to capacity building on statistics and indicators, there is a strong desire for additional assistance in the area of policy analysis. This is an area that CC members and Watchers could provide additional support.

One such policy area is ESC rights, now an important substantive area for the Secretariat, Social Watch has always approached issues of poverty and inequality in terms of “rights”; the Mexican and Colombian national platforms prior to 2001 systematically linked a social development agenda to binding human rights covenants. Since then Watchers have been supported to attend human rights meetings and developed materials for capacity building workshops.

In 2005, after supporting Watchers to participate in trainings on ESC rights organized by Dignity International in Lisbon
, the Secretariat together with Dignity International and other partners, developed training in Montevideo for Social Watch in Latin America. The use of the Secretariat as a site for other trainings could serve a double purpose as attendees also get exposure to the work of the Secretariat. 

The demand placed on the Secretariat to support work of the national platforms in this and other areas, described by staff as “demand driven”, promises to become even greater. A capacity building workshop schedule for 2006 is underway,
 but more will be needed to address these requests. 

Funding and Funders

Future challenges for Social Watch include those of funding for its current range of activities and for extended programming for the network, its advocacy and capacity development. Funding for the Secretariat comes primarily from Novib and, to a lesser extent, the Ford Foundation, with occasional funds for specific activities from other sources. This funding enables publishing the international Social Watch report annually, related advocacy and capacity building, as well as meetings of the CC and the GA. International Social Watch does not fund the national platforms outside the report process except for occasional support for some of the Watchers’ travel to relevant meetings, workshops, etc. This supports the “voluntary” affiliation of national platforms, without financial incentive, and promotes accountability on the part of the Secretariat to the national platforms. A successful funding strategy seeks reliable and sustained funding over time and must respect the judicious mix of autonomy and coherence.

Overall, complexities in the matter of funding are many. They relate to:

· the long-term and close relationship with one main funder (Novib);

· changes in the funding “business” that affect proposal development and reporting, with more emphasis on impact and its measurement;

· clearly differentiating between network information sharing and communication, and donor reporting requirements of national platforms;  

· strengthening the role and contribution of the national platforms in the network and discerning possible financial support (for example to building advocacy skills) without funding the national platforms and disrupting the balance in Social Watch of autonomy and coherence.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

There are at least three complicating factors to the relationship with Novib: its insider/outsider relationship to Social Watch; its funding of other international CSOs and networks with which Social Watch has a relationship, such as the WSF and the GCAP; its direct funding of national civil society organizations and coalitions some of which of which are part of the Social Watch network. These complexities have ramifications that require maximum opportunity for discussion and clarification of roles and responsibilities. 

Discussions with Novib should pertain not only to Novib’s approach to the network of Social Watch, but also to its vision and future strategies for supporting civil society networks and social movements - and some clarity on expected relations between them, at the international level and between national and international level partnerships

The challenges mentioned above need to be tackled in a variety of ways. These include consolidation of existing funding, continued pursuit of new funding sources and development of a funding strategy for the next five years that will encompass existing programmes and target new areas.

In developing such a strategy, it may be helpful for Social Watch to develop a number of scenarios and determine which of these - or others - comes closest to its reality. A preliminary list could include:

a. continue with essentially the same activities and same funding needs, taking into account increases for inflation; 

b. add a communications, media and advocacy strategy - with the resulting budget increase (for example by 25%); 

c. add a strong capacity development programme – with resulting budget increase;

d. add a UN office/presence, looking at the impact on budget; 

e.
re-focus priorities in existing budget to enable new elements of work to be supported.

It is necessary to ensure that support to the network is interwoven with and tied to its programme strategy for the next five years, with which it must be considered in tandem.

V CHALLENGES FOR SOCIAL WATCH IN THE EXTERNAL ENVIRONMENT 

During the five years covered by this evaluation Social Watch has had a full programme of engagements at the international/global level. The rationale of Social Watch integrates action at national and international levels to support national level implementation of the commitments made by governments at the WSSD and the Fourth World Conference on Women. Monitoring and analyses at the national level are supported by the Social Watch international Secretariat for advocacy in each country, and the results are brought together to advance international advocacy.  In this process, Social Watch has worked closely with key international agencies and also allied itself with other civil society organizations and social movements.

In the last five years, during the consolidation of Social Watch, there have been many changes in the external environment central to Social Watch’s work that affect its positioning for international advocacy.  While particular spaces provide opportunities for civil society engagement, overall the UN is becoming less hospitable to their involvement. At the time of this evaluation, the evaluators see Social Watch as part of a very different fabric of constraints and opportunities than existed five years ago, and that place it at a crossroads, a moment in time when important decisions need to be made regarding which doors to open and walk through, which to close, and which to simply leave ajar, waiting to see what further developments take place.   During this period vital new civil society spaces have developed, particularly the world and regional social forums.  

Follow up to the World Summit on Social Development and the Fourth World Conference on Women

A major plank of this has been the continuation from the first five years of follow-up at the intergovernmental level to the WSSD, involving consistent engagement with the CSocD.  With its origins in WSSD, Social Watch has continued to monitor its follow up in the Commission on Social Development. At its most recent meeting in March 2006, the Social Watch Coordinator was one of four panelists on the opening day and his remarks formed a significant part of the Chair’s Summary that was submitted to the Economic and Social Council. Of the national platform respondents to the survey, 54% identified participation with the WSSD follow-up as a major part of Social Watch’s international advocacy in this period. There are, however, many other areas of follow up for Copenhagen issues and Social Watch has been engaging with these over this period. 

In 2005, the UN held the ten year reviews of the programmes of action adopted at the Copenhagen and Beijing conferences. The Social Watch research team contributed its work towards formulating a gender equity index and, as already mentioned, has been consulted by the UNDP gender experts as part of their process to improve the gender indicators included in the Human Development Report. Additionally, Social Watch cooperated with the Women’s Environment and Development Organization (WEDO) in the preparation of WEDO’s major assessment on commitments to gender equality: “Beijing Betrayed: Women Worldwide Report that Governments Have Failed To Turn the Platform into Action”, which was launched at the Beijing 10-year review. The Social Watch network was mobilized to contribute to the report and the Social Watch research team produced the sections on Latin America and the Caribbean included in the report.

Additional contributions from the Social Watch social sciences research team included production of the statistical tables and analysis for the publications: “To the Farthest Frontiers: Women's Empowerment in an Expanding Europe” published in cooperation by Eurostep, Social Watch, WIDE, and Karat; and “Accountability Upside Down. Gender equality in a partnership for poverty eradication”, published by Eurostep and Social Watch, both produced by EEPA. 

Financing for Development

One of the main relevant UN processes in which Social Watch has been involved is that leading to and from the Financing for Development (FFD) Conference, held in Monterrey, Mexico in March 2002. While the Conference avoided debate on domestic development issues and those of inequalities, the FFD process did tackle macro-economics and was unique in the last decade in integrating the WB and the IMF in a UN process. Its agenda included international economic and financial governance issues and it has provided a more productive arena for pushing/promoting innovative financial measures than the CSocD. 

Social Watch members were active at the conference in Monterrey, where they released the Annual Report and collaborated with national and local groups on organizing and media work. Social Watch members participated in a full range of events and were well presented on the high-level dialogues with heads of state at the conference, a process still unique in UN/civil society engagement for the large number of CSO representatives actively participating in the high-level dialogues. Follow-up to the Monterrey conference includes annual special sessions of the Economic and Social Council with the Bretton Woods Institutions (BWIs) and biennial high-level ministerial dialogues at UN headquarters. Social Watch has taken part in most of them. ECOSOC special session in 2004 was the occasion for the launch of the Annual Report. Some members of the CC have consistently participated on behalf of Social Watch with a core group of CSOs in developing and implementing strategies for this process.  A major conference is planned for 2008 [?] and may offer a focused opportunity for international advocacy in the next five year period. 

The Millennium Summit Follow-up and MDGs  

Primary among changes taking place in the context of UN work has been the shift from global conference follow-up per se to monitoring and reviewing the implementation of the 2000 Millennium Declaration and the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). While this shift includes much debate on policies and substance, it represents a major change in the monitoring framework and related key UN venues, players and opportunities. The position of Social Watch was one of cautious engagement, given the very limited targets set that were seen as steps back from the conference commitments.

Where Social Watch had steadily built up a focus on the Commission of Social Development, this was and is not the main arena for monitoring anti-poverty commitments and globalization; it has not drawn the main government representatives and UN officials and agencies related to poverty commitments, and economic and social development. While it is the official UN home for the review of agreements reached at Copenhagen, the CSocDev had a full agenda before Copenhagen and continues its focus on the social exclusion issues of agendas for the disabled, ageing, youth etc.

2005 World Summit

The shift of international advocacy on poverty eradication to the review and implementation of the Millennium Declaration and the MDGs in the last two to three years was particularly evident in the lead-up and preparations to the 2005 World Summit, held in September 2005. The new focus was much less tangible than the Commission on Social Development and also the FFD process, and its agenda was very broad including security, human rights, peace-keeping and management issues as well as development. Furthermore, the 2005 World Summit negotiating process presented limited opportunities for CSO engagement. It was not visible or easily accessible to non-governmental groups in general and certainly not to those without a presence at UN headquarters as most exchanges and negotiations took place in informal groupings of member states.  

Nevertheless, some space opened up when the Secretary-General (S-G) announced that Informal Interactive Hearings of the General Assembly would take place with civil society organizations and the private sector to be held in June 2005 in order to solicit input to the 2005 World Summit preparations. Social Watch members were well represented at the Hearings, with 12 national platforms and 2 from the Secretariat making presentations.

Social Watch had a leading role in pressing the UN to open up more space for civil society in the Summit process. Social Watch led the drafting and signature-gathering of a letter sent to the S-G, as a result of which a meeting between the S-G’s office and NGOs was convened in NY, drafts of the SG report were circulated to NGOs in advance for comments, and input into the SG report was sought.

Social Watch contributed actively to consultations with the Secretariat and with UN ambassadors during the preparation of the S-G’s report “In Larger Freedom” and emphasized the importance of positioning of the MDGs in a broader development agenda from the global conferences of the 1990s. This approach of the MDGs, expressing an urgent task but not substituting for the previous conference outcomes, found a very clear resonance in the S-G’s report.

Social Watch developed a useful lobbying tool (the aforementioned Benchmark) producing the paper entitled “A Civil Society Benchmark for the 5-year Review of the Millennium Declaration” as the focus for advocacy efforts. This Benchmark was drafted collectively by the membership of Social Watch and was endorsed by over 250 civil society organizations and individuals from over 70 countries. It was circulated to the Permanent Missions to the United Nations in New York, key decision makers, and opinion leaders around the world. The Benchmark document also provided a basis for many of the interventions by civil society representatives during the Hearings.

Social Watch played a leadership role during the Hearings, but the Hearings themselves were one of many inputs to the Summit and many steps removed from member state negotiations. Because Social Watch is not present to regularly lobby at UN headquarters in New York, it would have been difficult, if not impossible to follow-up effectively.  Most of its lobbying efforts take place at the national level, but the results of government lobbying are much less effective this way as negotiation outcomes are determined mainly in processes played out in UN headquarters. Ensuring that member states sustain commitments to progressive negotiating positions requires steady monitoring of negotiations, and friendly or firm “reminders”. Social Watch participated very actively in the Global Call to Action against Poverty (GCAP) which targeted achieving government commitments at the 2005 World Summit as its main campaigning focus. However GCAP did not play a consistent role in monitoring and lobbying governments during the negotiations on the Summit outcome document. 

UN/Civil Society/Cardoso

After the decade of the 1990s and the series of UN global conferences, and during the period covered by the evaluation, there were initiatives to strengthen CSO participation in the UN, to secure gains and institutionalize good practices developed during the previous decade and the conferences. 

Together with a number of CSOs, Social Watch did engage and support this process, mainly represented by the Secretariat and some CC members. However, the UN process has not borne fruit or created more formal access to the General Assembly, the key UN inter-governmental process for Summit follow-up and the MDG monitoring. This leaves Social Watch with the dilemma that while it has good access to the CSocDev and the FFD process, the Commission is not very influential or relevant to UN policy-setting priorities. Since Monterrey, the FFD process has been limited, but it will offer more opportunities in the next few years and the FFD Secretariat and many NGOs are hoping for Social Watch full engagement. The survey results also identified the FFD process as a priority for future international advocacy. 

The strong esteem in which Social Watch is held, the strong desire for its continued presence and positive assessment of the potential impact of its work at the UN was expressed by those UN officials interviewed.  One UN Secretariat official working with the CSocD named Social Watch as outstanding: “The work of Social Watch was pioneer.  Not just in relation to this Division, but the entire UN”. He commented that: “Because of the value we gave to their work, it was the only organization with roster status allowed to make statements.” He noted and lamented their declining engagement with the CSocDev. He commented on their lobbying impact: 

“The advantage of Social Watch is that if there is a deadlock at the commission, and they get involved in lobbying, they have a chance to make a difference.  The G77 are sensitive to the origins of the representatives. It is not one of the big NGOs…; it (Social Watch) has credibility. Social Watch comes with good knowledge of the principles and mechanisms of how the UN functions.”

Other UN officials interviewed confirmed appreciation of Social Watch as a premier civil society network and demonstrated knowledge of its various strengths – substantive analysis, advocacy, new approaches to CSO organizing, contribution to international policy development. Illustrations varied reflecting their respective responsibilities, but they consistently cited Social Watch as effective, as linking national and international analyses and arenas, as linking north and south, supporting dialogue, and as playing a leading role in strengthening CS engagement in the UN, especially on policy issues. A senior UN official engaged with the FFD process commended Social Watch on
“the valuable information in the report. It inspires us to do our work better. It reminds us of the human and social dimension of macro economics...There are things in it not seen in UN documents.  They can be more daring.  Here in the UN we need to be more cautious, neutral.  So it is very refreshing to see the reports, especially on income distribution and see things as they are.”  

He expressed the hope that 

“they will continue to be present, to say what needs to be said and to make the documents (Social Watch Reports) available to the delegates.  It is important for lobbying with key member states, behind the scenes, in the corridors. Social Watch is respected in the north and south.  They should have somebody permanent here, someone who goes to receptions, talks to people, gets people to have the right views. There is a lot of room for that there.”

Engaging with UNDP

In addition to the inter-governmental work, Social Watch has also deepened its advocacy with UN agencies and officials, in particular with UNDP. In addressing UNDP engagement with CSOs, UNDP staff noted that

 “an enormous amount of work is being done, but mainly sub- contracting to civil society organizations, not empowering them.  We are working on a shift to change to policy engagement with CSOs.  We want to shift from delivery to policy and have them engage in policy dialogue.” 

Social Watch is viewed as an important partner in this process.  Benin was cited as a recent example: 

“They just launched the national report on the MDGs and worked with Social Watch to do it.  They are good communicators – held a press conference to which ministers came.  There were about 200 people present.  They are formulating a new PRSP and Social Watch is involved in the thematic groups.”
Reflecting the importance Social Watch has achieved as a credible civil society organization, the Social Watch Coordinator was invited to be one of the initial 15 members of the CSO Advisory Committee to the Administrator that UNDP established in 2000.  It is composed of civil society leaders from around the world to provide advice to the Administrator and senior management. Almost unique in the UN system, this advisory committee meets at least once a year and is highly regarded in UNDP. The coordinator’s participation in this group has complemented and been a spring-board to many other Social Watch/UNDP collaborations that have included consultations on the Human Development Report, and regional and national workshops. Another Social Watch participant has recently been invited to join the committee.

CSO/UN Views

CSOs active in monitoring policy issues at UN headquarters also emphasized the value and impact of Social Watch. They pressed for a more active advocacy programme at the UN and insisted that Social Watch would bring needed capacity and perspectives to the UN CSO community. Some of the most active and successful CSO lobbyists at the UN expressed concern about declining NGO autonomy and about the dominance of the CSO community by northern or northern-led international coalitions. Social Watch autonomy and independence are not only appreciated, but Social Watch participation is viewed as creating more political space for other CSOs and networks.

The main focus of on-going NGO work at the UN continues to be on human rights, peace and security, international law and women’s rights. Historically, development NGOs have had a very limited on-going focus on work at UN headquarters, possibly because most non-US/Europe-based organizations have not established an on-going facility  in New York at UN headquarters, unlike such human rights groups as Amnesty. As one interviewee commented that the impact of civil society on the UN has slipped back to the pre-Earth Summit times. A UNDP official concurred: 

“In the context of reform and negotiation between member states, with the GA calling for hearings with civil society organizations, it is a critical time for organizations like Social Watch to double their efforts, to make sure that the civil society perspective is not forgotten. If they don’t (do this) there can be a draw back from civil society issues.”

Emphasis on the important and unusual role played by Social Watch is intimately linked/intertwined with the essence of the network’s accountability to people’s organizations in the south as well as the north and to its north-south cooperation, (core principles of the network we have tried to capture earlier in the evaluation). 

CSO Alliances

The challenge of being a leading CSO network whose participation and leadership are sought by others applies not only to requests, expectations, and pressures from UN officials and UN lobbyists but also from other CSO networks.   Social Watch has responded to and contributed its experience to other monitoring efforts and ‘watch’ initiatives, such as the development of  LDC Watch; it participated in the start up meeting of Health Watch, shared information with Housing Watch and Sustainability Watch, and provided tools for gender watchdog reporting activities. And, as already mentioned, joint funding was sought with the Tebtebba Foundation of the indigenous peoples network to develop a monitoring framework.  

 In very different ways, the experiences with the GCAP and WSF bring valuable lessons for Social Watch in discerning its approach to alliances with other civil society networks. 

The World Social Forum

The Brazilian national platform has been very involved in the origins and development of the World Social Forum (WSF). First held in Porto Alegre in 2001, the network of Social Watch was sought after to be an active member of the organizing committee as well as to be fully active in the Forum itself. Social Watch has been a member of the International Committee of the WSF since the creation of that body. Recently Social Watch has reaffirmed its interest in continuing being part of the Committee, with a rotating system of representation by a CC member close to where the meeting is held. It has organized a full programme of workshops at the Forums and participated in the regional social forums as they developed as well. In 2003, Social Watch launched its international report at the WSF. 

Most national platforms have identified the world and regional social forums as a high priority for the past and future activities. There is a strong affinity among the Social Watch network for the aims and objectives of the social forums, the development of alternative policies and social mobilization. However, their experiences at the WSFs have refined the priorities that Social Watch pursues at the WSFs to an overall approach of participating and supporting the forum, but playing a more moderate role in the organizing responsibilities. Some interviewees explained that competing events made it less valuable as a Social Watch platform and more valuable for internal Social Watch and CSO networking.

The Global Call to Action Against Poverty

The other major alliance of Social Watch during this period has been with the Global Call to Action against Poverty (GCAP). The pressures to not only be involved in, but take a leadership role with other networks became particularly pressing for the watershed year of 2005 with the confluence of three major international events around which civil society advocacy was being planned: the G8 meeting in Gleneagles, the Millennium Summit in New York and the WTO meeting in Hong Kong.

In October 2004 Social Watch decided to join the Call and endorsed the Johannesburg Declaration; later, in 2006, it endorsed its revision as the Beirut Declaration. Many national platforms were very active in GCAP and several of them were the key organizers of those coalitions in their countries; others chose not to join. The Coordinator of Social Watch became a member of the International Facilitation Group (IFG) of GCAP and co-chair of the Call’s lobby and policy working group. Some of the complexities of this relationship have already been discussed. Social Watch is a member of the International Facilitation Team (IFT) that replaced the IFG after the Beirut meeting.

At face value there should be strong complementarity between Social Watch and GCAP: GCAP is a campaigning activity to give strong public voice to the elimination of poverty and reducing inequalities; Social Watch has a solid analytical as well politically committed orientation. In practice the GCAP seemed to attach to Social Watch national platforms, but narrow the space for carefully developed policy dialogue because the campaigning approach was more of a slogan and less of an intellectually-led argument. Additionally GCAP had a heavy/near exclusive focus on the MDGs, seen as too limited by Social Watch. The MDG framework reinforces a donor/recipient approach to development and pressures to increase ODA. While the Secretariat and the CC were very sensitive to some of the dynamics and weaknesses of GCAP, more attention needed to be given to internal communication and guidance for the Watchers. One survey respondent specifically commented on the lack of information about global developments.

Finally, as already mentioned, given the extent of Social Watch involvement, GCAP absorbed a significant amount of Social Watch time, energy, and financial resources that the results did not fully merit; it seems to have diverted resources from the priority focus of Social Watch work, strengthening the national platforms, the Annual Report, and related capacity building activities.  

Although it is critical that Social Watch continue to form alliances with other CS networks, the experience of the past few years suggests that Social Watch has become more alert to some of the possible pitfalls.  In addition to improved communication of insights and guidance to national platforms, and as already mentioned, are the recommendations for the development of a Social Watch policy for forming/joining alliances.

Future – context and options

The changing international landscape has posed many challenges for Social Watch national platforms in positioning for greatest impact in the policy arena. There has been a shift away from an almost exclusive focus on the UN in the first five5 years of Social Watch. This period has witnessed a decline in the UN’s effectiveness in international policy setting. The Global Compact shook the confidence of some CSOs that the UN was the best venue for their efforts. With the establishment of the WTO and the impact of trade policies for development and rights work, much CSO energy has been directed to the WTO. And the many development CSOs have continued to apply their interests to the IFIs. All of these factors have contributed to the declining focus of NGOs on the UN after the decade of the global conferences.

Mainly due to the interests and resistance of the major economic powers, it has been difficult for the UN to move forward an agenda on macro-economics and globalization. The FFD process attempted this and brought in the IFIs as stakeholders. While the FFD process and conference addressed the full range of issues, ultimately it was used primarily for increased ODA commitments and the implementation of the MDGs. Rather than viewed as a reason to withdraw, these limitations were viewed by some as reinforcing the importance of Social Watch’s participation.

Initiatives to broaden the reach of economic, social and cultural rights continue, but the promise of integrating economic, social and cultural rights into the development work of the UN system has not yet materialized. The recent challenge to and demise of the Commission on Human Rights and the establishment of a new Human Rights Council have at best slowed development of UN programming in this direction as the focus for the next 2 two years will be on developing the institutional machinery for the new Council. The nexus of development and human rights and the rights-based approach to programming is no less valid and offers entry points, but is not thriving. 

These changes in the international policy environment are understandably seen as a setback for international advocacy and in recent years many CSOs have been questioning the UN’s effectiveness as an arena for their activities. Many have invested in alternative approaches and the World Social Forum in particular. In responding to the survey question on future advocacy venues, 51% identified the World and Regional Social Forums. They also strongly identified the follow up to the FFD as a priority [47%] and WSSD follow-up as a close 3rd [44%]. 

While some respondents expressed concern about the declining effectiveness of the UN as an arena for citizen advocacy, they reaffirmed the continuing commitment to multilateralism. Interview questions on this topic confirmed a deep connection in the Social Watch network to the UN and multilateralism. Most respondents reaffirmed that Social Watch is intimately connected to the UN as a network and as guidance for its work. One interviewee went so far as to say Social Watch would “lose direction” without the focus on the UN and multilateralism.  Another interviewee clearly articulated what others had indicated, that moving away from the UN and multilateralism reflects US dominance. 

The survey queried national platforms on the future of the network and the majority [58%] responded that it was “a successful network that should continue essentially in the same direction”. However, a sizeable group [30%] responded that it was “a successful network that has reached a peak and now needs to reassess its direction”. In follow-up telephone interviews, all who were asked to elaborate on this answer cited not internal Social Watch issues but the changing political environment and its impact on advocacy as driving the need for a re-assessment in the advocacy strategy.

UN officials and lobbyists who emphasized the importance of Social Watch involvement and advocacy around UN issues and processes, mentioned two main ways: more sustained and strategic involvement in existing processes and exploration of the new opportunities related to UN reform. While almost all interviews reflected mixed feelings and uneven knowledge about UN reform, they did endorse that the 2005 World Summit and the related UN reform have given momentum to some processes and institutions that could be useful as part of a future Social Watch strategy for UN. 

Further probing of UN officials on new opportunities led to emphasis on the Peace-Building Commission (PBC) and on greater involvement at the national level including with the UN Country Teams (UNCT). Newly established, the Peace-building Commission PBC integrates strategies for post conflict recovery and sustainable development. It will facilitate dialogue amongst key actors, including civil society,. Part of its “new-ness” is that it combines development and security matters, and previously member states have not given formal access to NGOs on security matters. 

As mentioned above, many Watchers indicated that they identify more strongly with Social Watch than other networks in which they participate. The changing international landscape is challenging the network to take positions on a broader range of issues than traditionally identified with the Copenhagen and Beijing agendas. Although it is too early to assess, work around the PBC could provide entry points and alliances for connecting with these important foreign policy and other issues.

Much emphasis in the development area of UN reform is placed on UN system coherence at the national level. This includes an initiative to support the work of the UN Country Teams with civil society and a trust fund is being developed to facilitate this. Its origins are in the Cardoso report recommendations. UNDP is actively working with civil society at the country level to facilitate their participation in policy discussion. A UNDP official noted that Social Watch should play a role by organizing fora on different issues. It would be worthwhile for Social Watch to explore these possibilities, perhaps in a few well chosen countries, to develop initiatives to support the work of national platforms. 

Another aspect of UN reform involves efforts to revitalize ECOSOC. If these are successful and ECOSOC meets annually at the ministerial level, it would provide a valuable platform for advocacy based on the Social Watch Annual Report.  

Finally, a recent UN development associated with the UN reform process is that of the establishment of the Democracy Fund. This is being well resourced by donors and adheres to criteria that include the participation of civil society.

These elements together with the inter-governmental tracks of FFD and a watching brief on the Peace-building Commission could make a firm package for a revitalized UN focus and programme building on Social Watch’s strengths.

The future vitality of the UN needs a more engaged developing country strategy. Recently there has been little interest and investment of the majority of developing countries in “progressive multilateralism”. For the most part, G77 positions and initiatives (or the lack of them) have been defensive or dominated by interests of the larger new industrialized countries or the oil-producing states. With increasing attention to other fora and to the bilateral level, large developing countries are not interested in a strong G77. Until the recent UN reform discussion, there has been very little initiative for multilateralism and very little challenge from civil society. Some interviewed about future priorities for Social Watch’s UN programme focused not on specific inter-governmental processes or UN agencies, but on the importance of bringing energy and attention to multilateral policy-making.

Social Watch is the best placed CSO network to undertake this challenge and other networks would benefit from strategies in this direction. It is clear that Social Watch’s history and reputation will generate access and many partners. It is also clear that if Social Watch does not sustain its engagement with the UN in a meaningful way, this access will decline and will not be easily transferred to new institutions and key players.

A collection of key points identified as opportunities for Social Watch and assets that the network brings includes:

- increased attention to advocacy and more sophisticated use of UN

- the “audience” of and at the UN for advocacy and the Annual Report

- monitoring expertise and experience that can contribute to other such exercises of, for example, the Millennium Campaign 

- work with the G77 member states

- alliances with progressive governments

- credibility with and access to senior UN officials and UN agencies

- leadership in civil society 

- accountability to southern-based people’s organizations being central to Social Watch;

- with its genuine North/South cooperation and credibility with all regions, making Social Watch is uniquely placed for positioning with other CSO networks

-  CSO work that will benefit from enhanced Social Watch engagement with the UN. 

It is clear that Social Watch needs to re-design its approach to the UN as the forum and opportunities have changed since Social Watch started. This is a very opportune time to re-assess strategies for international institutions as new structures are being put in place and e, some existing ones are being re-assessed; there is a new focus in development to the country level,; there will be a new Secretary-General. There are also changes taking place in the relevance of the IFIs and the WTO, other international institutions of interest to the Social Watch network. 

A re-design of Social Watch’s approach to UN work should be viewed as an integrated package that would address: network-building and developing capacity; sharper advocacy use for the international report; an advocacy strategy to support multilateralism; Social Watch participation and leadership with other CSO networks.  

This plan would include:

· Better dissemination of the report, moving towards a multiple-city international launch at a predictable time each year; 

· Better use of the report, supported by materials targeted for different audiences; 

· Identifying a few key policy messages connected to the report and consistent pursuit of them in multiple arenas;

· Enhanced communication and exchange among Watchers and between CC and Watchers;

· WSSD follow-up re-focused to the Financing for Development process;

· New arenas – so-called UN reform – to explore including PBC, Democracy Fund; national level “partnerships” with UNDP/UNCT; 

· More decentralization in representation of Social Watch at international events, but ensuring the visibility/attribution to Social Watch;

· More regular interplay with UN member states especially in G77; 

· More sustained UN presence, requiring an office at UN headquarters or a plan to ensure Social Watch presence to build relationships with CSOs and member states.

Finally, a proactive and well thought-out approach to emerging opportunities for external alliances will inform the network response to alliance invitations and help identify priorities for SW.

VI 
CONCLUSION

In the course of its history Social Watch has built a vital and highly diverse international network rooted in a genuine North/South partnership. Focus on production of the Social Watch Report with related lobbying and advocacy has been the glue that holds the network together. Now that the network has grown and reached a new stage, it requires tending. There is growing interest in network participation, and an important issue facing Social Watch is how to deal with integrating new and prospective national platforms into the existing structure.  Most respondents have stated as a priority deepening rather than expanding the network, signaling a need to take stock, to step back and assess the state of the network and consider the constraints, opportunities that lie ahead.  This five year assessment is part of that effort and points to areas of achievement and areas for action that could strengthen the network as it faces future challenges. 

The central activity on which the Annual Report is based is that of monitoring the compliance of governments with commitments made and progress achieved towards the goals set forth by the CSocD and the Third World Conference on Women. The international record that the Annual Report provides and related advocacy work around issues of social inequality and social justice have been justly praised bringing Social Watch considerable national and international recognition and respect. Viewed as more than a technical matter, monitoring activities at the country level have sought to integrate research and action/advocacy in a variety of ways, some focusing on the national level, others the sub-national and grass roots level. The diverse modalities and methods by which different national platforms have designed monitoring in tandem with advocacy, public education and awareness raising deserve more careful documentation and analysis than was possible in this evaluation. These varied national platform experiences are worthy of inclusion in the Annual Report as complementary to the valuable statistical analyses that currently constitutes its focus.  

Whether producing their own nationally focused reports or translating and/or adapting portions of the Annual Report for local use, the very process of reporting has served as a vehicle to promote and catalyze policy dialogue at national and international levels, as well as to foster discussion and mobilize people at all levels. Considering the positive reception the report has received, it can be anticipated that this could take place on a wider scale in the next five years with an expanded and carefully designed dissemination plan, including better timed and coordinated launches, and attention to more user friendly versions and associated materials. 

The latter will need further support, particularly at sub-national and local levels, with special attention to issues of language and translation. This oft expressed need might at least partly be addressed, by linking it to community strengthening and capacity building activities for which national platforms could seek independent funding.  

Simultaneous engagement at international and country levels enables national platforms to leverage activities and relationships to exert pressure for change in their countries. Support for capacity building of national platforms in the area of policy - as widely requested – would serve to strengthen not only the platforms, but the network as a whole, in this regard. 

Until now Social Watch has been successful in balancing the need for autonomy on the part of the national platforms and at the same time a sense of collectivity and cohesion. Principles of accountability on the part of the Secretariat to the national platforms and transparency in its operations have guided the Secretariat in maintaining this balance. Just how it is to be maintained in the face of growth and increased diversity is a challenge the network will need to face as it moves ahead.  

As national platforms weave the work of Social Watch into their other activities the uniqueness of each is ensured, making the exchange of experiences critical to maintaining a common commitment and sustaining the network as a whole. Mechanisms for such sharing need to be developed, not based on reporting requirements, but rather with information freely volunteered. Interviews were informative in demonstrating ways in which networks at the national level are resourced to enable such independence and confirmed that there is no one model. It is important that this balance between autonomy and coherence continue.

Social Watch is increasingly sought out for partnerships by UN agencies and civil society organizations and networks, bringing with them competing commitments and allegiances. A policy of alliances will provide some direction for the network with regard to priorities in the face of decisions that need to be made.

During the period of this evaluation, Social Watch has made significant contributions by virtue of its engagement with UN agencies and other civil society coalitions. In these arenas it has taken leadership positions and been instrumental in creating space for CSOs vis-à-vis the UN.  In order to continue to play a leadership role in the rapidly changing international environment, it now needs to reassess areas of priority and emphasis.  Building the capacity of national platforms for policy work and having a regular presence at the UN to closely monitor developments are required if Social Watch is to position itself most strategically and continue to play a vital role.

Over the past five years significant shifts have taken place in the external environment, in relation to which Social Watch has been able to significantly expand and enrich its work. Over the next five years it will need to be creative in how it balances the array of new opportunities and constraints with which it will be faced.  This evaluation suggests that the elements are in place for building on past achievements to shape an increasingly effective network for social justice for the future.

APPENDIX I 
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APPENDIX II
Survey Results
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APPENDIX III
Discussion Guides 

GUIDE FOR DISCUSSIONS WITH UN OFFICIALS/STAFF
What is the nature of your relationship with SW?

For how long have you known of/worked with Social Watch?

With whom have you had most contact in SW?

Around what issues have you worked together?

Has your work with SW influenced the work of your Division//Department?  If so, how?

Did you find your work with SW to be productive? Valuable?  If so, in what way?

What, if any, have been impediments to your working together?

Is the SW Annual Report useful to you?  


If so, how?  


If not, why not?

What do you consider its major value to be?

Did you attend the Report launch?

What do you see the major strengths and contributions of SW to be? 

GUIDE FOR DISCUSSIONS WITH NGOS

1. What is the nature of your relationship with SW?

2. For how long have you known of/worked with Social Watch?

3. With whom have you had most contact in SW?

4. Around what issues have you worked together?

5. Has your work with SW influenced the work you/your organization does?  If so, how?

6. Did you find your work with SW to be productive? Valuable?

7. How has your work with SW moved forward the civil society agenda at the UN?

8. What, if any, have been impediments to your working together?

9. Do you or your organization use the Annual Report?  


a.  If so, how?  (examples)



Advocacy



Lobbying



Workshops



Source for research



Other

b.  What has been the major value of the Report for you or your organization?


c.  If there is none, why not?

10.  Did you attend any of the launches? What impact do you think they had?

11.  What do you see as the major strengths and contributions of SW? 

12.  Do you have plans to work with Social Watch in the future?


a.  If so, how?


b.  If not, why?

APPENDIX IV
Country Reports 1996-2005

	
	COUNTRY REPORTS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1996-2005
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SOCIAL WATCH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Note: Countries are listed according to the number of national reports submitted by the Focal Point for the Social Watch Report during the period 1996-2005 (Column "Total").
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	TOTAL
	2005
	2004
	2003
	2002
	2001
	2000
	1999
	1998
	1997
	1996
	

	 
	TOTAL COUNTRY REPORTS PER YEAR
	 
	51
	49
	52
	48
	47
	45
	32
	36
	25
	13
	

	1
	BRAZIL
	10
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	

	2
	MEXICO
	10
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	

	3
	PERU
	10
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	

	4
	PHILIPPINES
	10
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	

	5
	BOLIVIA
	9
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	

	6
	COLOMBIA
	9
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	

	7
	EL SALVADOR
	9
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	

	8
	GERMANY
	9
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	

	9
	KENYA
	9
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	

	10
	UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
	9
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	

	11
	ZAMBIA
	9
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	1
	

	12
	CANADA
	8
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	

	13
	CHILE
	8
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	1
	1
	 
	

	14
	GHANA
	8
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	

	15
	GUATEMALA
	8
	1
	1
	 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	

	16
	INDIA
	8
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	1
	1
	1
	

	17
	ITALY
	8
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	

	18
	LEBANON
	8
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	

	19
	NETHERLANDS
	8
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	

	20
	SPAIN
	8
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	

	21
	UGANDA
	8
	 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	1
	1
	

	22
	UNITED KINGDOM
	8
	 
	 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	

	23
	URUGUAY
	8
	1
	 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	

	24
	ARGENTINA
	7
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	1
	 
	 
	

	25
	BULGARIA
	7
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	

	26
	COSTA RICA
	7
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	1
	 
	 
	

	27
	EGYPT
	7
	1
	1
	 
	 
	1
	1
	 
	1
	1
	1
	

	28
	MALAYSIA
	7
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	1
	1
	 
	

	29
	NEPAL 
	7
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	

	30
	PANAMA
	7
	1
	1
	1
	 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	

	31
	PARAGUAY
	7
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	

	32
	VENEZUELA
	7
	1
	1
	1
	 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	

	33
	BAHRAIN
	6
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	34
	BANGLADESH
	6
	 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	1
	

	35
	INDONESIA
	6
	1
	1
	 
	1
	1
	 
	 
	1
	1
	 
	

	36
	PALESTINE
	6
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	

	37
	SENEGAL
	6
	 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	1
	 
	

	38
	SOUTH AFRICA
	6
	 
	 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	

	39
	TANZANIA
	6
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	40
	HONDURAS
	5
	 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	

	41
	KAZAKHSTAN
	5
	1
	 
	1
	1
	 
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	

	42
	KOREA, REPUBLIC OF
	5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	43
	PORTUGAL
	5
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	1
	1
	 
	 
	

	44
	SURINAME
	5
	 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	45
	THAILAND
	5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	46
	IRAQ
	4
	 
	1
	 
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	47
	JORDAN
	4
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	48
	MOROCCO
	4
	1
	 
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	49
	NICARAGUA
	4
	1
	 
	1
	 
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	 
	

	50
	NIGERIA
	4
	1
	1
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	51
	VIET NAM
	4
	 
	 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	52
	ANGOLA 
	3
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	1
	 
	 
	

	53
	CAMBODIA
	3
	 
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	54
	ETHIOPIA
	3
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	1
	1
	

	55
	NORWAY
	3
	 
	 
	1
	 
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	56
	SRI LANKA
	3
	 
	 
	 
	1
	1
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	

	57
	SWITZERLAND
	3
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	58
	ALBANIA
	2
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	

	59
	ECUADOR
	2
	1
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	60
	PAKISTAN
	2
	1
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	61
	SUDAN
	2
	 
	 
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	62
	TUNISIA
	2
	 
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	63
	ALGERIA
	1
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	64
	BENIN
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	65
	BURKINA FASO
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	

	66
	BURMA (MYANMAR)
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	67
	FRANCE
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	

	68
	EUROPEAN UNION
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	

	69
	ISRAEL
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	

	70
	JAPAN
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	71
	MALTA
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	72
	MOZAMBIQUE
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	73
	ROMANIA
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	74
	SYRIAN ARAB REPUBLIC
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


APPENDIX V

Internal Evaluation of SW Annual Report 2005

APPENDIX  VI 
Regional Meetings

LIST OF REGIONAL MEETINGS

SOCIAL WATCH AFRICA

African Regional Social Watch Meeting, Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, September 22-24, 2004, “Eradicating Poverty in Africa for Social Development”, organized by the Women’s Legal Aid Center (WLAC), Tanzania, and Third World Network Africa, Ghana, attended by representatives from Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania, South Africa, Nigeria, Ghana, Morocco, Angola, Sudan, Zambia, as well as from Social Watch Asia and the Secretariat. 

SOCIAL WATCH ARAB REGION

Social Watch Arab Regional meeting, Beirut, September 10-11, 2001, “Capacity Building Workshop for Arab NGOs on Globalization and Trade”, organized by Arab NGO Network for Development and UNDP. 

Regional meeting in Beirut (2003) for Report launch during opening of the Assembly.

Arab NGO Network for Development (ANND) press conference for the launching of the Arabic edition of the Social Watch 2004 Annual Report, the Flamenco Hotel in Cairo, May 11, 2005, attended by representatives of Arab Civil Society Organizations from 14 Arab countries: Lebanon, Palestine, Iraq, Jordan, Yemen, Bahrain, Sudan, Morocco, Tunis, Algeria, Syria, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and Egypt. 

Informal meeting in Bahrain, November 6, 2005, during the parallel conference to ministerial conference: "Forum for the Future", attended by about 100 people from the region, including large delegation from Iraq, students from Saudi Arabia, press and others.

SOCIAL WATCH ASIA

 

Social Watch Asia Regional Meeting, Bangkok, Thailand. December 4-5, 2003.  “Challenges and Constraint to the MDGs: A Regional Perspectives”, attended by representatives from Bangladesh, Burma, Cambodia, China, India, Indonesia, Korea, Malaysia, Nepal, Philippines, Thailand, ESCAP and UNDP.

Social Watch Asia Regional Meeting, Siem Reap, Angkor, Cambodia, March 30 -April 1, 2005, “The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and Beyond: Stock-Taking and Forging Ahead” (the fourth Social Watch Asia meeting since 1998), organized by Social Watch Asia and SILAKA, attended by representatives from Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cambodia, China, India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Nepal, Pakistan, Philippines, South Korea, Thailand and Tanzania.

SOCIAL WATCH EUROPE

The 1st European Social Watch Conference, Berlin, Germany, November 20-21, 2004, “Strengthening Coalitions for Social Justice in Europe”, hosted by DGB Bildungswerk, Terre des Hommes, Global Policy Forum Europe and Eurostep. 

 
SOCIAL WATCH MEXICO AND CENTRAL AMERICA

Regional meeting in Antigua, November 8-9, 2001, coordinated by CIDEP, El Salvador. 

Regional meeting in Costa Rica, July 8 -10, 2002, “Development and Social Audit “, organized by the Centro de Estudios y Publicaciones; dedicated to popular education Central American countries and the network Centroamérica Solidaria, attended by more than 40 organizations from Panama, Costa Rica, Nicaragua, Honduras, El Salvador and Guatemala.

Regional meeting in Mexico, November 17-19, 2004, “Advocacy on civil society as public actors”, organized by DECA Equipo Pueblo, A.C. with participation of regional national coalitions. 

Regional meeting in Colonia del Sacramento, Uruguay, November 7-15, 2005, programme on economic, social and cultural rights (ESCR), organized by Social Watch and Dignity International, with participants from more than 25 civil society organizations from Latin America.

Fourth Regional meeting in Mexico, December 3-4, 2005, ¨Sharing regional and global experiences and perspectives”, organized by DESCA in Morelia-Michoacan.

SOCIAL WATCH LATIN AMERICA

Regional programme in Quito, Ecuador, September 8, 2005, “Linking & Learning Programme on ESC Rights for Latin America”, organized by CDES, COHRE-Americas Programme, Dignity International, Equipo Pueblo y Social Watch, with participants from Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, Venezuela.

Regional meeting in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, November 21-22, “Indicators for Civil Society”, a training, learning and working event; organized by Social Watch and sponsored by UNDP after Brazilian report launch. 

SOCIAL WATCH INTER-REGIONAL MEETING

Inter-regional meeting in Perugia, Italy, October 11-13, 2001, organized by the Italian Social Watch platform; attended by seventeen Southern Watchers who attended the 4th Assembly of the Peoples’ UN – A Global Civil Society Assembly: Globalization from Below. (Watchers participated in a one-day meeting to discuss the international context and to exchange views on strategy in aftermath of September 11th.) 

APPENDIX VII
Recommendations

Selected Recommendations for Network Coherence and Strengthening
Future challenges relate to building on, not changing, the essence of the network to ensure greater effectiveness. In what follows, some areas for improvement are identified, omitting statements of achievement and suggestions for continuity. The recommendations below are found throughout the evaluation report - in context and with information that supports them. This is a short list drawn from fuller discussion of these and other recommendations in the text pointing to some key directions.  Key findings include:

· developing a strategy for coordinated launch of the Report in several cities at a predictable time each year, maximizing media attention for better dissemination and distribution; 

· improving use of the Report with the design of materials for targeted audiences, primarily more popular materials and advocacy materials; 

· translating the Report into French; 

· improving the quality of the Report through greater overall coherence, especially between the overall theme and the thematic pieces, including a synthetic overview of findings, and better overall design (font size, density of text, etc.);

· improving the visibility of results achieved with the Social Watch structure which captures the principles and practices of collective work;

· giving more attention to strengthening and deepening the network than to expanding it; more focused attention to regions with few and new national platforms;  

· developing an information base necessary to gain and project a clear and fuller picture of network activities/accomplishments; improving information-sharing that helps the national platforms and the network make strategic choices;

· information sharing within and about the network facilitated by the Secretariat and in a variety of ways, e.g. a regular newsletter; information on external events and watcher and national platform activity;

· better anticipation of requests for participation and leadership in other CSO initiatives, developing a “policy of alliances” to protect and promote SW’s leadership role in civil society; improving communication of insights to national platforms, enhancing their ability to make informed decisions about forming/joining alliances;

· increasing use of the CC and watchers for capacity development and representation in CSO relations and at international events, but ensuring the visibility of, and attribution to, SW;

· developing a well-designed UN programme that focuses the follow-up to WSSD on the Financing for Development process and exploring new arenas at international and national levels;
· supporting a regular UN presence, such as an office at UN headquarters and/or a rotating UN team that includes national platforms, to build relationships with member states; 

· developing a funding plan that reflects priorities over the next 5 years and builds donor relationships to facilitate proposal development;

· seeking funding for development of discrete programmes, e.g. regional, sub-regional and national exchanges linked to capacity building programme; a UN presence for more effective SW representation; SW/UNDP or /UNCT partnerships at the country level; fellowship programmes.

Tanzania





“Five groups were established between 2002 and 2004 and we plan to add two more in the coming year, so there will be seven groups with sub-units that operate at the district level. In addition, some SAHRiNGON member centers have paralegal units in different regions of the country through whom we work.  The paralegals work with focal points who are community group leaders.  The district is huge and paralegals with focal point group members requested additional units within a district.”





	Asked how they work, the response was: 





“We train them on monitoring issues and skills and ask them what areas they want to look at.  They look at the plans of the government for follow up with the district governing authority.  We leave them to follow up. For example, they said there was no road for access to market, etc.  The plan was already in place with the budget.  We went to the government to get the budget and they gave us a report on the progress of it.  We discovered in the process that they were mainly asking to follow up on the plan, but not on the budget.  So, now we are asking them to follow up on the budget.”





	Asked how they monitor and lobby: 





“We ask the local authorities to identify issues and their plans.  We want leaders to be accountable.  We ask focal points to monitor… We come together in a group; it needs a good facilitator so that there is constructive criticism; otherwise it is a problem.  Sometimes it is very difficult.  Sometimes we bring the plans.  They haven’t seen the plans themselves.” 





“We hold a Social Watch Country Forum to which we invite officials and ask the local people themselves to come.  It is very interesting.  The ministers are shocked.  In some areas things are actually changed.  Each year we have a fact finding mission that involves the people and a report is produced and launched at the Forum.  Last year there were two reports: the Fact Finding Commission report on the follow-up to Copenhagen and one on the five year implementation of the MDGs.  The format is different from the international Annual Report.  We lobby with both.” 























Indonesia





“There is no real structure, but a mailing list to which we distribute information from Social Watch global and regional. Information is distributed to different levels using local languages. All of us work at the grass roots level. We work with farmers, women, on environmental issues. All of us work directly at the ground; it is our daily work. We are NGO workers, mostly activists, mobilizers, campaigners, organizers at the grass roots level. We are not in universities or the private sector. We give the hard copy of the Annual Report to different organizations and use it as a tool for analysis. It is discussed with the grass roots; we take data and examples from it. We also learn how to read the report. We don’t give it to grass roots people.”





With regard to developing indicators:  





“We do not develop our own indicators. We use national indicators. Each area, village, has different interpretations and we ask the villagers about them, e.g. If you think you are poor what do you mean? We have discussions about what is poverty, what are basic needs. And we ask why, why, why.  We use the national and international indicators as a platform for discussion. We discuss the ratio of girls to boys in school; it is a learning process. Our uniqueness in Social Watch Indonesia is really work with the grassroots organizations. Some friends work at advocacy and policy levels, but we work with the grassroots. There is a need to bridge the global and grassroots. We work at the district level too, facilitate grassroots engagement there and connect with national level processes. It is very systematic.”  














� Some countries are not able to report consistently every year, so that if one looks only at the years 2001 and 2005 it appears that the total number of countries reporting has only increased from 45 to 51. This is misleading because it does not include a number of countries that contributed in 2001, but did not do so in 2005, e.g., Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Indonesia, Iraq, Norway, Senegal, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Suriname, Uganda, the UK, Vietnam. They may, however, have contributed in intervening years and most continue to be actively involved in other ways, One is counted as contributing in 2005 after a 7 year gap. Still others may have only contributed in the years between 2001 and 2005. 


� The survey breakdown is as follows: the media (65%), workshops and seminars (58%), the launch (48%), mailings (44%) and public meetings (38%)


� The Citizens’ Report on the Quality of Life in the World. 2003.


� See Appendix V :  Evaluation Annual Report 2005


� They include 8 in Central and South America, 5 in Asia, 4 in Africa, and 1 in the Arab region.


� Regional and sub-regional meetings took place prior to 2001, but organizing on a regional basis has been strengthened since then.


� Two were organized prior to 2001. (See Appendix VI  for list of meetings)


� ITeM, the Third World Institute located in Montevideo, Uruguay, hosts Social Watch. It is the fiduciary umbrella under which Social Watch operates.


� 2nd Global Linking and Learning Programme on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, organized by Dignity International, Portugal, 2003 


� Workshops and courses have already taken place this year in Venezuela and Ecuador, and are planned for Brazil, Colombia,   


.


� This list is partial, representing only those meetings about which information could be obtained at the time of the evaluation.  They include a mix of organizing meetings, training and capacity building workshops, and launches, when the occasion was used as to discuss regional issues.





�Numbers wrong on screen
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