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Executive Summary

The Advocacy Initiative has its origins in a discusatoine Centre for Nonprofit

Management (TCDBumme School in 2008 which addressed the theme of

Relationships and Representation: Irish Civil SociethealCrossroadsThis event

considered various aspects of the development of the Community and Voluntary

sector and its relationship with the State ardldzo t A O I 3Sy OASa® ¢ K
engagement in, and experience of, advocacy was one element that featured
prominently in discussions an8ummer Schooparticipants agreed to support an
AYAGALFIGA@GS G2 SELX 2NB (KS OdBbs&pyeitly,adl 6 S 27
W/ BHN]AK2LIQ o1 & K Std fRrthér ¢xanhin® th’d qussidn and 1oy

0Sad GKS aSOG2NRa AyuSNBad Ay dF1Ay3a az2ys

At the conclusion of the Café Workshop a small number of individeatoral

leaders indicated their commitment to further action and, through a series of
subsequent meetings, a Steering Group of organisational representatives, eventually
numbering 17, was formed. Over a period of some months the Steering Group
developeda proposal for collaborative action to examine the current status of

I RG20F 08 o6& /[/2YYdzyAdGeé FyR x2fdzydl NBE 2NABI yA
relationships with Government and public agencies. Having sourced philanthropic

funding the Steering Grqu appointed Middlequarter Limited and Montague
Communications, following a tendering competition, to jointly manage the first

phase of the Initiative.

The motivation that underpins the Advocacy Initiative can be summarisegnas
interest in exploring theexperience, pratice and principles of advocacy with the
following goals:
a) To advance knowledge on the current state of advocacy in Ireland
by ¢2 LINPOBARS | LISNRALISOGAGS 2y GKS [/ 2YYdzyA
challengesand
c) To contribute to informediebate with the sector and the State

In addition, the origins of the Initiative owed much #ogrowing view within the
sector thatgovernment and senior civil servants were becomirgeasingly hostile
to advocacy. Yet thiswas aview that wasnot shared by everyone. Sdhe

LYAGALF GA @S Quas pfoinptdd iy andnkehes yfexporing the idea that
there is a threat to advocacy

The Initiative was established during a period of profound social, political and
economic change and, as a restulige context for advocacy today is significantly
different from what it was when discussions began. Community and Voluntary
organisationsare now operating in a rgource constrained environment which is

Qe
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likely to continue for the foreseeable future and where an unintended consequence
of successful advocacythatit cansometimes be won at the expensé some other
vulnerable group.

The newcontext also compels a #examination of the role of Community and
Voluntary organisations in a societal context in whitte major institutions
including church, polittcs and business have all lost credibility, some very
dramatically. Thispresents an pportunity to the Community and dfuntary sector

to provide leadershipnd to be more ambitiousn considemg the potential fora
much more fundamental transformation of society.

Theactivities undertaken in this, the anticipated first phase of the duhcy
Initiative, included the following distinct components:

e Literature Review

e Quantitative Survey
¢ Qualitative Interviews
e [Forum

e Conference

The output from each of these elements is summarjseshd their specific
contribution towards addressing the primary goals (see above) that are at the heart
of the Advocacy Initiative is identified in Sections 3 to 7 (inclusive) of this report.

In Section Eight, the most significant findings from thespatate elements of the
Initiative are synthesised and discussed. The primary insights to emerge include:

e 93% of organisations participating in the quantitative survey (170
organisations out of a sample of 3@2a response rate of 47%) stated that
they engage in advocagcyand nost (73.7%)are currently doing more
advocacy than thewere five years ago;

e Overwhelmingly, 86% o$urveyrespondents believe the environment for
advocacy is becoming more challenging

e In spite of the perception that advocacyusder threat,more than 56% of
respondents stated that they have not experienced any real or threatened
(implicit or explicit) loss of funding or opportunity arising from their advocacy
activity;

e The levelof understandingof Community and Voluntary orgasdtions as to
how the policy making system works in Irelaadrariable;

e Policy makers and observers agree that there is an imbalance in the extent to
which Community and Wluntary organisations arecritical of Government
against its acknowledgement pfogress and provision of solutisn

e The issue of respect is a major bone ohiention between policy makers
and advocates from Community and Voluntarganisations;

Qe
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e There is a need for advocates to become more strategic and proagavel
more realistc in the context of the current economic circumstances;

e The legitimacy of advocacy ommunity and Voluntary organisations
based on the twin democratic rights of freedom of association and freedom
of speech;

e Advocacy organisations help to address sashéhe democratic deficits that
are created by the representative model of democragythey are
indispensible intermediariedut the space they occupy is often contested,;

e \ery few of the policy makers interviewedall developed a clear and
considered viewon the role of advocacy by Community and Voluntary
organisations in a democratic socigety

e |t was accepted almost univeally by the interviewees thatate funding of
Community and Voluntary organisations doaspose some element of
constraint on such orgaisations in terms of how they approach their
advocacywork. However, differing vieswere expressed on the extent of
the canstraints involved and howhey actually impact on advocacy;

e Policy makers and observers believe that there is a need for greater
coordination amongst Community and Voluntary organisagio possibly
along the lines ofthe trade union M@SYSyYy G |yR SYLI 28 SNAEQ
althoughthe need for greater coordination is accepted amongst advocates,
the notion of one overarching organisation f@ommunity and Voluntary
organisations is seen as misguided,;

e Community and Voluntary organisations would seem to welcome the idea of
a formal Code of Conduct or a Framework of Understanding for managing
the relationship between the State and such organ®madi Policy makers do
not seem to have ergged much with this concept yet.

The Forum and Conference provided opportunities to share findings and engage in
discussion with significant numbers of Community and Voluntary sector colleagues.
There wadroadendorsementof the veracity of the research and, although some of
the findings are challenging, there was a general acceptance that they provide an
important overview of the current state of advocacy in Ireland, including how
policymakers and external obsers perceive this advocacy. Equally, these events
were also important opportunities to access a moredeapth and nuanced
perspective from advocacy activists that included:

e While organisations could be more effective in their advocacy, they are
performing reasonably well given the resources at their disposal;

e The deficits in understanding of the policy making system are real and need
to be addressed,;

e There was an acceptance that the majority of Community and Voluntary
organisations are not being LIS N&E S Odzi SRQ RdzShowévar (1 KSA NJ
some organisations are experiencing difficulties in their relations with some
parts of the state;

Qe 7
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e Althoughlack of respect from some state institutions is a real and pressing
issue, Community and Voluntary orgsaiions have to persevere in their
advoacy work;

e There is a strong body of opinion that tAelvocacy Initiativshould continue
with its work.

In considering the considerable and rich tapestry of data and perspective gathered in
the course of the first pase of the Advocacy Initiative, the authors have identified
the following challenges for the sector:

- To develop a common drshared definition of advocacy;

- The issue of threatto advocacyorganisations, whether explicit or implicit,
remainsimportant for some organisations and therefofer the sector and
requires furthe exploration and investigation;

- To address the question tiie legitimacy and role chdvocacy and to forge
more respectful relationships betweeadvocates and policymakers, possibly
byway of a Compact, or similar device;

- To bring greater coherencéo advocacy work possibly through increased
coardination, alliance working and consolidation of organisations;

- To address m@jor skill and knowledge deficjte.g.in terms of how the policy
making system worksand how to bring the voice of membersna service
users to the fore in advocacy;

- To access adequatesources to address these deficits and to ensure that
skilled personnel anéppropriate fundingare availble to Community and
Voluntary organisationt support effective advocacy;

- To develop mechanisms to more accurately measure and assess the
effectiveness of Community and VoluhtZ 2 NBIF YA Al 0A2yaAQ | R@2C

- To examine the possible constraining impadt legislative provisions,
including the Electoral Act and the Charities Actadvocacy.

Based on consideration of the data and perspectives gathered, and these identified
challenges, we make the following recommendations for the Advocacy Initiative and
to the sector as a whole (see Section Nine):

1. Defining Advocacy

There is a clearly identified need to develop a common and agreed definition of
advocacy. This definition would need to be situated in the context of democratic
theory in order to demonsate clearly the legitimacy ofand necessity forNGO

advocacy in a modern developed democrac$uch a definition would need to

specify and define the main components of advocacy including lobbying, public
campaigning and media relations. In carrying this exercise, the sector should be

open to exploring the use of new terngsNJ- 0 K S NJ U K | /if thiey recen@ O O & Q

widespread support.
0
o e o W
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2. Research

The requirement for more research on a number of fronts was clearlgtiftk=
during Phase One dhe Initiative and we are recommending that the following
pieces of research be undertaken in a possible Phase Two:

(a) While 56% of organisations said that they had not experienced threats, clearly a
substantial number of NGOs have reported being threatbgor feeling threatened

¢ because of their advocacy. We believe it is necessary to undertake a more
sophisticated and wilepth analysis of this issue. For example, such an analysis
would need to examine if such threats are experienced across the boaid
particular subsectors and try and establish why this might or might not be the case.
(b) Further research is required in order to develop common tools and processes for
evaluating the effectiveness or otherwise of NGO advocacy. Indeed, developing
common and agreed definitionsand measurementsof what constitutes
effectiveness will be required.

(c) Having settled on what constitutes effectiveness, research is also needetento
advocacy methods and approachdést are proving to bemost effective and the
correlation between the level of resources being invested and real or perceived
outcomes. This research should also look at how the sector compares in terms of
effectiveness with other sectors like business and trade unions. A tangible outcome
ofl KAd NB&ASINDK akKz2dzZ R 06S GKS RS@St2LIYSyl
advocacy.

(d) To enable the research to maximise its reach into the sector it will be necessary
to develop and maintain a comprehensive electronic database of Community &
Vduntary organisations that engage in advocacy.

3. Resources/Knowledge/Skills

The need to improve the knowledge and skill levels of NGO advocates was
acknowledged byirtually all who took part in the Advocacy Initiative. The following
are some of the @eas thatrequire action:

(a) Development of an um-date information resource (for example a book or
online toolkit) on how the process of policymaking actually works in Ireland and the
provision of information/training courses in this area.

(b) Development and delivery of training in campaigning and advocacy skills,
including the development of a manual. This training programme should include the
use of new media and the role that service users or clients should play in advocacy
It should also focus on the examples or case studies of effective campaigns
developed under Recommendation 2.c above.

(c) The notion of greater coordination of the advocacy work of Community and
Voluntary organisations has gained some momentum during this phase of the

Qe 9
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Advocacy Initiative. However, there is no consensus as to what shape such
coordination should take. As a first step, and with a view to stimulating wider
discussion, we recommend theeation of a repository or shared space where the
network of NGO advotas can provide mutual support to each other. Some specific
ideas that emerged from the Conference that are worth exploring are the
development of mentoring relationships, an online portal for sharing resouaioes
ideas, an annual conferenom advocacyand a regular enewsletter.

4. Building Relationships

One of the strongest themes to emerge from the research was the strong sense of a
lack of respect experienced by both NGOs and policy makers in their relationships
with each other:

(&) Much of this arises from a lack of understanding of the pressures that both sides

are working under In orderto create more understanding we recommetfitat a

ASNASAE 2F AYTF2NXIE YR W2FF (KS NBO2NRQ S
NGO advocates andsier policy makers.

(b) In addition, werecommendthat a sectofrwide dialogue be undertaken to

identify and agree on what constitutes principles of good advocacy practice with a

view to developing a Code of Conduct that would be promoted within the secidr
would,inturn, KSf LJ aKIF LIS (KS aSO02NNa NBflFGA2yaKAL

5. Legislative/Policy Issues

A number of interviewees and participants at the Forum and Conference raised
guestions aboutthe constraints being placed on NGO advocacysésvice leel
agreements with the public sector as well as the Electoral and Charities Acts. We
recommendthat legal expertisebe retained toexaminethese issues and to make
recommendations for policy or legislative change that the NGO sectqruane.

6. Takng Ownership

In order for these recommendations to be acted upon, ownership needs to be taken

of this process. It is clear from the conference feedback that there is a strong
consensus that the Advocacy Initiative should continue in some shape or finm.

OASs A& aUNBy3IGKSYSR o6& (KS KA3IK fS@Sta 2
activities ¢ including by senior leaders within the sector. On these bases, we
recommendthat the Initiative continue and take the lead in implementing these
recommendations.

10
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Section One: Background

The Advocacy Initiativevas established by a group of Community arauwtary

organisations with the aim of exploring the principlgsactices and experience of

policy advocacy by organisatiomstheir sector It owes its origins to deliberations

at the Centre for Nonprofit Management (TCDpummer School in 200&hich

addressed the theme dRelationships and Representation: IrishilQaciety athe
Crossroads.This event considered various aspects of the development of the
Community and Voluntary sector and its relationship with the State and public

I 3SYyOASa® ¢KS aSO02NRa Sy3aFr3asySyd Ays |
element that featured prominently in gcussions andummer Schogbarticipants

FANBSR (2 adzlLl2NI Fy AYAGAFGAGS G2 SELX 2N
asou2a@xaSljdzSyadftes | WOIFTS 92Nl akKz2LIQ o6l a KS
College. The workshop sought the views and drew thie experience of people in

GKS &aSOG2NJ I NPdzy R G KS | dzSpiofit o ofvil sbcety WI R@2 O
a4 SO0 22ANXepy of the report on the workshop is available at
http://www.cnm.tcd.ie/dial ogue/advocacy.php

At the end of the workshop Kieran Murphy, National Director, Society of St Vincent
de Paul extended an invitation to others with a similar interest in developing
thinking on this question to contact him This resulted in a number of raéngs
taking place leading to the setting up of a Steering Group to lead the project and
agreement on Terms of Reference for a proposed Advocacy Initiative.

The Steering Group compris&g organisationsthat cametogetherin late 2008to

form the Initiative. The organisations reflect a wide range of voluntary and

community organisationsThey spent the first nine months determining the nature

and goals of the Initiative, iagreeing terms of reference for a research project and

exploring potentialsources of funding.They succeeded in attractinfignding from

Atlantic Philanthropies and following a tendering competition, awarded the

O2y NI OO0 F2NJ YI yI 3AY JointykESMiddlgghaiter Litnited S Qa F A I
and Montague Commuoations in December 2009

! Members of the Advocacy Initiative Steering Group are: Kieran Muihgt (National Director,
Society of St Vincent de PauDaroline FaheySociety of St Vincent de Paul), Frances Byrme (O
Parent ExchangeNetwork), Anthony CarrickDisability Federation of Ireland), Sheila Nordaisi{l
Charities Tax Reform), NoelineBlackwell and Ed&uinn (Fee Legal Aid Centres, Mike Allen (Focus
Ireland), Ava BattlefCarmichael Centréor Voluntary Groups Noeleen Hartigan (Amnesty), Mary
McDermott, Kathleen O'Meara (Irish Cancer Society), Lorna Jgar(iinish CanceBociety), Patrick
Burke (Simon Communities of Ireland), Sheilar©a (Glencree), June Tinsley (Barnardos), Eugene
Flynn (54 Degrees), Andre®Regan (Centre for Neprofit Management), David Lynch (Community
Worker's CeOp); Siobhan O'Donoghf€ommunity Platform), Judy Dunne (Consumers' Association

of Ireland)
\ .
a
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Purpose

Theorganisations that came together to establish the Advocacy Initiative shared a
number of experiences and concerns

- They shared a convicticimat a developed and robust civil society sector is
critical o contemporary foms of participative democracy, and ancern
that within the Irish context generally there is a lack of clarity and
understanding about the importance of this role and the types of processes
that are vital to its conduct. The Advocaciytiftive sought to address this
problem, viewingadvocacy as a key tool in a functioning civil society.

- They were ware that advocates and advocacy organisations were very busy
doing advocacy but that there was very little opportynifor a shared
reflection on theiractivity. While therehad been reflections and reviews on
specific campaigns and in particular organisatighere was little structured
reflection about advocacy within the wider sectdrhey sought to begiwith
a simple questionWhat is your experience of being an advocate and doing
advocacyand, from that starting poinfto build up apicture of advocacwat
this point in time.

- They were conscious of growing view within the sector that the
government and senior civil servantere becoming increasingly hostile to
advocacy, were prepared to use their power to frustrate some advocacy
efforts and in some cases to actually undermine organisatiofed.thiswas a
view that wasnot shared byeveryone. So, one of the concerrthat
promptedid KS Ly A (ALl (A @& Diexpdaithe lidéaf tHatitHeré 8y {
aWiKNBIFd G2 | Rg20l 0eQo

- The organisations involved recognis#étht, while they all use the term
advocacy they sometimes mearvery different things by it. Theyanted to
get a beter understanding and shared agreement of the role of advocacy in
a democracy.

- They alsovanted the Initiative to explar the experience of advocacy from
the perspective of those who weren the receiving end of advocacythe
politicians andsenior civilservantsg as well as from the perspective of those
who were doing the advocacy Otherwise it wasfelt that it would be
unbalancedand would leave an important piece of the advocacy context
unexplored.

- They were also consciotisat the sector is doing great deal of advocaay
but this begs the questiorhow effectiveis this advocacy, and homight it
be enhanced further?

In summary, the Steering Group shared an intenesexploring the experience,
pradice and principles of advocacy and sought to:

a) Contribute to the body of knowledge on the question of advocacy at a sectoral
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level,

b) Generate informed debate within the sector, and with the State;

c)Enhance capacity in exercising advocacy within the sector through a range of
measures, for examp] § KNR2dzZAK (GKS LINRY2{GAz2y 2F 0Sai
9y 3aIFISYSYyilé o

It is relevant to acknowledge the particular timeliness of the Advocacy Initiative.
Although it seemed an important undertaking in June 2Q@&hich we now know to
have been posboom, prerecession Ireland; the context for advocacy today is
significantly different from what it was then. Community and Voluntary
organisationsare now operating in a resource constrained environment, where the
public finances are shrinking and likely to beppor state forat least the next &, 8
years and where an unintended consequerafesuccessful advocacy now is that
can sometimes be won at the expense# some other vulnerable group. This
unintended consequence is a new feature of advoct@at hasto be taken into
account.

The new context also compels a-egamination of the role of Community and
Voluntary organisations in a societal contexteland is gog through significant
changes wher¢he major institutionsincludingchurch, polittcsand business have all
lost credibility, some very dramatically.This presents an opportunity to the
Community and Wluntary sector to provide leadership as the values and attitudes
of Irish society are being reshaped. Much of our advocacy efforts are foaused
achieving progress in particular areas of policyouth, older people, income
adequacyhomelessness, or disability to name but a few. Yet the current climate
offers an opportunity to be more ambitious and consider a much more fundamental
transformaion of society.

13
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Section Two: Methodology

Terms of Reference

Following a tendering competition Middlequartetimited and Montague
Communications were jointly awarded the contract for the management of the first
phase of the Advocacy Initiative withéfollowing terms of reference:

e Identify principles and diverse models of advocacy used internationally
across he public, private and3sectors in the context of the role of Civil
Society in contemporary democracies.

e Draw on the experience of international experts in this area

e Convene a Forum to consider the future practice of effective advocacy in
Ireland.

e Descibe and distil the contemporary practices of advocacy i.e. what is done,
how is it done, and is there a problem?

e Review the role, practice and function of civil society advocacy from several
perspectives

e Determine if there is a problem regarding organfs@& y & Q | 6 At A (@
as a direct result of government/public sector policy and intervention

e Assess the nature and extent of such a problem.

e Explore the subjective experiences of advocates.

e Convene a forum of stakeholders, and a Conference aimed waidar
audience, to examine and explore implications of the research findings.

e Develop a proposal for a follow on project to enhance sectoral capacity and
promote effective advocacy amongst key actors (community and voluntary
sector organisations, statutory agencies, elected representatives,
government and civil servants).

Methodology
Themethodology had several distinct components as follows:

Desk research

International literature was reviewed in order to locate the work of the Advocacy
Initiative within current international perspectives that include definitions; the
importance of advocacy by civil society actors within democracies and its
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contribution to their mission fidelity; how civil society advocacy impacts on relations
between these actors and the state; and how these relations might be managed
productively. A summary of this desk research will be found in Section Three.

Quantitative Survey

An onlne survey of a sample of 362 Community and Voluntary organisations was
undertaken in February and March 2010. The questionnaire was developed in
consultation with the Project Management Group, which also approved the final
version. The questionnaire mde found at Appendix 1. At the beginning of the
guestionnaire respondents were informed that the focus of the Initiative is on
advocacy to influence policy, legislation and the provision of resources and/or
serviceg rather than advocacy on behalf ofdividuals. Examples of advocacy given
were lobbying, campaigning, making submissions, influencing politicians and
officials, public information and raising public awareness, press releases, press
conferences, media interviews, demonstrating, petitioningtc.  Using the
SurveyMonkeywww.surveymonkey.copnsurvey tool, the questionnaire was issued
on 16" February 2010 with a covering letter from the Chair of the Initiative. Two
reminders were subsequently sent, @ February and % March, and the survey
was finally closed on i6March. A total of 170 community and voluntary
organisations responded to the questionnage response rate of 47%. The results
of the survey are summarised with accompanying grapt&ection Four.

Qualitative Interviews

In addition to the quantitative survey, 4depth interviews were undertaken with
nine Community and Voluntary sector leaders of organisations of different size,
areas of focus and parts of the country. A furtiwelve indepth interviews were
undertaken with a variety of individuals with a specific perspective on advocacy by
Community and Voluntary organisations. These observers inclpolgdtians, party
officials, senior civil servants, senior personnel atestagenciesphilanthropy,and
interested observers drawn from social partners and the medihese interviews
were primarily undertaken during March and April 2010 and followed a Discussion
Guide (see Appendix 2) that had been previously agreed with Rneject
Management Group. Section Five comprises an overview of these qualitative
interviews.

Forum

A Forum of almost 50 organisations drawn from the sector was held in All Hallows,

Dublin on the afternoon of 25March 2010 based on an adapted formtbé café

workshop model. The Forum was therefore highly participative. It sought to
AGAYdzZ S RA&AOdzZA&A2Y YR SEtAOAG LI NIAOALN Y
ideas for making advocacy by the sector more effective and productive. Section Si

provides a summary of the discussion and output from the Forum.
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Reference Group

A Reference Group of twelve members was invited to assist in interpreting the
results arising from the quantitative and qualitative data and the outputs from the
Forum. TheReference Group comprised broadly equal representation from the
Steering Group and others with a perspective on advocacy by the Community and
Voluntary sector and/or with a detailed knowledge of the political system and
process. The Group met on one osicen, on 2% April, and had been provided with

a summary of the data in advance. The contributions of the Reference Group
members assisted in the formulation of conclusions arising from the research
undertaken for the Initiative.

Conference

The final activity in Phase 1 of the Advocacy Initiative was a conference for
representatives of Community and Voluntary organisations held in the Ashling Hotel,
Dublin on 18' June 2010. Participation in the Conference was free and the event
was oversubscribed with approximately 130 participants. An overview of the
research findings was presented and this was augmented by the presentation of
three perspectives by three members of the Steering Group. There was a high level
of participation both in discgsion groups and plenary sessions, which focused both

2y LI NIAOALI yiaQ SELISNASYOS 2F | RG20!I 0@

views on potential next steps for the Advocacy initiative. A summary of the
Conference presentations and discussioit g found in Section Seven.

16
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Section Three: The Literature on Advocacy

In order to ground the research for this phase of the Advocacy Initiative within

current national and international perspectives on advocacyCmmmunity and
Voluntaryorganisations Brian Dunphy, the Research Assistant to Middlequarter and
Montague Communications undertook a detailed literature reviewi Qa A YLI2 NI | y
point out to readers of this report that there is relatively little academic literature
addressingadvocacy from an Irish perspective, so, by necessity, much of the

material relied upon here originated from the United States of America, as well as
Australia, Britain and South Africa, and reflects the experience of advocacy in their
particular contexts.

The review addressed a number of different areas:

e Definitions of advocacy;

e The role of advocacy in a democracy;

e Importance of advocacy to NGOs and their mission in society;

e 1 2g | RO20I 08 AYLI Ola 2y bDhaQ NBflIiA2ya
e How these relationshipare managed.

The material below demonstratethat many of the debates and issues that have
emerged through the researabn this phase of the Advocacy Initiatiaee also very
current in the academic discourse around advocacy.

Definitions of Advocacy

The range of organisations that could be considered as part of civil society is wide

indeed and academic effa@t (i 2 NEFTAYS (GKS RSTFAYAGARZY z
33t 2YSNI GA2y ¢ O2ydAydzSa Hwewdihelcdngeptefn nu T al
advocacy provides aseful parameter with which to define the different ways

Community and Voluntary organisationsd 0 SYLJi G2 FTRR G2 GKS «a
Implicit in the choice of terminologis the understanding that such organisations

are engaged in extrparliamentary repesentation or policy advocacy woand are

I NBt I GA@Ste avyltt &adzoaSd 27F GCdé hasN2I RSNJ
defined advocacys the pursuit of influencing outcomes including publigpolicy

and resource allocation decisions within political, economic, and social systems and
institutionst G K & RANBOGft & | FFSOG LIS2LX SQ&a OdzNNBY

Advocacy activity includes a diveysiof strategies. LG Yl & Ay Of dzZRS WA

approaches, in which organisations participate within official peti@king spaces,
such as through writing submissions to government and sitting on government
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committees. LG Yl & | f&az2 AyOf dsbadhesYstoNBs the2nimé & A R S NI
radical activities of street protests or occupying spaces (Carbert 2004).
Organisations that engage in advocacy do so on behalf of the interests they
represent. Their hope is that by engaging in the public sphere, they wilienfte

Widdzo f AO L2t AO0& 2NJ 6KS RSOAeét al.20608). Hedce,| y& AY 3
I RG20F O0& 2NAlFyAaldGAz2ya FNB LRfAGAOFE S 2NJ |
dzLJ G KS 32 @S NY Y STHhel miat ofyhase Srganisations isksimply to

do the work of government; it is tohangethe work of government.Their intent is

to influence change or to shore up support for an existing position and they are

likely to encounter some form of opposition because advocacy can affect other

aidl | S KisdreRtS N &

Community and Voluntary organisatd® | R@2 O Oé ¢2NJ] Aa 3INRdzyR
that social change occurs through pigk and that the power of thet&e can be
moved to act on behalf of people (Reid 1999 rganisations that mgage in
advocacy articulate policy positions on behalf of citizens or interest groUpey
direct their efforts at a range of audiences and seek to use ideas and speech to
shape the environment in which they operatelf one®@ aim is to shape public
priorities, some believe advocacy is a way of achieving substantial levevabie

direct service programes change the world one client at a time, advocacy efforts
focus on broad changes in systems and polittyworks like the wholesale part of

the nonpofit sector. The reason it creates leverage is simple, instead of converting
nonprofit resources into units of service on a aweone basis, advocacy work takes

a small number of resources and tries to multiply their impact by changing public
priorities. The appeal is that many issues are so broad and intractable that their
resolution would require government action at a national level over a long period of
time. Nonprofit activity may create useful models but achieving scale and mobilising
resources a difficult tasks for a sector that does not have the s@tenforcement
power and relies on voluntary action (Frumkin 2005).

Lobbying which is a part of the broader repertoire of advocacy work, is a form of
action that, relates to influencinga spedic piece of legislatioror a quite specific
policy process, like the annual budgetary proceshile trade associations generally
use paid professionalsCommunity and Voluntarprganisations tend to rely on
mobilizing networks of volunteersCritical b success in lobbying is knowledge of
the issues and personal contacts with decision maké#rgequires knowledge about
the legidative or policy making procesan undestanding of the details of the piece
of legislation or piece of policy and its effewmn legislator€constituents and a
strategy for communicating with concerned citizens at the grassroots |&Ved.type

of lobbying carried out is usually related to the type of organisation carrying out the
work (Berry & Arons 2005)
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Role in aDemocracy

Frumkin (2002) argues & public life has become atoneid and alienating because

of the success of narrow interest groups, which have separated citizens from politics
by promising to act on their behalfThe failure of interest group pluralista resolve

long running public problems is apparer@ne of its great unfulfilled promises was
that it would represent everyone. Experience has shown however that
representation is not necessarily a good substitute for participatidie level of
citizen participation is a critical issue in any democracyVithout adequate
involvement at all he levels of political decisiemaking, there is a real risk that
legitimacy and support for public decisions will fade.

Frumkinroots the legitimacy oCommunie | YR + 2 f dzy (i I atifoca@NH | y A &
in the twin rights of freedom of association and freedom of speedthile such
organisationsoften have an adversarial relationship with government, the diverse
forms of their political activity are still guaranteg@dvernment protection under the
principles of free speechNo matter what cause they seek to advanGammunity

and Voluntary organisationgo not risk the loss of their protected status as long as
they follow a few basic rules i.e. complying with defdima laws, laws relating to

the incitement of hatred and health and safety laws, when exerting their
fundamental rights to speech and associatiomhere is no test of reasonableness
when it comes to the political views stich organisationsor are thereprohibitions

on coalitions forming behind any peaceful cause imaginallbis has led to the
advocacy of policies and agendas that have been controversial, often because they
challenge the majority positionsStill, law and public policy have affirmelat the

role of Community and Voluntary organisatioins the political arena is a good in
itself. Beyond protecting speech and association dnacting and enforcing laws,
government also promotes this work by funding and supporting nonprofits that
engagein all kinds of political work both domestically and abroad.

Community and Voluntary organisatiorthat engage in dvocacy can all be

considered to offer some degree of compensation for what Hindess (2002) describes

a4 GKS WRSY2 O Nbuimbudtable 8&signOfiavi 0 Iheatidrentaky

system of representative democracy.Such2 NAI yAal A2y a LINRJARS

f SAAGAYI O08Q 6KSYy (GKS&@ IINB Ay@2f SR Ay Llzo
central to solving commity problems (Rawsthorne 20p4hey reduce the social

isolation that leaves people vulnerable (Pixley 199)d they enhance public
accountability and participation through opening up state administration to a
RSY2ONI GAOHtfte-0DAERSIOBYR dzPOLi &8 RFDHYoSI GYIY M
being an anathema of democracy, as public choice theorists would have it (see for

example Buchanan and Tullock 1999 [1962]; Buchanan 1999 [1969]; Rowley et al.

1988), there is widespread support for the view that the exgealiamentary
representativerole that Community and Voluntary organisatioply when they act

as advocates in public policy processes is, in fact, essential to a healthy democracy.

O )

montague middlequarter



¢tKSe IINB WAYRAALISYyalroftS AYGSNYSRAFINRSAQ ¢
(Melville 2003) conveying iportant information about the needs and preferences

of a wide range of groups in the community to governments that would otherwise

remain remote and uninformedCommunity and Voluntary organisatiorthat

engage in advocagyovide the means and opparhities for otherwise marginalksl

citizens to make claims on government between elections. Indeed, ap&andonk

(2001) has suggestedi i A& £ SIAGAYI G S-furtienid§ OG I G A2y
RSY2ONI 08 Q gAftf WIANIyYy(d ORAIGAIleQighd abdukitle NA I K
g2N] 27T 3208wty &nd velubtary organisatiopsovide one very

important consultative mechanism that contributes to democratic governance.

Even those who do not access the services Gdmmunity and Voluntary
organisationengaged in dvocacydo themselves benefit from living in a community

in which these organisations operate because an adleenmunity and Voluntary
sector maintains a democracy that is both participatory and deliberativa.
participatory model of democracy demands the participation of individuals and
groups; a deliberative model explains how it is they should particip&eth are
important because they recogl8s G KS Lzt AO G2 o6S F3ISydas vy
0S NY@usnBm and Thompson 2004).Edwards describes participatory
governance as being about collaborative relationships; specifically about the role of
non-government players, beyond delivering services to a role in the policy
development process. It requires structures and arrangementshat support
effective relationships across public, private and community sectors as they
collaborate in decisioimaking processes towards agreed objectives (Edwards 2002).

A participatory and deliberative democracy requir@mmunity and Voluntary
organisationsto take an active role in public debates and in pofitgking, thus
SyadaNAy3a GKFG Wwikz2asS I FFSOGSR o6& | 02ttt SOl
LINE RdzOG A2y 2F (KIFG RSOACohAwIiQand BoNdaryS1 |y R
organisationsengaged in dvocacy do this in a number of way$hey speak ujbor

the interests of marginaledd groups. This function is particularly important since

YIye 3INRdzZJA 6AGKAY (GKS O2YYdzyade OFy oS
(Sawer 2002) and may lack the influenand/or means to speak for thselves.

Their extraparliamentary involvement in the political process also acts as a check

against stronger, betteorganised and bettefinanced interests.Organisations such

as busess councils, employer groups and trade unions are influential enough to

have their interests heard in poliapaking arenas buCommunity and Voluntary
organisationscan provide a counter to their ability to dominate the procesghe

participation of sgh organisationsn the policy making process may decrease the

likelihood of public policy mistakes occurring by the simple fact that the involvement

of more people, particularly experts, within decisisn- { Ay 3 aLl OS&a WLINR O
opportunity for advancingg 2 1 K AYRAGARdzZ £ FyR O2ff SOGADS
and Thompson 2004).
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Importance of Advocacy t€ommunity and Voluntary organisationsnd
their mission insociety

Frumkin (2002) argues that advocacy forms an essential cog in the machinery of
Comnunity and Voluntary organisations on two fronts:

1. Itis a means by which organisations achieve their mission goals. Depending
on the organisation, advocacy will either form the basis for its existence or an
instrument to achieve more favourable conditions conducive to service
provision.

2. Advocacy alsorebles constituency representatiorif the representation of
the interests of a membership or a constituency can be counted as a mission
of a Community and Voluntary organisatiothen advocacy is an essential
means by which the organisation can achiegegoals. Many organisations
that provide services to a particular group in society will naturally evolve
towards advocacy over a period of time in order to try and resolve the
structural deficiencies at the root of the issues they are confronting on the
ground. The reason for this is that as organisations provide a service or
solution to a social need they will become familiar with the issues at play and
formulate more efficient solutions to the underlying causes of the problems.

Frumkinputs forward g@posing models of demand and supply rationale to explain
the driving force behindCommunity and Voluntanactivity. From the former
perspective, the necessity of advocacy workdmgh organisationarises from the
demand in society foCommunity and Voluary organisationgo address urgent
social need not tended to by governmentrom the supply perspective, it is the
advocacy and vision of social entrepreneurs and nonprofit actors that define the
direction of Community and Voluntargctivity. Nonprofit advocacy is an important
instrument for the accomplishment of tasks that communities view as important.
Through these it acquires a powerful valuk.becomes a concrete tool to achieve
some collective purpose that society considers importahihe seabr@ instrumental
value is measured in terms of its concrete outcom&se idea thatCommunity and
Voluntary organisationsare valuable because they can be useful tools for the
I O02YLX AaKYSy(d 27F Lzt A O LIOINLIZ2RSYSHORNF VA (212
Wectol Community and Voluntary organisatiomsn ato be seen as valuable
becausethey allow individualsto express their values and commitmentsThis
GSELINB&AADS RAYSY&A 2 yEhe ditgfrptdcSabdiessla ndel2 a5 S NJF dzt
fight for a caise can be a satisfying end unto itselfhe normative rationale for
Community and Voluntary activityes in the powerful expressive characterthg
work such organisations carry auBy underscoring the fact that nonprofits embody
and allow for the egression of important values and commitments, this alternative
rationale for Community and Voluntary organisatiohss significantly highlighted
the gulf betweersuch organisationand the more instrumental dimension of profit
seeking work. This expresse function constitutes a critical component of why
Community and Voluntary organisationame into existence and how they operate.

O i

montague middlequarter



Capturing and taking advantage of the expressive function is critical to the success of
the instrumental function. However,it is difficult to measure and therefore often
overlooked. Community and Voluntary organisatioase full of people who seek to

do works that are not only good for society in general but also in line with their own
beliefs and values. They represent a vay to connect work with core beliefs.
Frumkin believes this insight supports the supply argument that it is the advocacy of
Community and Voluntargctors that drives forward nonprofit activity.-The idea

that there might be a moral dimension Buch orgaisationsis significant because it
allows Community and Voluntary organisatiots distinguish themselves from the
state and chart for themselves a new directiohhe value content of nonprofits is in
fact thar a @1 f dzS | RR S RGommusitil AnO Kuntark &dtivity its worth

and justifies the effort and expense needed to support it.

Expressive activity is directly gratifying action for the sake of the action itSeakid
Mason (1996) argues thaCommunity and Voluntary organisatiommsn succeed
more fully in their instrumental purposes if they harness and cultivate expressive
behaviour. Finding ways of enabling workers to connect personally with their work
and express themselves through their organisation can be a powerful way of
motivating them to work for instrumental purposes.Without an expressive
component, Community and Voluntarprganisationscan slowly turn into close
analogs of bureaucratic public sector agencies or of unimaginative businesses.

However, as Staples (2007) argu€smmunity and Voluntary organisationamot

ask any government to givinem legitimacy. That legiimacy only comes from a
model of democracy in whicBuch organisationgontribute to a vigorous public
sphere, in which there is a contestation of ideas and reas@rgdment and where
Community and Voluntary organisatioasd the social service sector aralued for
their socal and democratic contributiorCommunity and Voluntary organisatiode

not need to deviate from their core purposes to achieve this end but they should be
looking for opportunities to reengage in the public sphere and in so doingpen
appropriate, to note the democratic role they playRaising the value o$uch
organisationsin the eyesof the public will strengthen theirhands in any
negotiations with government.Iit must always be remembered that governments
will change and newgovernments will not continue the initiatives of their
predecessors.Only by reinstituting Community and Voluntary organisatioimsthe
mind of the public as a key demaocratic player will a bulwark be constructed against
the vagaries of changes of goverent and anyfuture attempts to undermine their
important role in our society.

How advocacy impacts on relations between ti@mmunity and Voluntary
organisationsand the State

It is difficult to decipher whether it is the manner in which advocacy islected or
the viewpoints held by stakeholders in the process of advocacy that more forcefully
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defines the nature of the relationship betweelommunity and Voluntary
organisationsand the state. Depending on the particular context, the answer

probably liessomewhere in between.One thing is clear, relationships between

individuals are what define relationships between institutions and hence between

sectors. Taliaferro & Ruggiano (2010) argue that successful relationship building

with policymakers requirestrategy development and skillsHence, relationship

building should be viewed within Community and Voluntary organisataana set of

activities that should be fonally integrated into an orgartisi A 2y Q&4 202SO0A JS
strategic planning. In addition, these activities should be viewed as professional

skills that can be further developed through training and further education.

Maddison & Denniss (2005ygue that the attitude held by @vernment is the

deciding factor in determining stategstor relations. Governments tend to seek out

a certain sort of advocacy work performed bommunity and Voluntary
organisationsas it can contribute expertise that government agencies do not
necessarily possess. In this situation, advocacy more gen&alyO dzNE Wi K NB dz3
LINSRSUSNNYAYSR AyaluAaldziazylt OKIFIyyStaQ GKIYy
O2YyFNRYy Gl GA2ylFf &adNXGS3IASaAaQ o/ FasSe g 51fi
employ. . 20K FT2NXa 2F | R@20I 0esx WAYyamsRSND | yR
the mood of the government of the dayBecause they are engaged in the political

arena, at some point they are likely to be critical of those in power, or indeed of

those who might one day be in powedf they annoy certain individuals through

publicchA GAOAAY 2NJ) 0 eRLIWSEKAYRE AR OND22LILIRYSY
that they no longer have access to polityking spaces and hence are constrained

in their capacity to advocate.

Habib (2007) sets out how the political recalibration of thestpapartheid political
elites brought about a situation where different types @dmmunity and Voluntary
organisationsoperate and relate to the government in different wayshose acting

in a service provisiorole, which tend to be orgarasions that famed before the fall

of the apartheid regime, generally have more collegiate relations with the state.
These relabnships have also been critiets as being contractually subservient
(Prie 1995). Social movement orgaations that have arisen subsequeto the
African National Congres®\Nl§ assuming executive power have had a far more
confrontational relationship with government.They have emerged to counter
perceived deficiencies within contemporary South African society and therefore hold
the presen government responsible for suchHdabib suggests when it comes to the
balance of power in relations betwedgdommunity and Voluntary organisatioaad

the state that these organdgions can interact with government on a relatively equal
footing when compeed with their service providing counterpart$le suggests their
presence injects a substantive uncertainty into the political system that is essential
to maintain accountability on the part of a democratically elected government.
Their independence frongovernment influence is what gives them influence over
the government.
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Because of the nature of what advocacy practitioners are trying to achieve
whether it be trying to influence the development of legislation, protect a
constituency from the effets of particular policy or ensure that governmermthere

to a specific regulatiomg the role is essentially an attempt to influence the power
relations within society.This by necessitycan run the risk of beg interpreted as
instructive as opposed tsuggestive and collaborativeStaples (2007) argues that
the Howard administration in Astralia during the late 1990saw civil society
advocates as unaccountable elites dictating public policy to theirdent of the
silent majority. She concludes thait was the preconceived beliefs of that
administration of the role of civil society that determined the parameters of the
sector/state relations. Her paper illustrates well how the context of state/sac
relations are more often thanot framed by the plicies of the state and it is for the
sector to adapt their strategies to the prevailing conditions.

How relationships are manageith other countries

There are many differenways in which relations between thetate and Community

and Voluntary orgasationsare formed Each state will have its own particular
relationship with the civil society actors operating within its jurisdiction according to
the sociaepolitical, economic and cultural development of the statéasey (2008) in

a comprehensive working paper for the Center for Australian Community
Organisations and Management set out some broad distinctions that can be drawn
between certain types of arrangements thatweevolved in different states:

The AnglesSa2y Gf A0SNI f ¢ Y2RSE

StrongCommunity and Voluntargectors based on multiple ethnic, religious,
social and geographic identitieg.he impact of New Public Management has
made governmat contracting a central organigy principle. Government
funding of Community and Voluntary organisatidmgt also high levels of
private giving through foundations and trusts and high levels of volunteering.
Advocacy relationships are based thre perceived strength ofCommunity
and Voluntary organisatiorendtheir capacity to mobilis.

CKS /2yiAySyialf aO2NLRNI GAaG¢ Y2RSE
Community and Voluntangectors based on ideologicakligious divisions

OKFG KIFIgS F2N¥SR a20AFf aLAtEFNBEE GKIG
through the principle of subsidiarityAdvacacy relationships are channeled

through the strong corporatist arrangementsomewhat similar to the

partnership process in Ireland

¢KS b2NRRADY 2GNI0AN G¢ Y2RSH
Relatively strong staterml small, membeserving Community and Voluntary
organisatonsthat have seHorganisng asa central principle. There is a high
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level of volunteering, but a small foundation sectgkdvocacy relationships
are channeled through strong corporatist arrangements.

bSé RSY2ONIOASa&a |yR RS@&E2LIAYy3A Yyl GA2Yya
Less developedCommunity and Voluntary organisatignsvhich are a

relatively recent phenomenon. Such orga@iBons are often under He

auspices of religious orgaaigons or political parties.There are relatively

low levels of giving angolunteering and in poorer nations the majority of

funds for Community and Voluntary organisatiomsy come from foreign

aid agencies and foundationsAdvocacy relationships are often mediated

through the patron oganisation and may be marked by high lév@f distrust

and conflict betweerstate and organations, which may be considered more

& a2y YSydé 3a3SyOasSa o6/ Fase SiG Ftod w

Casey argues that in many stateke move towards New Public Management
models of public governance and the implemtation by state of neoliberal policies
has le to the increasing prevalence of contractual relationships over grant funding
based relationships. In the US, Community and Voluntary organisaticare
characteried by multiple funding arrangements with cal, state and national
administrations and foundation grantee/grantor arrangementiBhere is a complex
system of regulation that regulates how and to what extesathorganisations can
become involved in attempting to influence policyAdvocacy is noteen as an
activity warranting state subsidies.

The arrival of the Compaa the UK in the late 1990seralded an era of collective
agreement betweenCommunity and Voluntary organisatiomsd the state. The

New Labour administration and civil societgpresentatives signed up tdhe
Compact on Relations between Government and the Third Sector in Ehglhioth

was followed by local agreements signed between councils and the local voluntary
sector. The Compact was an agreement to improve relationshigiween
government andCommunity and Voluntary organisatiottsstheir mutual advantage.

It contained a list of government and 2 YYdzy A i@ | y Rectof2 t dzy G I NJ
understandings. The commitments applied to all central government departments
and agencies, imgding nondepartmental public bodies, regional government
offices and local public bodies (Commission for the Compact 200 concept of a
collective agreement has also been adopted in Canada and Australia to varying
degrees of success.

In Switzerlad (Helmig et al. 2009) a mutual dependgn@xists between
institutionalised Community and Voluntary organisatigrar federations as they are
known, and the government who collectively engaged in the process of drafting and

> HomeOffice (1998)Compact on Relations between Government and the Voluntary and Community
Sector in EnglandHMSO, London.
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implementing political measuresand coordinating economic processes.The
federations holda significantole inthe political procesand areinvolved in nearly
everypoliticaldecision. By these means, citizeiasi\d Community and Voluntary
organisations havethe opportunity todisagree withproposed legislation oo
enforce the process. Consequently, Swiss legislatong to incorporateas many
Community and Voluntary organisatioraspossibleat the consultatiorstage of
policymakingin orderto avoidhaving the referendum process ocdoo frequently.
The state, howevers an important source ofincomefor the concerned
organigtionsand helps them with tax exemptions and financial aid in particular.
Instead of distributing general subsidies, th&ate ratheropts for service level
agreements between the public authorities an@ommunity and Voluntary
organisations This engendera closeand constructive cooperation betwedhe
two parties.The state may thus considesuch organisationssectoras an
indispensableivil societalink betweencitizens andhe state.

The Irish context

In the Irish context, relations between Community and Voluntary organisations and
the state have developed in a somewhat unstructured fashion. The relationship
couldbe said to hang on two distinct government initiatives. Despite an extensive
history of voluntary sector activity within the state since its formation, the first time
the status and role of the voluntary sector was officially recognised was in the Green
Paper, Supporting Voluntary Activitgl997). This formed the basis of the White
Paper of the same name on state relations with Community and Voluntary
organisations published by the Department of Social Welfare in 2000. The paper
was compiled after comphensive analysis of domestic and international best
practice and wide ranging consultation with all the relevant stakeholders. It was
considered a progressive and wkllanced foundation from which to build more
constructive relations (Acheson 2004).nfartunately, the policy document found
little purchase among the statutory bodies to which it most applied and has been
largely ignored as a template for relations between the state and Community and
Voluntary organisations.

The second major developmeint relatiors was the advent of a Community and
Voluntary Rlar within the corporatist structure of Irish SociaaRnership. In the
context of the severeeconomic stagnation of the 1980ghe Irish government
embarked on a model of tripartite, triennialational pay agreements that was
unique in its formulation involving employers, trade unions and farmers as partners
in a process which, as it evolved, attended to a far greater palette of policies then
just wage negotiation. This broadening of perspeeé was deepened by an
invitation extended by the government of the day to a numbelCafmmunity and
Voluntary organisationg/orking in the areas of unemployment rights, social welfare
activism and community development to join the processhe process irolved
seven sepate rounds of negotiations thatet out economic and increasingly sdcia
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policy throughout the 1990andthe first decadeof the 21" century. The intentions

of the different stakeholders and more particulatlye outcomes generated by the
Community and Voluntary ilRar through participation have been hotly debated
O[ F NN 38 HnncT a S2062Sbut Hhe ;veryT facth o itgRegeficd NJ
signaled a significant mindset change within the political communitywdads the
Community and Voluntary organisations

Since the withdrawal of the employers froning Social &tnership process in
December 2009, the continued existence of the governance structure has been
called into question. Negotiations between the puid sector unions and
government have continued under the guise of social dialogilee members of the
Community andVoluntary Fillar have continued to meet with government officials
and continue to contribute to policy formation through the mechanism bé t
National Economic and Social Council.

| 26 UKS [AUSNY Gdz2NBE wSOASE O2yGNROdzi Sa

Advancing Knowledge on the Current State of Advocacy in Ireland

Not surprisingly the literature review tells us little about the currestate of
advocacy by Community and Voluntary organisations because, as was mentioned
earlier in this report, there is precious little published academic research in this area.

t NEPGARAY I | t SNRELISOGABGS 2y GKS {SOG2NDa / dz

The literature relew does provide some limited insights into the nature of some of
the challenges facing Community and Voluntary organisations in their advocacy
work:

e Unlike some other countries,KtS L NRA & K  Drelafichdhip Ywdhy G Q a
Community and Voluntary organisatieis still largely unstructured,;

e While Social Partnership did provide a formal route into policy making for
some Community and Voluntary organisatiqrtie future of the process is
currently uncertain and this, in turn, poses significant questions and
chdlenges forsuch organisations in their advocacy work

Contributing to Informed Debate within the Sector and with the State

Perhaps the area where this literature review will contribute most to the Advocacy
LYAGAFGAGSQa 32 f dsensd dmbng E@nminify a@NBluntark y 3 | C
organisations that many of the challenges confronting them in their advocacy work
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are shared by similar organisations right around the world. The literature review
clearly shows that:

e While Community and Voluntary org&ations often have adversarial
relations with Governments, their right to advocate is guaranteed (in a
formal legal sense) once the law has not been breached,

e Governments tend to seek out certain types of advocacy work as it
contributes expertise and imgits that Government does not necessarily
have;

e Because advocacy lgommunity and Voluntary organisatioisslikely to be
critical of those in power, such organisations may find themselves denied
access to this power and, as a result, may find that thegaacity to advocate
has been constrained;

e Service providers tend to have more collegiate relationships with the State,
although they can also be seen as being subservient;

e Social movement organisations are more independent of Government and
this gives themmore power in their dealings with Government;

¢ Relations betweelCommunity and Voluntary organisatioasd the $ate are
managed in many different ways around the world;

e There is an increasing prevalence for more formal and contractual relations
between Community and Voluntary organisatioasd the $ate which tend
to be more regulated; in this context, advocacy is rarely seen as an activity
that attracts state funding;

e A number of countries have agreed compacts or formal collective
agreements with theitCommunity and Voluntary sectors including the UK,
Australia, Canada and Switzerland.

The issue of arriving at an agreed definition of advocacy is one that will emerge on a
number of occasions later in this report. The literature review provides some
assistance in meeting this need identified by Community and Voluntary
organisations:

e Advocacy is defined as the pursuit of influencing outcomes that directly
F FFSOG LIS2L) SQa t A@SaT

e A wide diversity of strategies and techniques are used grounded in the
premise that social change occurs through politics.

Another area identified as needing to be addressed later in the report is arriving at a
consensus amongst policy makers and advocates in relation to the role of advocacy
in a democracy and its legitimacylhe literature review hadveen helpful in this
regardby showing that:

28
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The legitimacy of advocacy yommunity and Voluntary organisations
based on the twin democratic rights of freedom of association and freedom
of speech;

Advocacy organisations help address some of the democratic deficits that
are created by the representative model of democragythey are
indispensible intermediaries;

Community and Voluntary organisations that engage dwvogacy provide
mechanisms through which those affected bgricular political decisions
can be part of the production of those decisions.
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Section Four: Quantitative Research Results

A samplé of 362 nonprofit (Community & Voluntary) organisationss invited to
participate in an online survey between the middle of February and early March
2010 A total of 170 organisations responded, givingptisfactory response rate of
47% The profile of the responding organisations, as captured by the survey,
appears in Appendix Xlt should be noted that a small number #spondentsdid

not answer every question, so the response rate to individual questions fluctuates to
asmalldegree.

93% of respondents stated that their organisations do engage in advacabych,

inter alia, suggests that although the sample was rather small, it did include a high
proportion of organisations for which the focus of the survey was relevant. A similar
proportion of almost 93% of respondents stated that they had always estjay
advocacy ¢ this suggess that these organisations have had a longstanding
commitment to advocacy as a key actiiy=137).

Respondentsvere asked to state whether their organisations are currently doing
more, less, or the same advocacy as one &gy, three years ago, or five years ago.
(N=143):

e Almost three quarters of respondents say they are doing more advocacy than
5 years ago; 1 in 8 are doing less;

e Over twothirds of respondents say they are doing more advocacy than 3
years ago; 1 in 11 ardoing less

e Almost one half of respondents say they are doing more advocacy than 1
year agoc this seems significant, particularly in the context of the current
climate; 1 in 12 are doing less.

% It is worth drawing attention to the fact that the task of compiling a sample of community and
voluntary organisationproved quite difficult and timeconsuming. There is no one place where one
can access a comprehensive list of email addresses for C&V organisations without encountering data
protection problems. The researchers would like to acknowledge the assistaneeveral
membership and network organisations that facilitated them in encouraging their members to
proactively choose to participate in this particular surveybut there is a clear need for the
publication of a directory of organisations, including themail addresses, and for this to be
continuously maintained and updated. There is a fundamental problem at the moment in
communicating directly with organisations in the sector as a whddes things currently stand, the
development of the embryonic Bh Nonprofit Knowledge Exchange (INKEx) possibly offers the best
opportunity to address this deficit.
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Are you currently doing more, or less, advocacy than

B More
B |ess
Three years ago B The Same
737%
Five years ago
|
140%
0 20 40 60 80 100

When asked to indicate the range and frequency of theadvocacy activity,
respondents (N=144) reported that:

¢ Nearly a quarter engage in public information and awaren@ssing on a
daily basis;

e Over a third participate in public bodies or working groups at least once a
month;

e More than half make submigsis to Government or EU between 1 and 4
times a year; while

e Two-thirds of respondents never use advertising in their advocacy
campaigns.

@ ’...\. 31
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How often does your organisation engage in the following forms of
advocacy? Please rate according to the frequency that you use

each form of advocacy

At least once a week

At least once a month

51o9times a year

1to4times a year

Never

0% 20% 40%

Although there is a perception that many organisations routinely produce pre
Budget submissions, the survésils us a slightly different storg although a high
proportion of respondents engage in advocatightlyunder a third usuallynake a
pre-Budget submissior2 out of 5 organisations do not usuahlyake a preBudget

B0 % 80 %

submissionwhile 28% sometimes do s(hN=143)

Respondents were asked to rate the effectiveness of their advoc@bgresponse
2-dssestrAeRGith in@st A Y

YAIKG ada3asaid |

RSAINEBS

Lobbying public
officials

Lobbying politicians,
advisors and parties

B Giving media interviews

Makingsubmissions fo
I Government (national
andior local) and EU

Froviding public
information/Raising awareness

B |zsuing press releases

Holding media events
N - press conferences,
photo calls etc.

Using advertising in
advOCacy campaigns
Lobbrying key opinion

I formers and other civil society
organisations [g...

Representation on public
bodies or working groups

B Other

organisations awarding themselves a score of 3 out of 5. (N=122)
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Pieaze rate the effectivensss of your organisation's advocacy work. Flease use the
niamb=rs 1o b wiene 1 = Not very sfective and & = sy sffective
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%
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As we will see in Section Fivethis score conforms reasonably closely to the
perceptions of interested observers outside of the sector. At the same time, it is
interesting to note that 2 out of every 5 respondents rated their advocacy at 4 out of
5, or better.

When askedto indicate the types of successes they had achieved in their advocacy
respondents (N=134) reported the following:

e Almost threequarters indicated that they have been successful in
contributing towards policy development;

e 3 out of 5 claim successa protecting existing resources while almost the
same proportion cite that they have managed to minimise a reduction in
resources.

¢ Slightly more than half have succeeded in developing a new service; changing
a policy decision; or achieving an administra change in the way a policy or
service is delivered.
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e It is interesting to note that one in 10 claim success in achieving
constitutional change.

Please indicate advocacy success or successes that you feel your organisation has achieved or
made a significant contribution towards:

Constitutional change

Legislative change

Amendments to
draft legislation

Changing a 507 %
policy decision o
Achieving administrative 507 %

change in way policy...

Paolicy development 738%

Developing a new service

Increasing resources

Protecting 7%
existing resources :
Minimising reduction

. 575%
in resources

Cther

T 1
0% 20% 40% 60 % 80 %

When askedto identify the type of personnel resources that organisations are
applying to theiradvocacy (N=138) we found that

e Just over twethirds of respondents use fuiime staff, and 2 in 5 use part
time staff, in their advocacy

¢ Slightly less than twthirds use members, volunteers and supporterahile
almost 54% use Board membeys suppat of their advocacy

¢ A little over onethird use clients/customers/consumers, while only efiféh
use external consultants.
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Please indicate the personnel resources your organisation applies to its advocacy work. Please
tick all appropriate categories.

Pan-time staff Board members Cliznts/custome-
rs/service-users

Fulktime staff External conzultants Membersivolunt- Nane
aars/supponars

In response to a question othe budgetary resources that organisations are
applying to their advocaagspondents (N=133) revealed that

e almost three out of 10 respondents do not have a dattitd budget for their

advocacy
e Afurtherfithhaveabudgi 2F fSaa GKIY emnInnn AY HIJ
e At the other end of the scale, 1 in 20 respondents have a budget betwee

en®dpY YR emMYD

These results indicate thaiy spite of the high proportiof organisationghat state
that they engage iradvocacy, a substantial proportion apply little or no specific
budget to the activity.

35
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What is your organisation’s budget allocation for advocacy in 2010?

MNone

£1-10.000

£10.001-30.000

£30.001-50,000

105 %

£50,001-100,000

£100,001-200,000

£200,001-300,000

£300.001-400.000

£400,001-500,000

£500.001-1 millien

More than €1million

Whenasked to state an opinion on the relative environment within which advocacy
by the sector is taking plac@verwhelmingly,86% of respondents believe the
environment for advocacy is becoming more challenging. When invited to give
reasons for their answethose that featured most prominenthyere

wD2BSNYYSyld K2aGAf A G &anditd dissetSmote lgeakrally G & |
LYONBFaAy3dte ftAYAGSR OAQAf az20AS4Ge aaLkr O
wIFFSOGa 2F GKS ¢Snoading & made chdiedgihg Juhding
environment, an diminished prospects for positive change

w/ 2YLI darzy FlLdA3dzS Ay YSRAF YR FY2y3ald LI
wL Yy ONB | & SR ¢ GozhYbedBaed NGO2 ¥ind with other sectorsSeveral

responses questioned whether there are too many advocacy groups.
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Do you think that the environment for advocacy by nonprofit
organisations is becoming more, or less, challenging?

4.4% B More
861% N Less
B Unchanged

5%

Given the expmssed concerns within the sector as reflected in the response to the
previous question, & considered it important to establish if organisations had had
to reduce their advocacy activity in the past two years.

Interestingly, more than 4 in every 5 respards state that they have not had to
reduce their advocacy in the past two years. This concurs with the response to
Question 3 where respondents typically indicated that they are currently doing more
advocacy than 1, 3 or 5 years ago.
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Has your organisation had to reduce its advocacy activity within the past two
years?

831% (M3

N es
s Mo

16.9 % (23)

Those organisations (23) that stated that they had had to reduce their advocacy
activity over the past two years were asked to indicate whether this was due t
internal or external reasons. i@y could imlicate both in their answer, where

appropriate.

Almost threequarters of organisations that had reduced their advocacy (a total of
17 organisationshttributed the reduction to internal factors while close to two
thirds (15 organisationsjited external factors(N=23)
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If you answered "Yes" to Question 11 please indicate whether this was for internal
or external reasons, or both? Please tick both if appropriate.

65.2% (15)

B Internal
I External

39%(17)

All respondents were askeatitheir organisation hagxperienced one or more of a
list of actual or threatened funding cuts or other constraint, whether explicit or
implicit, arising from their advocacy activity. (N=123)

Importantly, over 56% stated that they have not experieneag real or threatened

(i.e. implicit or explicit loss of funding or opportunity arising from their advocacy
activity. On the other hand, up to 44% of respondents have had this experience,
with some organisations experiencing more than one such lossh@at. This
clearly challenges some current perceptions but, equally cleadyrants further
investigation not least to examine how consistent it is across specific policy areas.
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Has your organisation experienced any of the following, as a result of its advocacy activity.
Please tick all that are relevant.

Actual funding cut 203 % (25)

Explicit threat

of funding cut 114 % (14)

Implicit threat

of funding cut 171 % (21)

Limiting advocacy for

fear of funding cut 1227%(15)

Service Level Agreement
which disbars advocacy

Loss of service development
opportunity(ies)

38%(12)

Other

56.1% (69)

Respondents were asked to statehether they are members of poliogoalitions,
alliances or networks that are engaged in advocacy whether at local, regional,
national, EU or international levels.

More than threequarters of respondents are members of national coalitions,
alliances or networks while close to half areemmbers of such groups at European
level and more than a quarter are members of international groups. A third are
members of local groups while more than a quarter are members at regional level.
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Is your organisation a member of any policy coalitions, alliances or networks that are engaged in
advocacy at lecal, regional, national, Eurepean Unien, or international levels? Please tick all that
are relevant.

120

77.9% (113)

100

324 % (47)

27.6 % (40)

26.9 % (39)

 124%(18)

Local Regional Mational European Union International MNone

In order to get a measure of organisations that arewed by their peers as being
effective in their advocacy, respondentsere askedto pick one nonprofit
organisation thathey consider effective in its advocacyN=120)

Analysis shows that Barnardesnerged as a clear leader, receiving a total of 24

citations. Next camell KS / KAf RNBy Qa wA3IKdGa !'ftAlFIyOS o
(6). The Society of St. Vincent de Paul and the Migrant Rights @émteéandeach

received 5 citations. Followingno4 were Age Action Ireland, the Irish Cancer

Society, ICTR and the Wheel. Older and Bolder, Trocaire, Focus Ireland and Cystic
Fibrosis Ireland each received 3 mentions. A further seven organisations were each
nominated twice, while 23 organisations e¢ed a single mention.

Of note is the fact that a number oonprofit organisations outside th€ommunity
and Voluntary sector were nominatedc these included IBEC, the Automobile
Association, the Construction Industry Federation and the Irish Farmsogiaton.
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L15. If you were to pick one nonprofit organisation that you consider to be

effective in its advocacy, which one would you choose?

24 - Barnardos 2 — Citizens Information Centres, Concern,
7 —Children’s Rights Alliance CORI, Disability Federation of Ireland, Déchas,
6 - Amnesty International GLEM, Irish Hospice Foundation
5  —Society of 53t Vincent de Paul
‘lf'“"'i"-”'"‘ Rights Centre of 1 - FLAC, One in Four, IPPA — The Early
Irelan

. Childhood Organisation, Greenpeace, Irish
- "!"EE Action I"EIE',“H Traveller Movement, MARs, Irish Association of
— Irish Cancer Society Young People in Care, GOAL, Irish Stillbirth and
—ICTR Meanatal Death Society, Irish Heart Foundation,
~ The Wheel Autism Association, Irish Council for Ciwil
3 - Older & Bolder Liberties, Friends of the Earth, Shell to Sea,

= Trdcaire European Union of Deaf, Irish Family Planning

- Fm:u_s Ir_elam:_i Association, Dun Laoghaire Refugee Project,

= Cystic Fibrosis Ireland Irish Senior Citizens Parliament, Community
Workers Co-op, Mental Health Service Users
Association, Irish Autism Action, European Anti
Poverty Metwork, Dublin Aids Alliance

E =

* |IBEC, AA, CIF, IFA
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1. Advancing Knowledge on the Current Status of Advocacy in Ireland

The leadership of the Advocacy Initiative shared an inteliestexploring the
experiencepradice and principles of advocacy and sought to contribute to the body
of knowledge on the current status of advocacy in Ireland, beginwitiy a simple
guestion:What is your experience of being an advocate and doing advocBoy®
this starting point they hopedto build up apicture of advocacwt this point in time.

The Quantitative Survey makes a significant contributesmards this aspiration in
capturing important contemporaneous data from 170 organisations currently
engaged in advocacy out aftotal sample of 362 (representing a response rate of
47%). This data tells uster alia, that

e 93% ofparticipating organisations stated that thelp engage in advocacy
¢ Most organisations are currently doing more advocacy than they have in the
past: three quartersare doing morethan 5 years agoover twothirds are
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doing more advocacy than 3 years agtiile almostone half are doing more
advocacy than 1 year ago
When asked to rate the effectiveness of their own advocacy, most
organisationsawarded themselves a score of 3 out of 5; however, almost as
manyrated their advocacy at 4 out of 5, or better
Successes achieved through advocacy include

o Policy development;
Protecting existing resources;
Minimising a reduction in resources;
Developing a new service;
Changing a policy decision; and
Achieving an administrative change in the way a policy or service is
delivered.
In spite of the high proportion of organisationisat state that they engage in
advocacy almost three out of 10 rg®ndents do not have a dedicated
advocacy budget;tahe other end of the scale, 1 in 20 respondents hawe a
advocacyyo dzZR3ISii 6S6SSY endpY YR emYd
Overwhelmingly, 86% of respondents believe the environment for advocacy
is becoming more challenging
In spie of this more challenging environmentyore than 4 in every 5
respondents state that they have not had to reduce their advocacy in the
past two years
Of the minority of organisations that have had to reduce their advocacy,
almost threequartersattributed the reduction to internal factors while close
to two-thirds cited external factors
When asked tgick one nonprofit organisation thahey consider effective in
its advocacyrespondentsnominated a diverse range of organisations yet

O OO0 oo

with a clear consensy G KS aft SIF RSNE 6. F Ny NR2abv

The profile of organisations participating in the survey both confirms and draws
attention to several common features of the Community and Voluntary sector in
Ireland. For example (see Appendix Two):

The diversity of theector is illustrated by
0 ¢KS NIy hSS Q@iF2 NBAEdzONB LINBa Sy i SR o0 @
o The widely differing scale of budgets
0 The correspondingly wide range in size of staffing complement
o The diversity of sources of funding
Yet there are very common features as megented by
0 The proportion of respondents located in Dublin
o In spite of funding being received from a wide range of Government
Departments and agencies, the overwhelming significance of the
Departments of Community Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs, and Health

Qe
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and Children (including the HSE) in terms of scale and scope of
funding.

H® t NBPOARAY3I | t SNBRLISOGAGS 2y GKS {SO02NNa

The origins of the Initiative owed much togrowing view within the sector that

government and senior civil servants were becomingreasingly hostile to

advocacy.Yet, sincethis was aview that wasnot shared by everyondi KS LY AGA L G A O ¢
establishmentwasprompted by an interest irexgoring the concern that there is a

threat to advocacy

In the eventmore than 56% of respondents stated that they have not experienced
any real or threatened (implicit or explicit) loss of funding or opportunity arising
from their advocacy activity. However, up to 44% of respondents have had this
experience, with some organisations experiencing more than one such loss or
threat. This finding offers a somewhat more nuanced perspective on the question of
whether the sector, as a whole, is operating within the context of Government and
public agencyhostility towards advocacy. And, while tliballenges some current
perceptions it warrants further investigatiorg not least to examine how consistent

it is across specific poliand subsectoralareas

3. Contributing to Informed Debate within th&ector and with the State

Although it is not specifically the purpose of the Quantitative Survey to directly
contribute to debate within the sector and its external relationshgthis is more
relevant to other activities within Phase 1 of the Initiatisech as the Forum and
Conferenceg the data gathered by the survey have both contributed to debate in
these subsequent stages of the current phase and will have a very important
contribution to make to any subsequent phases of the Initiative.
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Section Five: Qualitative Interviews

Introduction

During Spring 2010, Middlequarter and Montague Communications undertook 21 in
depth interviews with a range of different stakeholders to explore in detail their
understanding of advocacy by Community afnaluntary organisations and the role
of such advocacy in the world, their experience of it, their thoughts on its
effectiveness and any insights into how it could be improved.

¢St PSS WSEGSNYLIt Q &ilqle8dnalfreRe® Ndithe i8S A y (i S NI
those interviewees who are interfacing with Community and Voluntary organisations

as targets of their advocacy or are welhiced observers of such activity. These
interviewees included:

Senior politicians;

Senior civil servants;

Senior managers irtae agencies;
Philanthropists;

Social partners;

Wellinformed observers and commentators.

bAYS WAYOGSNYylItQ aidl {SK2f RSNAE «SNE (5N 6 NBA ¢
refers to the views of the interviewees who are involved with Community and

Volurtary organisations either as fttime staff or board members. The people we

interviewed came from a diverse range (small and large, urban and rural, local,

regional, national and international) of organisations from the following sectors:

e Children;

e Ageng;

e Anti-Poverty;

e Migrants;

e Development;

e Homelessness;

e Health;

e Community Development.

We set out below a highevel summary of their views on the key questions being
explored in this phase of the Advocacy Initiative.

Qe
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Role and Legitimacy of Advocaby Conmunity and Voluntary
Organisations

One of the key areas for exploration was the role of advocacy by Community and
Voluntary organisations in a democratic society. As the material below makes clear,
this extended into a discussion on the legitimacy ohsadvocacy and its credibility.

Contrast in Thinking on Role

The stakeholder interviews revealed quite a contrast in the level of thinking on the
role of advocacy by Community and Voluntary organisatio®$ the interviewees

from outside of Community and Voluntary organisations only twmth of whom

had previously worked with such organisatiogshad a developeda clear and
considered view on the role of civil society advocacy in a democratic sociétye

of these interviewees saw such advocacy as being critical in terms of acting as a
counterweight to the influence of commercial interests and unfettered state
power. The other saw it in the context of one of the fundamental freedoms in a
democracyg namely the right to free speech.

In contrast with the views of the interviewees from outside of the Community and
Voluntary organisations, those interviewees operating within such organisations had
a much more developed sense of the role of advocacy. ir Tperspectives on
advocacy revolved around:

e The centrality of advocacy for those organisations that want to lead or achieve

change¢  t 0 K2dzZaAK AG gl & Oly2e6fSRISR (KL

Community and Voluntary organisations;

e The need to use adeacy to address the root causes of poverty and inequality;

e Providing a voice for those under or unrepresented in policy making;

e Providing policy makers with an alternatigecialnarrative that they would not
otherwise be aware of;

e Holding a mirror up tahe policy making system and providing a critique of what
g2N]J & YR gKIFIG R2SayQi 62N T

e Enabling communities adversely affected by current or future policies to mobilise
and participate in policy making.

Not surprisingly in terms of the debate on the dematec credentials of advocacy by
Community and Voluntary organisations, the people we interviewed from such
organisations placed a much greater emphasis on the notion of participatory
democracy and they view advocacy as reflecting the most dynamic aspécts
society.
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However, while noting that a lot more consideration had been given to the notion of
advocacy by the interviewees from within the Community and Voluntary

organisations, they themselves felt that more debate and discussion is required
within such organisations in order to develop a shared definition and understanding
of advocacy and its role within such organisations and wider society.

Emphasis on Utilitarian Role

When pressed on the role of advocacy by Community and Voluntary organisations
within a democracy, most of the policy makers and observers that did express a
view on the matter tended to couch their perspective within a utilitarian
perspective. For example, a number of such interviewees said that Community and
Voluntary organisationsam play an important role in informing policy makers
about what is really happening on the ground within communities in terms of the
consequences of complex policy decisions.

In this context, a high premium was placed on the views of those organisdtians

are service providers as they are seen as representing the voice of experience.
Their advocacy is also seen to play an important role in terms of driving forward
innovation and adaptation in public sector service provision.

LiQa ¢ 2 NI K sylad indmped of dh& Ipalicy makers and observers we
interviewed referred to the important role played by advocacy by Community and
Voluntary organisations in providing an alternative social narrative. However, the
acceptability of these narratives dependsn the nature of each individual
2NHFyAal A2y Qa NBfFGA2YyaKAL) gA0GK L2t AO0e
WE SAAGAYFGSQ 2N WONBRAGE SQo

Among the interviewees involved with Community and Voluntary organisations, the
utilitarian value to the State ofheir advocacy was well understood. They were
conscious that such organisations can communicate messages up to policy makers
from those who experience the effects of policy decisions but also communicate
such decisions down to the same constituency sa thay can understand what has
been decided and how such decisions will affect them.

The premium placed by policy makers on the credibility of those organizations
engaged in service provision was well understood by the interviewees from the
Community andvoluntary organisations. As one interviewee said, there are other
actors who can provide detailed statistical data to policy makers, Community and
Voluntary organisations should concentrate on bringing the effects of policy
decisions on the lives of ordiny people to the attention of policy makers.

Issues of Legitimacy and Credibility

Y
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advocacy work of Community and Voluntary organisations and these notions were
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raised consstently during the interviews we conducted with the policy makers and
those observing the advocacy work of such organisations.

In relation to the legitimacy or credibility of Community and Voluntary organisations,

one of the key issues raised by polioakers was about their mandate. This

guestion principally revolved around the extent to which the views being expressed

by an organisation are held by a significantly large portion of the population. As one

L2 A0 YI 1SN a4l ARSI UWAMS AR 1 KRS& yRSISRE HEXKE.
2NHI yA&al GA2Y Qa YIYyRIGSa gl a a2YSGiAYSa as:
substance of their arguments and other times seen as something to be considered in

parallel with the facts of the cases being presented. Howeves vitarth noting here

that the power of a strong argument to effect change was repeatedly acknowledged

by policy makers and observers.

Some of the policy makers and observers we interviewed also tied the question of
legitimacy in with how Community and Viokary organisations put forward their
arguments¢ in these cases legitimacy referred to the acceptability to them of the
advocacy technigues being used by organisations.

W SIAGAYIOeQ F2NJ I ydzYoSNI 2F (KS LRfAaoe
assod SR ¢AGK (GKS WONBRAOGATAGEQ 2F (GKS OF
+2fdzy 0F NBE 2NAFYA&lIGA2Yya® C2NJ YIye LRfAOe
is invaluable when they are considering a case or argument, as are quantitative

NBEaSI NOK @VRSYWES NRIQa S2yS AYyGSNBASSSS Lizi A
YR a42YS 2NBlIyAalGA2ya adz2ld e GKSasS FyR 20

The importance of a mandatgin the sense of being representative of those whom

they claim to represent¢ was recognised by those we amviewed from the

Community and Voluntary organisations. In this context, a number of interviewees
NEFSNNBR (G2 GKS LI NI Y2dzyd AYLERNIIFIYyOS (G2 (K
GAOK (K2aS ¢K2Y GKS&@ NBLINBaSyido { dZOK WwO2y

e Provides organisans with accurate, relevant contemporary data on which to
formulate policy;

e Enables organisations to relay information back to its support base to promote
empowerment and mobilisation.

It was suggested by some of those we interviewed from the Commuamty
Voluntary organisations that over the past number of years the connection between
those representing or leading organisations and those whom they seek to represent
has been weakened and the sector has been weakened as a result. The issue of
professioralization was mentioned in this context.
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Impact of State funding odvocacyby Community and Voluntary
Organisations

The interplay between the State funding of Community and Voluntary organisations
and its impact on how such organisations condadtvocacy was one of the core
issues explored in the interviews.

State Funding involves @atraints

A number of the policy makers and observers we interviewed referred to the fact
that many Community and Voluntary organisatioage contracted to provide
services on behalf of the State. In the view of the somthes$e interviewees, such
organisations are effectively subontractors and tts relationship often involves
their advocacy worlbeing constrainediue to the potential fo conflicts of interest.

Looking in more depth at holCommunity and Voluntary orgamisons manage
such conflicts of interest, some of the policy makers acknowledged the possibility of
self censorship by rganisations but felt that it was not somethinghat should
cause undue concern.

Other policy makers and observers were more conscious of and sensitive to the
difficult dilemmas posed by State funding for the advocacy work of Community and
Voluntary organisations. For these interviewees, the issuensaso much about
advocacy being prohibited but more about how the relationship between
organisations and the State are managed. In this context, a number of the
interviewees referred to the importance of organisations being aware of the
WIRTAGABDEO KNBSE A G Rhermbré, thayyagreed thai tedState
has a reluctance to fund organisations and activities that they perceive as being
inherentlyand constantly critical ahem.

The issue of the ewtraintsarising from accepting Staterfding was very much to

the fore for the interviewees from the Community and Voluntary organisations.

Many of the interviewees said that such funding causes organisations to pause for
thought before making representations on issues. The timing, methodi@ation

of representations must be carefully weighed up with due regard given to the
political consequences that may arise. On the other hand, some of the interviewees
acknowledged that there are plenty of instances of the State funding organisations
thatk £ 82 ONRGAOAAS GKS {dFGSQa FTOUAGAGASaAD
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now sees many Community and Voluntary organisations as an extension of itself. In
their view, the State develops policies andastgies and gets organisations to
implement them¢ in other words organisations are incorporated into the State.

Some of the interviewees believe that such arrangements suit the Government from

a fiscal point of view in that services are cheaper to rdhrough Community and
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Voluntary organisations than directly by the Stgtand also from the perspective of
WO2YGUNREQ a 2NHIFIYyAalIGA2YEa 6K2&S rhRINA Yl NB
more likely to feel constragd than organisations who have multilager financial

sources.

Managing Advocacy and Service Provision

Some of the policy maker and observer interviewees suggested that it is difficult for
Community and Voluntary organizations to concentrate on both service provision

and advocacy equally wehome felt that a solution might be found in the creation

of separate policy bodies within organisations focused specifically on advocacy
issuescd dzOK L12f AO& 02RASa a4K2dzZ R 0S 3ASydzAy St &
Adaadz$Sa | yR KI @Ss asd GeNialadtBeir dganfalBEaevef,3tSvRs
acknowledged thathere had to be a link between advocacy and service provision

within Community and Voluntary organisations but with separate drivers.

Among the interviewees from the Community and Volugtarganisations, Service
Level Agreements were seen as a way of managing the separation of advocacy and
service provision, as such agreements specifically set out what public money can be
used for. These interviewees made the point that it was Community\asluntary
organisations that pushed for such agreements to be introduced so that the dealings
between the State and such organisations were put on a more formal footing than
through the grant system in the past.

Managing the Funding Relationship
Differing views were expressed about how tightly the State should regulate the use
of its funding by Community and Voluntary organisations.

Some of the policy makers and observers felt that an overly tight system of
regulating funding arrangements would inftiinnovation by Community and
Voluntary organisations. Other interviewees felt that there is a clear need for the
regulation of organisations that take public money to ensure that there is proper
accountability and that the monies provided are used for purposes intended.

Not surprisingly there was a very strong view among the interviewees from the
Community and Voluntary organisations that it is legitimate in a democratic society

to expect the State to fund organisations that provide a critical voice. However,

many ofthe§ Ay iSNIBASHSSE I Oly26ft SRISR GKS NBIFf A
this perspective. In this context, these interviewees felt that it was prudent for
Community and Voluntary organisations engaging in advocacy to have other sources

of funding in placdo support such advocacy work. Even then, some interviewees

pointed outthat privately sourcedunding¢ while desirable from the perspective of

supporting advocacy, also require accountability and a clear demonstration of

value for money
0
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Code of Condct

The interviewees were asked about the idea of putting in place a formal Code of
Conduct between the State and Community and Voluntary organizations setting out
how the relationship between them would be managed and conducted.

At this stage, not much consideration has been given to this concept by the policy

makers that we interviewed. However, in reflecting on the concept of a Code of

Conduct, these interviewees felt that the context within which such a Code was put

in place vould be crucially important. For example, such a Code could be seen as
inappropriate and indeed unworkable if it was to be unilaterally handed down from
Government without consultation and agreement. In addition, how such a code

would be enforced would ba key factor for officials. On the other hand, some of

the policy maker and observer interviewees felt that any formal agreement should

KIFIrgS t2G6a 2F waLl 0SQ O2yialAySR Ay Al 20K
Community and Voluntary organizationg the State.

As with some of the earlier questions, the interviewees from the Community and
Voluntary organisations had given a lot more thought to the notion of a Code of
Conduct or a Framework of Understanding setting out how the relationship between
the State and such organisations should be managed. In this context, there was a
strong view that such terms of engagement should formally recognize the role of
civil society organisations in policy making processes.

Perspetives onAdvocacyby Communityand Voluntary Organisations

All of the participants in the interviews were asked to express their views on the
effectiveness of NGO advocacy. As will become clear from the material below, there
were some issues that were common to both the policy makeséyver
interviewees and those from the Community and Voluntary organisations and others
that were not.

Rating of Effectiveass

When asked how they rated the effectiveness of advocacy by Community and
Voluntary organisations, most of the policy makers abdervers gave it a rating of
three out of five.

The interviewees from the organisations themselves were more reluctant to
O2YYSyild 2y GKS 20SNYrff STFSOOAOSySaa 2F (K
the effectiveness of their own organisationsaatating of three out of five as well.
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Use of Public &mpaigns

Some of the policy makers we interviewed raised questions about the effectiveness

of large scale public campaigns in influencing policy makers. They argued that quiet
diplomacy and effecti relationship building can achieve more than high profile

public campaigns. Others acknowledged the importance of bringing the public on

board in terms of ensuring that an issue is placed on high the policy making agenda.

However, they argued that suatampaigning has to be carried out in a way that
R2Say Qi dzyRSNXYAYS (GKS NBflFGA2YyaKALl 6dzA f RAY.

Perhaps not surprisingly, the perspective of the interviewees from the Community

and Voluntary organisations on the effectiveness of mubtampaigning was

somewhat different. The view expressed by some was that the extent to which the

public is engaged on an issue is directly proportional to the level of interest in that

issue fom the policymaking system. However, there was also an ustading

that effective advocates possess a keen awareness that politicians are subject to

Ydzft AL S RSYFYyRa FNBY Ylyeé O2yadaAiadzsSyOArSa
to advocacy is required.

LiQa ¢2NIK y20Ay3 GKI G aCGwniunitg ahd ViokKidaryA y G S NID A
organisations did accept that some such organisations place an excessive reliance on

media communications in their advocagythe effectiveness of which is sometimes
guestionable in terms of its ability to persuade policy makers.

Dealing with Multiple Audiences

A number of the policy maker and observer interviewees said @@ahmunity and
Voluntary organisations should not simply focus their relationship building work on
policy makers alone. These interviewees felt that Commuaitgd Voluntary
organisations need to look at who caeliver outcomes for their agenda and seek
to cultivate relationships with them.

In this context, some of these interviewees suggested that organisations should

seek to build closer relations with theade union movement as both sectors are
RSNAGSR FTNRY GKS &alyYS w3asSysS LR2tQ FyR I NE
despite this they can sometimes be competitive with each other to the detriment of

the agendas they are pursuing. However, other polityker interviewees

guestioned the value of Community and Voluntary organisations forging closer

relations with trade unions, saying that any perceived alliance with the trade union
Y2OSYSYy(l ¢2dzZ R dzy RSNXYAYS 2NBIYyAal A2y Qa WA
which in the absence of other forms of tangible leverage are very important for

such organisations.
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Need for Improved Understanding of the Policy Making System

A concern that repeatedly surfaced throughout the discussions with the policy
makers and observers we interviewed was a strongly perceived lack of awareness
among Community and Voluntary organisations about how the policy making system
operates. One exanhp cited by a senior elected representative was the failure of
some organisations to understand that material aimed at politicians needs to be
relevant to their brief or their constituency.

One interviewee mentioned how materials relating to the Budgetcpss often
come into the system far too late to be effective and some of the demands coming
from Community and Voluntary organisations are more aimed at appeasing internal
audiences than on delivering results. Likewise campaigns around influencing the
election programmes of political parties tend to get underway when the manifestoes
have largely been written or indeed when the elections have actually been called.

However, there was an acknowledgement from among the policy makers and
observers that thereare huge variations in the levels of understanding and skills in
this area. Some Community and Voluntary organisations were acknowledged to be
amongst the most effective campaigners or advocates in the country. In addition, a
number of the policy makerand observers made the point that the deficiencies in
understanding of the policy making system displayed by some Community and
Voluntary organisations were also shared by many trade unions and business
organisations too.

The elected representatives we @fe suggested that Community and Voluntary
organisations should place a strong emphasis on investing time and effort into

creating relationships with relevant political party spokespeople and other
Oireachtas members. They also said that organisations tedulild alliances not

just with the political parties that are in Governmentlespite the obvious necessity

to target those that can make decisions nqwefforts need to be made by made by
organisations to develop relationships on a bipartisan basenaasxclusive focus on

2yS LI NILAOdzE F NJ LI NGeé OFy €SIR (42 |y 2NAFYA
partisan.

The interviewees from the Community and Voluntary organisations acknowledged
that there are significant deficits in terms of their knege and skills in relation to

the policy making system. Some possible solutions suggested by these interviewees
to address these deficits included:

e Having research conducted into good advocacy so that learning from these

examples can be shared,;
e Need forgreater availability of advocacy expertise in the sector.
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Managing Relations with Officials

There was an almost universal agreement among the policy makers and observers

about the importance of building strong relationships with key civil and public

servants for Community and Voluntary organisations. These interviewees felt that

there may not be sufficient understanding within some organisations of the key role

played in policy development and implementation by such officials. In this context,

it was suggested that community and voluntary organisations need to have a better

dzy RSNAR UGl YRAY3 2F GKS dzy g NAGGSY Nz Sa | yR W

One interviewee made strong reference to a perceived over reliance on
relationships with theDepartment of the Taoiseach which misunderstood the role of
other departments and agencies in the political decision making process. This was
said to have been a consequence of the Social Partnership process.

One of the impediments to building and mamnagyirelationships with civil and public

servants mentioned by some of the interviewees from the Community and

Voluntary organisations was the turnover of staff within public bodjeepending

2y K2g 3A22R 2NJ 6l R |y 2NBI yrdiicialshA ighQa NBf |
turnover can either help or hinder the path of progress on an issue.

Some of the interviewees from the Community and Voluntary organisatmns
particularly those located outside Dublgnmentioned the impact their geographic
remoteness fom the capital city has on building up relationships with national
policy makers. They argued that since many lodadiyed officials are without
decision making power, it can be very challenging to find solutions that are fine
tuned to the needs of theiparticular location. In this context, these interviewees
said that local officials become conduits of information to the higher levels of
decision making power.

NeverEnding Critique or Holding the State to Account
One of the areas where sharpipntrasting views were expressed was in relation to
how Community and Voluntary organisations critique the activities of the State.

Among the policy makers and observers we interviewed, there was an almost

universal agreement that many Community and Veéduy organisations cannot

acknowledge that progress is being made on their agenda and, instead, engage in a
neverending critique of Government, some of which is quite personal in nature.

One of the policy maker interviewees, who previously had workedrfany years

with Community and Voluntary organisations, felt that organisations are strong on
expressing critique but weak on providing solutions and how they can make a

O2Yy G NAROGdziA2Y D l'a (GKAA LISNER2Y alARY da/2YY
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As some of the policy makers and observers pointed out, an approach based on

constant criticism seems not to understand the psychological effects of such an

I LILINR F OK® & 2y S Ayl S NZcorStanSarragdohcifticiSnR 2 dzi Y
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Others explained that if policy makers feel personally attacked, this will have the

effect of souring relations with those who are peneed to have made the attack

YR OFy YI1S LINRBINBaa 2y GKIFG 2NAFyAal (A
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many Community and Voluntary organisations is seen as being mbicind their

views¢ no matter how valid; can often be simply dismissed.

However, there were some views that contrasted somewhat with these
perspectives. One very experienced person in the social partnership field felt that

many Community and VoluntNE 2 NHI yAal GA2ya N (22 YSS
aolty3a GKS {(FroftS ¢KSy (GKSe &aKz2dZ R 06S ol y3a
interviewee felt that there was a major deficit in negotiation skills among the

leaders of Community and Voluntary organisaso

There was a perception, expressed by some of the policy makers that were
AYUGSNIDASSHGSRE GKFG &ddzOK WONRGAOITQ FR@20I 08
organisations to protect their own territory or that some organisatidreguently

and disingenuosly portray a state of crisis in order to generate media attention

and increase their own profiles and ability to raise funds. A number of these
interviewees also believed that such campaigning can be a method of engaging with

'y 2NBI yAal (a goyistitdencg; sngmbérs/hieiSgNdade aware of the

activism of the leadership by the number of headlines they create.

As was mentioned earlier, the perspective among the interviewees from the
Community and Voluntary organisations is that one of the kdgs of advocacy by
such organisations is to hold the State to account. This inevitably involves a critique
of what is being done or not being done and means that the views of Community
and Voluntary organisations will be contested by the State. Indeeeljnterviewee

said that one of the causes of the current economic crisis was the lack of a proper
and effective critique of some of the policies being pursued over the last period. On
the other hand, there was some level of acceptance by the interviewisan the
Community and Voluntary organisations of the need for more sophistication in the
way their critique of policy is delivered.

Respectful Relations
Another key theme to emerge right across the range of interviewees was that of

respect.
.
o o \

montague middlequarter

55



Seveal of the policy maker and observer interviewees spoke of the need to maintain
a basic level of respect both for the offices individuals hold and the individuals
themselvesg particularly for elected representatives who have a mandate from the
public. Thg strongly expressed the view that many advocates from Community and
Voluntary organisations did not act in a respectful way and did not seem to
understand the genuine constraints policy makers are working under.

One interviewee with an involvement irhianthropy felt in this context that it was
important that Community and Voluntary organisations understand what their roles

NS FyR OG Ay I gF& OGKFG A& I LILINE LINX |
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personal relationships are importamtthis makes being persofta respectful even

02 LIS2LXS gAGK gK2Y 2NHIYAAlI 0A2yA TFdzy RI YSy |

The theme of respect was also a strong one among the interviewees from the
Community and Voluntary organisations. Some of the interviewees talked of threats,
of not being taken seriously, being marginalized and of funders cutting funding if

GKSe FStd GKNBIFIGIGSYSR o6& Iy 2NBlFIyAalGA2yQa |

One interviewee also made reference to the (at that stage) dodme-published
report funded by the Carnegie Trust onsh Civil Society that talked about how
dissent in Ireland is being marginalised. In this context, some of the interviewees
from the Community and Voluntary organisations made the point that this
marginalisation varies from Government department to depaght. Some
departments and public sector bodies seem to have very well developed processes
for engaging with organisations and welcome their active participation, including

their critiqueci KS OKAf RNBy Qa | NBI ¢l a YSyUuAaz2ySR

A number of theinterviewees from the Community and Voluntary organisations
called for a change in attitude by the State to such organisations through the
development of meaningful partnership process and genuine consultation. In this
context, it was felt that a Code ¢diramework of Understanding between the State
and Community and Voluntary organisations would be very useful. This, while
recognizing that there will be tensions between the State and advocates from the
Community and Voluntary organisations, would set batv the relationship should

be managed.

Media Relations

The varying capacity within sector for developing effective relationships with the
media was acknowledged by the policy maker and observer interviewees. The media
personnel that were interviewed teid a number of Community and Voluntary

2NHF yAal dA2ya | a aéxya FY2y3adg G4KS Yz2aid
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