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1. Introduction
In the Just Future programme, advocacy at different levels is to feed into each other productively. Advo-
cacy at international level is to make a positive contribution at national level, and national-level work 
(evidence of issues, needs and solutions) is to feed into advocacy at international levels. At the same 
time, Just Future seeks to advance Southern Leadership through localization. As the proposal states: 

“The further development and implementation of the Alliance applies an inclusive and 
participatory approach, bottom-up, where local civil society partners and primary stake-
holders play a prominent role taking into account the patriarchal structures we all live and 
work in. Mutual accountability, participation, inclusivity and shared responsibility of all 
partners are key benchmarks for the Alliance. Only when this is achieved, can the JFA real-
ize what it committed itself to do, i.e. to develop a vibrant social change partnership, that 
is value-driven, purpose-oriented and inclusive, and which promotes equal power rela-
tionships and trust between members and facilitates exchange for mutual learning, inno-
vation and accountability. Ensuring local leadership (with particular attention to the most 
excluded constituencies) through the localization of decision-making processes and their 
implementation, as well South-South and South-North peer-to-peer knowledge-sharing 
and cooperation, is a key component of Just Future. Within the Alliance, decision-making 
therefore follows bottom up subsidiarity and competency principles.”

This raises important challenges: How to make productive links while advancing localization? As a 
manager at Cordaid’s Global Office puts it in an interview for this study: 

“I think it needs to go two ways: from local to global and from global to local. So, you 
have to be able to see both sides, and also regional actors. It’s a bit difficult because at 
the same time, that whole process of Southern leadership comes in. You have to have very 
clear who has to do what, and eventually, where you want to go.”

In the Capacitating Change programme, efforts at linking have been made, involving successes but 
also challenges. The efforts and reflections on them by those involved can offer important lessons on 
how to move forward in Just Future. This report presents a set of lessons based on analysis of inter-
views with staff of organizations involved in linking national and international level in advocacy, from 
the standpoint of localization. The following research questions will be addressed: 
1. What helps to build linkages between national-level and international-level advocacy? 
2. What is the relevance of linking with international-level advocacy for Country Offices and nation-

al-level partners? 
3. What roles for Global Office experts can be identified, starting out from the aim of localization? 

Structure of this report

Chapter 2 will describe the methodology used for this study. Chapter 3 will address research question 
1 on what helps to build linkages. Chapter 4 discusses the relevance of linking from the perspective 
of national-level actors. Chapter 5 identifies roles for Global Office experts that would contribute to 
localization. Chapter 6 offers three further themes that emerged from the study, for further reflection 
by those involved. Chapter 7 presents conclusions, offering nine pointers for how to build linkages 
from the standpoint of localization. 



9

2. Methodology
For this study, 29 people were interviewed. 23 of these have had direct experience linking between 
national and international-level advocacy in the Strategic Partnership programme. All these 23 inter-
viewees had these experiences in one of three policy processes. To protect identities, these policy 
processes are not revealed in this study. However, the processes were spread over three trajectories 
in the Strategic Partnership programme, and four of the countries. One process centered primarily 
on a research project that catalyzed advocacy, while the others involved primarily advocacy, with re-
search having a more secondary and limited role. 

All three cases concerned processes in which linking happened in the context of multi-level gover-
nance, with international actors involved with national-level processes. One case revolved around 
advocacy based on a national-level research project initiated and managed by a Global Office expert 
from Cordaid and a European research organization. This project was primarily executed by Europe-
an researchers in collaboration with Cordaid national-level partners having a role primarily in data 
collection. Advocacy based on the study was subsequently carried out by the Global Office expert, 
Country Office staff and national-level partners, in collaboration. National-level partners have subse-
quently also drawn on the study for other activities. A second and third case involved national-level 
policy processes in which international-level actors (states and multilateral organizations, respec-
tively), had a role to play. These cases involved collaboration between Global Office experts, Country 
Offices and national-level partners, with advocacy carried out internationally as well as nationally. 

The focus on cases in which linking happened mainly brings insights about situations where rele-
vance of linking was relatively direct and immediate. While the interviews did move beyond the cases 
to obtain more general perspectives, sometimes concerning also failure in connecting, the selection 
of cases this means that the insights from this study may not be relevant to trajectories where this 
direct relevance of linking is less evident. On the positive side, the selection of cases also means that 
insights are rooted in direct experience of linking in diverse contexts where multi-level governance 
provides opportunities for linking, providing lessons on how linking can be made to work in practice. 
A further disclaimer is that with three cases and 23 interviewees, it may well be that important reali-
ties and perspectives have been missed. At the same time, the findings, as will be shown later, show 
some important patterns across cases and themes. 

Six interviews were done with Global Office managerial staff, providing contextual knowledge and 
pointing to organizational understandings and knowledge needs regarding the localization process 
currently underway in Cordaid.

Table 1: Interviewees 

Country Offices  7

National-level partner organizations  6

Regional partner organization 1

Global Office experts  3

National-level consultants 2

Europe- and US-based consultants/researchers  4

Global Office managerial staff  6

Total 29
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3. What can help linking? 
How linking can be difficult: some observations 

The cases studied show successful ways of linking international- and national-level advocacy. The 
case centering on a research project led to a report that was received with interest by several audi-
ences, opening doors and contributing to credibility and visibility of Cordaid internationally, while 
leading to significant learnings for national-level partners. A case revolving more directly around 
advocacy led to influence at international level with positive implications for national-level roles for 
the partnership, and enhanced visibility and credibility for Cordaid at country- as well as international 
level, in interplay. Another case involved advocacy at an international event contributing to improved 
access for the partnership to prominent national-level policy processes at national level. In follow-
ing chapters, positive lessons from these cases will get due attention. However, building linkages 
between international- and national-level advocacy can be difficult. In each of the studied cases, diffi-
culties emerged, and many of these are cross-cutting. For proper interpretation of lessons presented 
later in this report, this chapter first presents important challenges, with an illustration from one of 
the cases. Subsequently, forms of relating and a condition that can help linking from a standpoint of 
localization will be identified, drawing on findings from the interviews. 

What difficulties? 

When Global Office experts identified difficulties in building linkages with countries for advocacy, 
their explanations focused primarily on limits they encountered seeking to develop working relations 
and activities with Country Offices and partners. These limits concerned attitude, agendas, capaci-
ties and understandings. When it comes to attitude, Global Office experts sometimes felt they were 
faced with Country Office staff they would not show the engaged, pro-active and/or independent 
attitude they were looking for. ‘Only if I was there something would be done’, as one described it. 
Lack of effective collaboration could also be rooted in Country Offices or partners having different 
agendas, and thus insufficient interest to prioritize the issue or activity Global Office experts wanted 
to engage them with, or advocacy as such. Explanation was also sought in partners’ focus on national 
government and context, and thus a lack of interest in advocacy with international actors. Consid-
ering capacities, Global Office experts would say that difficulties came down to partners’ capacity 
not matching the programme, a lack of advocacy capacity or a lack of research capacity, as required 
in one of the cases focused on for this study. One Global Office expert also pointed to problems in 
experts’ limitations in effective relating to country contexts, stating that, because of Cordaid’s proj-
ect-based work, the link, the knowledge and experience specifically on a geographical level ‘is going 
down more and more’.

During interviews with Global Office experts, two stories emerged where Global Office experts had 
taken the lead in an advocacy trajectory, found that at national-level actors were not responsive, but 
then understood this non-responsiveness as a result of failure on the part of country actors rather 
than a collective problem. Lack of responsiveness and proactivity were then described as the main 
problem and left at that, rather than as a symptom of an underlying problem, let alone one that had 
been addressed in the collaboration. This raises questions about the level of trust and communica-
tion in some collaborations. One Global Office expert discussed differences in understanding and 
approach that were dialogically taken up and resolved.

Global Office experts, Country Office staff and national-level partners have the most direct experience 
with linking, and understandings of these linkages based most directly in experience. They are also 
the ones primarily responsible for building these linkages in practice. Because of this, this report 
pays special attention to their views. The understanding around linking are primarily presented from 
the perspectives of Global Office experts on the one hand, and Country Office and national-level 
partner organizations on the other (including one regional partner). Given the request from Cordaid 
to frame the analysis from the perspective of localization, in some sections (for example considering 
conditions for linking, relevance of linking and added value of Global Office experts) focus is on the 
perspective of Country Offices and national-level partners. To protect identities, interviewees from 
Country Offices and national-level partner organizations are presented together as national-level per-
spectives as much as possible, rather than separately. This limits the analysis in the sense that the 
distinction is highly relevant for linking, since the relations with the Global Office are different and the 
relations between the two categories are also significant for linking. However, giving the small size of 
the sample combined with the high sensitivity of the information to those involved, it was decided to 
focus on broader issues of linking between the national and international, which is after all the focus 
of this study. In this report, Global Office experts will be referred to as such or as ‘experts’, since this 
is how they are commonly referred to by Cordaid.1 This is not to suggest that national-level actors 
are not experts. Country Office staff and staff of partner organizations will mostly be grouped and 
referred to as ‘national-level actors’, unless there is reason to identify them more specifically. This 
is a categorization that does not do justice to the diversity of organizations, which may be active in 
certain regions rather than at national level, for example. The categorization is made only to facilitate 
discussion on country-level/international level linking, central to this report.

The analysis in this report focuses on the insights that can be drawn from the interviews with the 
groups of actors described above but includes contextualizations that bring in understandings and 
reflections from other interviewees (consultants, researchers, a regional partner and Global Office 
managers). 

All interviews were carried out online in the period July - November 2020. Interviews were recorded 
and transcribed fully to allow for capturing of details. Analysis of the data consisted of inductive cod-
ing (in which patterns of meaning are found exploring the data), facilitating qualitative data analysis 
with the research questions in mind, such as: what helps in linking, in the view and experience of 
interviewees? What types of difficulties in linking did interviewees identify and experience? In what 
senses can linking be relevant for them? What conditions for linking emerge from their accounts? 
What silences and key concerns can be noted? How do views from different perspectives compare? 
Informed consent was obtained before the interviews. A draft of the report was shared with interview-
ees to offer an opportunity for requesting sensitive elements to be adjusted or deleted, or factually 
errors to be corrected. To protect identities, names of individuals, organizations and countries are 
not provided in this report. 

1  Following the analysis provided in this report, the title of ‘international advocate’ would be more appropriate. 
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taken up by national-level actors for advocacy in a direct sense. Some national-level interviewees who 
were involved did state they have learnt from the study and the initial advocacy they were involved in 
following completion. Learnings that they mentioned pertain to advocacy, thematic content and the 
workings of policy and politics at different levels. Interviewees expressed their high appreciation for 
these learnings, and their eagerness to work again with the European research organization, again 
for learning. They also explained how they use specific insights from the research that are relevant for 
their work on other topics. Some interviewees’ interpretations of the findings and their significance 
appear contradictory. In any case, there is no collective strategy regarding how to move forward with 
the results of the study. While Covid-19 has played a role in this, national-level actors explain the lim-
ited advocacy based on the study also be referring to limited usefulness in their context, too limited 
involvement in the study, the results being too academic, not having received the report, not having 
the report in their language and having other priorities. 

What helps in linking

Interviewees shared many insights addressing the difficulties sketched above. These insights help 
to gain more understanding of the difficulties, and ways to overcome them that are rooted in this 
understanding. Five things that help were clearly identified, four having to do with ways of relating, 
and one with decision-making structures. Below, each of these will be discussed. 

Table 2. What helps in linking? 

1. Mutual capacity strengthening

2. Relating

3. Collective process

4. Communication: bringing things together

5. Workable decision-making structures

1. Mutual capacity strengthening
Several interviewees thought that limited advocacy capacity at country level was an issue that could 
hamper linking national and international levels. A regional partner speaking of a trajectory in which 
linking failed, illustrates the difficulties: 

“[Expert] can push them you know, ‘[regional partner] is going to [multilateral organiza-
tion], who is going?’...But [Country Offices] were not responding to either of us. So. I kept 
asking [expert], do your colleagues understand that advocacy happens in a moment? It’s 
not something that you have to fill, going for planning. At the global level, the advocacy 
is swift. We have not been able to get the Country Offices to connect to regional and 
global advocacy. And I think really what is missing is that maybe, probably, we’ve not 
sat together with them to plan and to make them understand the opportunities of this 
advocacy, you see? [...] probably we need that process of sitting with the Country Offices 
and planning with them. Developing you know, being strategic, what is the advocacy 
objective for this year, at the different levels? So that when we get back to them, they will 
know where we are coming from. That’s what I feel, you know? As an institution and I 
think even at the country level, they do well with national-level advocacy, but pulling the 
country to the regional and to the global is something that [expert] does on [their] own. 
But I think that the Country Offices should do that because it’s too much for [expert]. It 
might be that Country Offices are overwhelmed. There’s a lot of demand coming from 
head. But they don’t understand the relationship between the work they’re doing and 

Country Offices and partners sometimes mentioned difficulties confirming some of the perspectives 
Global Office experts provided. Sometimes, taking the stance that linking is a matter of dealing with 
requests from Global Office experts, staff would speak of being ‘too busy’ to do what was requested, 
and there was also some mention of having limited advocacy and research capacity. However, they 
also pointed out that experts themselves may not relate to the Country Office and staff in an engag-
ing way, coming up with demands and sometimes also apparently out to advance their own ideas 
and leadership rather than show the supportive, facilitating and encouraging attitude that would 
have led to better result in their view. Lack of dialogue and ownership were also mentioned in this 
context, as well as limited communication as such. Finally, interviewees mentioned the problem of 
Global Office experts sometimes having limited knowledge of the countries, potentially resulting in 
misrepresentation at international level, and in one instance also limits in knowledge of the domain 
of the trajectory. 

The difficulties appear to arise primarily from a mismatch in expectations and lack of collective pro-
cess building relations, agendas and actions. One the one hand, this is rooted in expectations around 
capacity. However, it is also rooted in lack of a shared understanding and mutual commitment with 
regard to what needs to be done. The two issues are related. In two of the cases studied, difficulties 
were rooted in Global Office experts wanting something from Country Offices or partners that they 
were reluctant or unable to give to the extent desired by the Global Office experts. Collaboration 
initiated by Global Office experts tends to come with requirements for those in the countries, from 
ambitions largely rooted in Global Office experts’ understandings and plans. This pattern of linking 
revolving around Global Office experts seeking collaboration through requests, vying for the atten-
tion and collaboration of Country Office and partner staff appears to be common, while requests the 
other way around were not found in this study. 

Illustration

The difficulties described above can be illustrated with developments in one of the cases. The case 
centering on a research study was conceived by the Global Office expert in collaboration with Eu-
ropean partners, with Country Offices and partners subsequently enrolled for participation. This 
participation as consisted of providing some input in the fieldwork stage, collection of data and 
advocacy based on the research results. While input was given and data collected, European actors 
appreciated the quality of the work by some of the national-level actors, but complained of lack of 
research capacity leading to quality challenges for other parts of the study, ‘the interviews were not 
carried out as they should have’. In addition, uptake for advocacy was less effective than hoped, ‘they 
never used the great advocacy opportunity this offered to them’, ‘It seems they were not interested 
in advocacy with the international actors’. ‘the organization of the events was not as it should have 
been’. National-level actors on their part complained of lack of ownership: ‘[consultant] didn’t give 
us a chance to get involved’, ‘the time was too short’, ‘we were too busy’, ‘we should be involved 
from the start, then people are more engaged and it is more effective’, ’the concept note was in En-
glish, which we don’t understand well’. One Country Office emphasized the challenges in terms of 
compliance rather than ownership – due to different capacity issues (time, expertise) it was difficult 
to deliver, and demands were too much. Some partners stated that the final report was not sent by 
the European partner or translated [it is available online, also in translated form, MvW], but they also 
had not inquired, even though 10 months had passed since the study was completed. Meanwhile, 
the research report appears to have been received well at advocacy events in New York, and some 
national-level advocacy events took place involving many of those involved. After this, there has been 
little communication between Global Office and national-level actors on how to proceed. Interviews 
indicated that the main insights and recommendations of the studies have subsequently not been 
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invested by saying: ‘Hi this is me, this is what I want to do, what do you want, what do 
you think is important?’ Very open, that dialogue. When I just started with Cordaid and 
asked for input to get people to do an international event, I got nothing. Because people 
wouldn’t know what I would be doing and want that meant and what added value it had 
for them. Then this summer I got a lot of reactions, so it’s partly also about getting clear: 
What is my role again, what do I do and what can I do? Why does it have added value?” 

On the basis of this relation, a shared understanding, with ownership, could then develop: As the 
Global Office expert described this: 

“My role is to open the door and perhaps lead people to the right door and sometimes 
do a bit of translation, because people in a certain room speak in a slightly different way 
than people who come from outside. But I have never, ever said: ‘This is the message 
you have to bring, this is what you have to say’. I have always built an equal partnership 
with partners here in the Netherlands, but also in New York, but also in countries. I have 
never done this very consciously. It has always been fairly intuitive. And I have only been 
realizing this for a year now that it works so well. I also talked to [colleague of partner 
organization], we can talk about it very much [...]. We are always very open with each 
other about: do you see me as a donor now? As Cordaid, we do not see ourselves as a 
donor. But you could also say: we do have the money and we have the power. So that 
you are constantly checking and checking with each other: are you doing this because 
I tell you to do it? Are you doing this because you believe in it? Do you want to do this? 
Really strong vocal partners and having that conversation with them and also daring to 
be open to feedback. That’s what helped me here, because it also made the partners feel 
that they could say things to me.” 

Given the personal and time investment involved, more personal relating may also imply prioritizing 
more. As one Global Office expert put it: ‘I can’t have personal relations with five or six countries’. 

Relevant to relating to the many differences in perspectives and priorities that may emerge in linking, 
Global Office experts stressed the importance of rooting linking in mutual respect and trust, seeking 
dialogue and open addressing of issues that may arise. Experts spoke of the need to have open-end-
ed conversations, where ideas but also dilemmas and limits could be discussed openly and freely. 

“Simply being always very transparent and having a lot of expectation management day 
in and day out.[...] you constantly have to indicate [...]. For example: then I am busy 
collecting names for the [international event]. And then you’re already very much ham-
mering away at it: ‘I can’t promise anything, I can’t guarantee anything, but I’m going to 
nominate someone.’ Constantly indicating what can and cannot be done. Show respect. 
But at the same time showing respect for their work, but also asking for a little respect in 
return. If I have a meeting and people don’t show up, it just doesn’t work. For example, 
if I bring partners to New York, I always make sure that I say: ‘These are the agreements 
where you really have to be. I also understand that you’re here in New York and that 
you’ve never been here before and that you might want to do something fun and see 
something. Fine, let me know. But these are the real things and if you are not here then 
we have a problem. For the rest, I’m not going to stuff your whole agenda and ask you 
to be there and there or at every side event.” 

This openness is not a given. Assumed power relations can come in here.

advocacy at a regional and at global level. They just see their small things at the national 
level. They’re not able to make the linkage. Secondly, they don’t understand that advo-
cacy happens in speed. You know, unlike [organizations] who know that if [expert] finds 
someone in New York who is ready to speak to them, one of them is ready to jump into 
the plane and we get up to New York.”

While discussing such situations at challenging, interviewees’ discussions also revealed that they 
could offer opportunities for advocacy capacity development through collaboration. Openness to 
learning and readiness to invest in counterparts’ learning about the workings of advocacy appears 
helpful. As two Global Office experts’ discussions illustrate:

“I’ve had trouble with country directors who didn’t understand why again a colleague 
had to fly to New York, or why a partner had to go there. You have to constantly explain 
and show that: ‘If we send someone to New York now and he or she is going to talk to 
that one and that person and that person, that can have an impact on that person and 
that person’. It’s a lot of explaining, sometimes terribly tiring. If you’ve been doing that 
for a while, that’s when it goes really fast.” 

“You actually have to explain a lot, that doesn’t happen by itself, why advocacy is import-
ant. It’s not automatically on their radar, not right away.”

Several interviewees in the countries gave accounts of such learning in the context of collaboration 
and expressed appreciation for it. Interviewees also spoke of learning about national-level contexts 
and priorities and taking these more as starting points. A Global Office expert spoke of how it helps 
to be relatively closely familiar to a country context. Interviewees at country level discussed how 
spending more time in countries and working along country counterparts there is helpful. This would 
also help working more from national-level agendas than is now sometimes the case: 

“International lobbyists of Cordaid should improve their taking into account what is hap-
pening in the country when they are in international fora. Because sometimes, you have 
people who are talking about [country] but they are not talking about the real problems 
that are happening in the country. For instance, [expert] has to participate in an interna-
tional forum, where he will talk about [country], for me it will be good to contact people 
from the field, to have their opinion, their view and try to present that in the international 
forum. I don’t mean that they are not doing it, but this should be improved.” 

2. Relating 
Another factor that was identified as helpful in linking is the building of connections between Global 
Office experts and colleagues in the countries, building equal partnership. While in some instances 
this happened much to the satisfaction of staff in countries, there have also been situation in which 
Global Office experts sought to enroll organizations in the countries to take part in activities devised 
by them, creating what one could sometimes even call an instrumental usage of partners. A Global 
Office expert told how personal relating, seeking meaningful connections, with approachability and 
availability, builds foundations for collaborating on an equal footing. 

“This work boils down very much to personal relationships, making time for it, build-
ing trust and also showing that you take someone seriously and take someone’s work 
seriously. I invested a lot in this during that first period. I’m available a lot [...] I’m very 
approachable and I’m fairly low key. That does make connecting easy [...] I can get along 
with anyone and there is trust everywhere. That also has to do with the fact that I have 
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to say in advance: On this subject, I’m going to bet this year. That this subject will be dis-
cussed with the countries, that everyone is aware of it and that the experts also attempt to 
make their planning. In my opinion, this is part of a lobbying strategy. Now experts do not 
make an explicit strategy. That is all ad hoc. I just don’t think that’s good enough. If you 
had that strategy and countries are aware of it, then they can join in, instead of the ques-
tions always coming from the Global Office. I think that will help a lot. Also, that everyone 
clearly notices: Okay, this year I’m going to work with these countries in that direction. 
Then everyone will know: Okay, then we’re going to make the program a little lighter there 
for ourselves. Then you can have a conversation about it and not find out halfway through 
the year: Now we have to finish this and this in three weeks. That won’t work. I under-
stand: It’s a lobby, so there’s a lot to it. But you can also send a lot of things yourself and 
search for topics. Then you can make adjustments halfway through if it doesn’t work.” 

Effective linking can also be hampered by absence of a shared agenda. In two of the studied cases, it 
was apparent that linking did not involve the development of a shared agenda, with objectives that 
strategies towards these collectively developed and executed. In one case, linking even explicitly cen-
tered on activities first and foremost. Stressing the problematic nature of such a ground for linking, 
a manager at the Global Office stressed that ‘the link does not lie in activities. It lies in strategy and 
communication’. One Global Office expert pointed to the way collaboration should be structured pro-
grammatically and organizationally: 

“In the [Capacitating Change] proposal, you can see that the idea is that we have to do 
international advocacy by [experts] in the service of progress in countries. But [...] we are 
always structured separately. We report separately, we have separate activities. That was a 
mistake in the proposal. What you need to do is: I should have been part of the [country] 
teams. I would have been able to support advocacy in [country] from an international 
perspective. Which makes a lot of sense [...].” 

“In Power of Voices, advocacy is at the service of the national agenda. But you have to insti-
tutionalize things, otherwise it just doesn’t happen. So, we really need to agree now: every 
planning meeting is in October and then the international advocacy should be there. That 
is very simple. And then you come to a common plan between national and international 
advocates, about [country] or [country]. And you just have to have a joint meeting between 
the advocates and [country] every two or three weeks. It is one team.”

Interviews also brought out the importance of starting from common ground, having shared under-
standing of what needs to be done why, and shared interest in that. To illustrate: analyzing difficulties 
in linking, a Global Office expert shared experiences of not coming together with national-level coun-
terparts, much to this expert’s frustration. Lack of interest appeared key. 

“The international community is very large in those countries. Every year in September or 
October I would push very hard to be able to participate in next year’s planning. But that 
just didn’t happen. It was always done separately. I then think: can’t I skype with [Country 
Office] to...? ‘No, difficult, difficult, difficult.’ Long emails and conversations in advance to 
get this advocacy and it was actually every year. It turned out to be very difficult. I depend-
ed on the good will of people over there. The people in the countries were definitely in the 
Strategic Partnership programme with advocacy. But my disadvantage was that for half of 
them it wasn’t an interest and it was not a priority.”

“In my view we are a team. And I can ask critical questions or give advice to colleagues. 
They shouldn’t be so frightened and desperate about that. We’re just colleagues. That 
doesn’t mean I’m arrogant or superior or anything like that. We’re just part of the team. 
As long as I can make it clear I do it in the interest of the agenda there, it will be accept-
ed, I would hope.” 

While Global Office experts may seek communication, sensitivity to the ways in which power rela-
tions may delimit communication may be helpful. For example, one interviewee explained how Coun-
try Office staff sometimes do not share their thoughts about ‘requests’ they get from Global Office 
experts but may simply choose not to respond to these rather than confront the expert. Such issues, 
indicating power relations, should be addressed to make the open conversation needed for linking 
from an equal footing or from Southern leadership possible.

Such relating may be helped by finding ways to connect with the other. One national-level actor spoke 
of the need to work hard to build local connections, from cultural sensitivity, spending time in the 
country and supporting people to get out of their shell rather than imposing expectations (of being 
proactive) on them. Speaking of sensitivity to cultural difference: 

“For example, a number of our meetings are being scheduled at Fridays or Saturdays or 
late night. The time sensitivity and the content sensitivity are not considered most of 
the time. For a female in [country] is very hard to sit at home and start having meetings 
in the English language. So this is most of the time not acceptable in family structures 
and culturally it’s not good. But our Global Office colleagues, they don’t understand this 
kind of sensitivities.” 

A Global Office expert spoke about the importance of recognizing one’s own privilege, approaching 
people in countries with empathy was emphasized as a crucial element in building productive rela-
tions. 

“In the past year, I’ve been philosophizing a lot about that with [colleague at partner 
organization]. What is this? Why do we manage to relate to each other so well? That’s 
not just a friendship or a trust. It’s also a certain way of thinking and realizing every day 
how comfortable my life is and how much easier it is for me to be white and be in Europe 
than it is for a [...] who is not from here.” 

3. Collective process
One factor that comes in with linking is planning. While interviewees addressing planning accept 
that advocacy requires flexibility, Global Offices’ engagement with people at country level can be 
experienced as ad hoc, and interfering with national-level planning. From a planning perspective, a 
manager at the Global Office advised close interaction between countries and Global Office experts 
to come up with integrated planning: 

“What doesn’t happen is that the experts are really involved in the planning process in 
the countries. They only give feedback. The activities of the experts are not included in 
the Country Office planning. The Country Office planning is not always relevant to the 
experts working at a completely different level. So, there is a gap between them. This was 
not well thought out from the start. Everyone knows the office planning. They make a 
much more extensive planning than the Global Office. People who actually only plan the 
annual events. After that, there’s a lot that goes ad hoc. So, there’s just a gap between 
them. I understand that a lot of ad hoc things are happening, but that they actually have 
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“I think the biggest question that needs to be wrestled with, because I feel like this is the 
key to success in your programming or your advocacy is really understanding what you 
hope to achieve at the national level. You know there’s great buzzwords and advocacy 
talking points and recommendations that you can bring to anybody. But what are you 
trying to do in a country, how are you going to get there and how can you show success? 
And if you’re saying we’re just going to strengthen institutions and have more people 
around the table, well what specifically are you going to do and how are you going to 
change the minds that you need to have more women at the table or that you need to 
have a more inclusive you know justice system? What specifically does that look like and 
how are you going to be able to prove that you did it? think that that is a really important 
thing to think about because Cordaid, along with many other organizations, struggles 
with how to connect its national work with its global work and it has to be informed. 
They both have to be informed by the other and I understand that success doesn’t come 
quickly, these are really complicated kind of generational types of change that we want 
to see with more inclusive governance and this better social contract that we talked 
about. ‘Stronger social contract’ but I think we need to be able to show more what is 
being done at the country level on these issues. Where there is progress is being made. 
What were the reasons why that didn’t happen? And you don’t have to come to the UN 
with, ‘We did this and we did this and we did that and we were successful here,’ but I 
feel like you need to come to the UN saying, ‘This is what we tried to do, this was our 
strategy for how we tried to do it, these were our partners but we got locked for these five 
reasons,’ like ‘the government did this’, ‘we didn’t have money for that’, ‘we got kicked 
out of here’. And then those are almost recommendations in of themselves you know 
like, ‘we need more investment in this’, ‘we need to have more civic space.’ It’s about 
what is being achieved or not being achieved at the national level because that to me 
is still not as clear as it could be. What are you doing there, why is it working, why is it 
not working and what do we need to know about? What do policy makers need to know 
about what’s working and what’s not working? So how the international community can 
contribute or can support this work better or what should they not be doing that they are 
doing right now. And those really practical, super practical lessons I think are needed to 
be successful in advocacy.” 

4. Communication: bringing things together
Frequent communication has been a practice with one of the Global Office experts in one of the cas-
es, showing an approach to making linking work that involves making fruitful connections to ‘bring 
things together’:

“Constant coordination. I’m in a call again today with someone in [country], someone 
who normally works in New York. And me here: ‘What are we doing at EU level? What is 
going on at the level of the United States? What is happening in [country capital]? How 
can we coordinate it? How can we strengthen it? We are very good at that. Very good at 
bringing things together, so when we were doing things in the US, we were also doing it 
with women from [country].” 

This expert’s communication was lauded as a greatly contributing factor facilitating effective linking 
by national-level counterparts. As one put it: 

“[Expert] has never only relied on the emails, but uses WhatsApp groups as well, is com-
municating with us all the time, all of us, at different levels, especially with [programme 
coordinator]. So, [expert] is sometimes using us as well; what she wants to take from us. 

Several interviewees’ accounts indicate that one cannot assume shared understanding when it 
comes to linking. This understanding may have to be explored and built collectively, rather than leav-
ing linking to the assumed relevance of it for either national-level actors or Global Office experts. As 
national-level actors said: 

“For me, what can be improved is the involvement of the local team in the actual writing 
of the report. Because the reports had been written by a consultant. We were sent and 
provided our inputs, but if the report can be written by the whole team who participated 
or who intervene somehow in the data collection it can be even more interesting and 
also, maybe other techniques or other approaches could be developed, in the organiza-
tion of activities.”

“We sat as partners with the people we want to support, to articulate what we want 
together, to agree on how we are going to do it. So, doing that together. And then Cor-
daid took all our ideas to get the fund. That was very important because whatever we’re 
doing is to address the needs that we have found... So, everything was the participatory 
approach of developing the project of understanding and agreeing. Even when the fund 
was raised, we still had the planning meeting together with them and Cordaid to say, 
how do we go about doing each of these, looking at the budget. They were also transpar-
ent. This is it. This is what we have. How do we all work on this together? So, in terms 
of approach to work and approach to partnership, I think it was that which was empow-
ering. And then which enabled everyone to own the process and everyone to understand 
what their roles are and respect them.”

However, interviewees also told of their experience of building links from a top-down approach, with 
too limited engagement with, or involvement of, national-level actors. A Global Office expert said that 
a contributing factor on the side of Global Office experts has been a tendency of to engage issues as 
understood in international arenas in abstract terms significant at those international levels but with 
little meaning for people working in the countries. 

“There has not been a writing and thinking process in which everyone came together. 
What also played a role is that there were quite a few advocates in The Hague who were 
talking on an extremely high conceptual level, about UN conferences with long abbre-
viations. All those people in [countries] didn’t understand it. They thought, what’s in it 
for me? [...] We once had a session with a consultant [...] He had made a joke and he 
had written all the long names on the board. And then he went to ask the people from 
[countries] what it meant, and nobody knew.” 

While an actor at national-level pointed to the leading role of Global Office Experts, in practice put-
ting national-level actors in a passive role. 

“What I have learned about Cordaid, how they used to do things: all the work was done 
in The Hague, the identification, the formulation, the implementation and basically the 
colleagues here had it very easy, they just follow the instructions. That was wrong, be-
cause by doing that, they did not really develop any capacity here on the ground for them 
to be standing on their own.” 

A consultant working at UN level described what collective process effectively linking national and 
international could look like: 
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means that someone like [programme coordinator] apparently doesn’t feel it’s his man-
date to actually follow up with the various delegations. That’s what I’ve noticed, that’s 
where the biggest challenge lies at that international level. [...] But if you really want to do 
this well, then you need the international advocacy at the national level.”
 

This expert furthermore sought explanation of limited advocacy effectiveness in hierarchical man-
agement styles at Country Offices, pointing to a lack of interest in advocacy or facilitation of the 
processes needed to be effective, leaving insufficient room for the staff agility needed for advocacy. A 
program coordinator at country level confirms that hierarchy partly shaped capacity to act, however 
also pointing to hierarchy also involving the international level:

“As coordinator I had 12 or 13 counterparts to deal with. I also had a structure in the 
Country Office; I should take approval of my line manager, my director and to share 
everything while there was [past Global Office manager] working at the global level who 
was the decision maker, not the Country Office director. So, it was quite a difficult proj-
ect for me. Because we need to go through the internal structure and there is already an 
external or international structure that takes the decision. But here at the Country Office, 
we also have the decision makers.” 

Another issue emerging in this context is the difficult position of the Strategic Partnership coordinator 
having to play coordinating and advocacy roles at once. As a Global Office expert explained: 

“Cordaid has added value. Not only as the contract holder, but also as a knowledge hub, 
more thinking and helping partners, thinking together about strategy, about where you 
want to go with your program. In some countries I see that these coordinators actually 
also play that role. Now the problem is a bit – and I don’t know how you can solve that 
– that you de facto have a coordinator in which both roles are invested. So that person 
is both responsible for that facilitating, coordinating role – more the management side 
– and responsible for that substantive role. It is too much, and there is no single coordi-
nator who can do both well.” 

A program coordinator at country level confirms this problem, however also expressing the issue of 
diverging expectations addressed in chapter 3:

“The perception at the Global Office is that someone who is coordinator of this project 
and coordinating, they have; need to allocate 100% of time. And they are asking ques-
tions and inputs and contributions and all these issues, considering that time limit. But 
here, Country Office we have a number of activities under our portfolio and under our 
job description, which may not allow us to be 100% available for those kinds of engage-
ments. So, I don’t see it to be an organizational behavioral issue, I see it as a structure 
issue. So, this need to be considered next time for Just Future.” 

Conclusion

The main overarching insight emerging from the interviewees is the importance of process. A good 
process builds shared understandings and agendas, from a foundation of mutual respect and en-
gagement. This creates direction in the form of shared understandings and agendas as well as the 
relational infrastructure for collaboration and finding roles. This then is to be based in clear deci-
sion-making structures that allow for the swift coordination and action required for advocacy. This 

When it comes to the project design, we work all together, everyone. So, that is some-
thing that also helped us to build the team.”

In another case, communication was much more limited. This created situations in which coun-
terparts did not know of each other what the status was of projects or how to proceed. Language 
barriers could also hamper communication. In such cases, a basic lack of interaction can hamper 
not only activity, but also ownership and engagement. The ‘bringing together’ did not happen. As a 
national-level actor told: 

“Considering the whole process, how we had to work together: sometimes next steps 
weren’t so clear to the people who were conducting [project]. So, we had the impression 
that we were improvising. Like, in a in a meeting, it is said: ‘no, focus groups still have to 
be done’ and then after a few days, you are told you are going to make the presentation 
at a certain level. At the start, there wasn’t a well-established schedule of all the steps to 
be taken. Perhaps this side can also be improved.”

“This also pertains to the post-investigation stage. The results are there, what are we 
going to do with them? What will the next steps be? When I say that, I look at the com-
munities who have had to provide their ideas, their aspirations for a world that they 
would like to have with the different authorities. What are the next steps of the project? 
Are we going to do the same surveys again? Or are we thinking about how to support 
these communities to improve their quality of life, or to see their aspirations realized?”

5. Workable decision-making structures
Communication gaps are closely intertwined with ambiguities or differences in approach on the 
fronts of decision-making and mandate. Who should be kept in the loop on what? Who has what 
say on what? A staff member of a Country Office discussed how understandings on decision making 
mandate may hamper linking national and international-level advocacy: 

“Having their concepts of ideas of being independent, the Country Office sometimes 
deals with it very independently without keeping our international stakeholders or Glob-
al Office in communication or in cc or in the loop. So, these kinds of issues sometimes 
raise conflicts in discussions, or you don’t know what’s happening. And again, at the 
end of the day, the decision needs to be taken at different level. So, this was the concern. 
It should be very clear what kind of decisions Country Office should take and what kind 
of decisions Global Office should take.” 

With advocacy requiring swift and coordinating action, decision making structures can also work 
against successful advocacy as such, which can also show up as a problem for linking the national 
and international. As one Global Office experts said, discussing the organization of an event involv-
ing international stakeholders working at national level: 

“I said to them, ‘Do you have those relationships? Do you know who you should have?’ 
‘Yes, we do!’ They know where the EU delegation building is, but they don’t know anyone 
there. Later on, I talked about it with the country director and the program director: ‘You 
really have to change this; you can’t lobby like this!’ They know everyone in the national 
government, but not in the [multilateral organization at country level]. ‘But we do know 
all those people,’ says one of the country directors. Yes, because we are in the same net-
work as the two white people. But it is about funding or donor coordination. So, in the 
end it all comes down to the highest boss, who does have those contacts. Which also 
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4. The relevance of linking 
The previous chapter shows that linking can be fruitful and possible from the standpoint of localiza-
tion. However, what can this linking look like? What could be starting points? 

In this chapter as elsewhere, we focus on the relevance of linking as understood by national-level ac-
tors, since the question of this relevance is fundamental to questions of localization.

Considering the data emerging from the interviews with national-level actors, the relevance of linking 
can be understood in two ways. On the one hand, there is the relevance of linking national and inter-
national level advocacy as such, having some form of strategic relevance. On the other hand, there 
is the linking with Global Office experts with different type of activities of national-level advocates, in 
different roles. In chapter 5, these roles will be presented and analysed. Here, we focus on the relevance 
of linking national and international level advocacy as such. 

As we will show below: interviewees articulated different forms of relevance for linking national and 
international advocacy. However, this relevance was consistently articulated from the perspective of 
national-level advocacy. International-level advocacy was seen to strengthen national-level advocacy in 
diverse ways. While this brought out interviewees understandings of their issue as involving multi-level 
governance, it also brought out how forms of relevance pointed out provide little articulation of this 
multi-level governance as such, beyond affecting national-level advocacy. Such outcomes may partly 
be an artefact of the interview asking to reflect on collaborations and roles rather than relevance in the 
context of strategy specifically. However, it is notable that discussions of relevance to national-level ad-
vocacy was often more detailed, and the finding is consistent with findings in chapter five that go into 
roles of Global Office experts – there too we see a focus on national-level advocacy. 

Table 3: Relevance of linking

1.  Multi-level governance

2.  Strengthening national-level capacity

3.  Raising profiles at national level

4.  Being part of a global effort

5.  Projecting neutrality

1. Multi-level governance
Many interviewees understand the issues they work on in terms of multi-level governance. What hap-
pens in political and policymaking arenas internationally can have an impact at national level, and vice 
versa. It is from this perspective that international advocacy is deemed important. There are two ways 
in which interviewees articulate such perspectives. On the one hand, there are concrete accounts of 
how international linking matters, as with the statement below: 

“International lobbying is very relevant because a country like [country] is depending upon 
international community in many, many issues. Economics, politics, like a fragile country, 
it is depending on international actors. It is very interesting because, for instance, now we 
have economic problems and the government is looking for loans from the IMF. So, we 
need to work with them, for instance to tell them, okay, you want to support [country], but 
we have problem of communities and how the government should work with this problem. 
It is very important to work with international stakeholders, for a country like [country].”

assessment of ‘what helps’ calls for moving away from collaboration centered on events and moving 
towards more longer-term collaborations. 



24 25

very small, but it was always a little bit hiding, a little bit in the back, more like a donor 
organization. But in the last one or two years, we have become increasingly visible and 
not just in [trajectory], but more generally. People are more aware of Cordaid and what 
we are here to offer to everybody.”

4. Being part of a global effort
The relevance in linking can also lie in national-level advocacy becoming more evidently part of a 
larger scale effort of Cordaid globally, raising the legitimacy of Cordaid’s advocacy at national level, 
as interviewees at national and regional level shared: 

“We position ourselves as backed by Cordaid. So, people know, okay, this is not just a 
[country] issue; it is a regional issue, is a global issue. So, it adds value.” 

“When [expert] goes to [international conference] and speaks to people from [multilater-
al organization] then there is a connection with people from [that organization] here in 
[country]. When I saw people from [multilateral organization] in [European city] coming 
here to [country] for [national-level event], they knew that at Global Office, Cordaid was 
promoting [topic of the event].” 

“[Expert]’s international-level activities give a legitimacy to Cordaid’s role on this topic. 
For instance, when we were very much involved in [national-level policy process], some 
people from other organizations questioned Cordaid’s presence and why Cordaid more 
than another NGO was involved. And the fact that we have an international lobbying ad-
vocacy program on [topic of the policy process], helped us to defend our presence. And 
also, the fact that the Strategic Partnership has been working on many years on [topic]. 
But showing that there is a global approach for Cordaid on many countries on [topic] 
was helpful to explain our role in [country].” 

5. Projecting neutrality
This legitimacy can also lie in providing a sense of neutrality; of not being entangled in national-level 
politics.

“[National-level policy process] became very political. We had some criticism about Cor-
daid involvement. Because people were saying Cordaid was involved because Cordaid 
was supporting the president. So, well, we had to explain that we were supporting UHC 
and it was not because we were in favor of the president. And so, we had to sometimes 
step out a little and to show that Cordaid was involved in this process not because we 
were supporting politically [politician], but because we were supporting more globally a 
process and [national-level policy development]. We had to show our neutrality.” 

Conclusion

Country Offices and partners often see relevance of linking, and consistently do so from a perspective 
of localization: linking matters because it matters to what happens here. However, most forms of rel-
evance address the aim of making national-level advocacy more effective. There appears to be overall 
limited engagement with the fundamental question that could underlie linking in a substantive and 
strategic manner: how can international advocacy, coupled with national-level advocacy, help to bring 
about desired changes? However, in the following chapter we will see that national-level actors’ per-
spectives may provide room to develop this relevance further, as interviewees commonly speak of 

“[Expert] contacted the minister at [international conference] and when he came here, 
that facilitated contact with us. Because he had already met the minister and the general 
secretary [...].”

On the other hand, there are brief references to relevance more generally, again from a national-lev-
el perspective. Interviewees argue, for example for international advocates ‘supporting our work’, 
‘presenting our results at international level’ or ‘building support’ with regard to a national-level 
issue. Interviewees largely don’t elaborate further in interviews on the specific processes involved, 
nor speak much of any roles for themselves or their organizations in it thus far. While this may be 
partly due to the sample of interviewees, this finding does suggest that relevance of linking is widely 
understood, but actual direct involvement at the same time limited. The international arenas seem 
far removed from many interviewees’ own work, but the potential for more linking seems worthy of 
exploring further. As we will see in the next chapter, the sense of distance and abstractness changes 
as soon as conversations move to national-level advocacy, and the roles Global Office experts can 
play therein. It also changes when the discussion moves to national-level actors’ arguments for hav-
ing more involvement in international advocacy, which will be discussed in chapter five. 

2. Strengthening national-level capacity
Through participation in international advocacy, some national-level actors gain knowledge and ex-
perience, which can provide a wider view on their issue and their work as advocates. A national-level 
advocate shares an experience with international advocacy: 

“When I went [to multilateral organization], I thought that this was an activity like so 
many others. Arrived, I will try to exchange, to present the results, my understanding 
of things. But the more we had interventions, in fact we had exchanges with various 
[actors], the more I began to understand how much it was very serious what I had to 
do. And how much what I had to say was going to engage almost an entire nation. Be-
cause I had to speak on behalf of civil society of [country]. That’s when I took things very 
seriously. At the start, we had to prepare, we had to carry out exchanges, to help us to 
prepare our intervention. And when we had to present our speech, we were with [inter-
national stakeholder based in country]. This is where I understood that we had different 
conceptions of the reality on the ground. [Stakeholder] is so surrounded by politics, and 
is also at the level of the capital, so not really on the ground. There are certain realities 
that [stakeholder] did not have or that she knew very little about. For us, it was an expe-
rience to speak on behalf of these communities. [...] It was an experience; I would say 
unforgettable and very interesting for me personally and for the work I had to do with 
Cordaid and [national-level partner].” 

3. Raising profiles at national level
In addition, national-level advocates’ participation in international advocacy, in collaboration with 
Global Office experts, can raise the profile of national-level advocates at country level. 

“So, we were bringing the local colleagues to New York while the option could have been 
[for the expert to say] ‘I go alone to New York and I will do all the messaging, I will do the 
speaking or whatever.’ Instead, [expert] said ‘no, this is a very unique opportunity. The 
time is right, we bring a team of not just Cordaid, but also our partners to New York, we 
work together to do the massaging, the lobbying, the advocacy…’, and then they went as 
far as [national-level advocate] giving a speech. And then from New York, they went to 
[international-level political arenas]. Now, of course, that raised the profile of Cordaid [at 
country level] tremendously. It is becoming a credible organization. Cordaid was never 
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5. Roles of Global Office experts
This chapter presents the roles of Global Office experts that interviewees identified from standpoints 
of localization. Such roles were primarily articulated by national-level actors. While Global Office 
experts did discuss some roles in such terms, national-level actors identified more elements of such 
roles.

Notably, national-level actors gave importance to Global Office experts, but they largely did so in 
terms of joint action, facilitation and support. Secondly, in line with the findings presented in chapter 
4 on the relevance of linking from the standpoint of localization, their views assigned roles of experts 
the centred on national-level needs and realities, drawing experts into national-level processes rather 
than the other way around. This is important, since experts have been known often to build processes 
linking up with national-level actors as the party seeing opportunities for international-level advocacy 
in which national-level actors could play a role – making linking often start with requests for collabo-
ration coming from Experts. With localization being a challenge for the years to come, and a question 
mark for many when it comes to understanding what it is supposed to mean and how to make it hap-
pen, this chapter can provide direction for developing answers and actions in line with them, which 
has been a common practice thus far. Table 4 shows an overview of roles of Global Office experts 
from the standpoint of localization. In the sections that follow, each of the four main roles and their 
different manifestations are discussed and illustrated.

Table 4. Roles of Global Office experts from the standpoint of localization

1.  Capacitating Country Office staff and partners

• Coaching and advising on advocacy

• Training

• Learning by doing together

• Accompaniment 

• Translating

• Connecting by convening power, using their network

2.  Supporting national-level advocacy

• Helping with analysis

•  (Not) doing national-level advocacy themselves

•  Advocacy with embassies and international institutions national-level, 

together with national-level staff

•  Strengthening credibility

•  Protection

3.  Putting international advocacy expertise to work

•  Analyzing how developments and possibilities at different levels are 

linked

•  Sharing strategic information

•  Broadening perspectives

4.  International advocacy

•  Building support for national-level issues internationally

•  Influencing national-level processes internationally 

•  Taking up national-level results of the partnership for international-level 

advocacy

hopes and ambitions for more involvement of Global Office experts in their work, and more roles at 
international level for themselves, in collaboration with experts. 
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A Global Office expert confirmed this role, explaining how such translating can be done to facilitate 
national-level actors:

“[Partner] just do what they do. They do a lot, they write pieces, they do activities. I don’t 
interfere very much with their activities, they do it themselves. What I get involved with 
is when I see opportunities at an international level or they need help with something, 
I come back to them. Internationally they do very little, they lean on me to identify and 
take it up. For example: I want to organize a side event, then I will work with [Country 
Office programme coordinator]. Then I’ll say: ‘Who could we best have with us? Usually 
you ask [partner], that’s a good club and they have good speakers. Not always though. 
I’ve really had speakers that I thought: ‘Oh no!’ Then they went completely off – and they 
should be able to, but you have to realize what your audience is. I always say: ‘I’ll open 
the door, I’m not going to tell you what you’re going to do, but I’ll help you a little with 
your translation’. What’s the best way to get the message across to the people in the 
audience? They are people who work at embassies, or at the UN. Then it won’t work if 
we give a very emotional speech there for three hours, because one, they don’t have time 
for it, and two, it doesn’t affect them that way. So, you have to be very concrete: ‘This is 
the introduction, what do we want, blah blah blah.’ That’s what I do, but in the end the 
story comes from them.”
 

Embraced across the board, is the convening power of Global Office experts. Their networks are high-
ly appreciated by national-level actors, and crucial in linking internationally and with international 
actors working in the country. 

“For me, a strong point I have seen [with experts] is the facility to make connection be-
tween national colleagues and international stakeholders. Every time we needed to meet 
someone for instance from Geneva, from Brussels, they facilitated easily, and we can talk 
with people in [cities where multilateral institutions are located].”

It’s important for international colleagues, lobbyists to work in the country. Because we have some 
representatives of international stakeholders here in the country like [multilateral organizations]. 
Sometimes we do not have facilities to contact those people. Some of the international stakeholders 
are not so easy to contact sometimes, but [expert] can have some facilities from international, from 
headquarters from them, and this can facilitate contact from the country. For example, a [national-lev-
el] organization can have problems on how to easily contact the [multilateral organizations]’ delega-
tions’ members here in [country capital]. It’s not easy. But if [expert] can have some connection with 
a colleague of the delegation here in [headquarters of multilateral organization], that can facilitate 
the connection. It’s important because sometimes, even if you meet, somebody can say, yes, I have 
received an email from my colleague in [headquarters of multilateral organization], that you’ll come. 
National-level interviewees did argue that the facilitation needs go towards having national-level 
actors in the forefront: 

“The partnership between Cordaid and civil society organizations is fair and balanced. 
But maybe it can improve [...], also give the opportunity [...] to civil society to be in direct 
contact with certain decision-makers on [issue] at the regional and international level. 
On the ground, the partnership is based on balance and equality, but we also need to 
improve internationally, gives us this opportunity also to be interacting directly with 
decision makers. [...] [Expert] came to us and listened to us, and frankly, helped us. I say 
because all the information [expert] was able to gather in relation to [the policy process 
we had been working on], [expert] brought this information up to the headquarters of 

1. Capacitating Country Office staff and partners
Interviewees stressed the importance of Global Office experts’ capacitating roles. An important role 
was giving to coaching and advising national-level staff. 

“Every time we had a meeting with [expert], it was very challenging because, when I was 
very much focusing on the [policy process we were involved in], [expert] asked me to 
have some perspective on what we’re doing. And what was the purpose of doing this 
of that? What was the long-term objective? So [expert] was challenging me a lot and 
asking me every time to put what our actions in a broader perspective. So that was very 
helpful too, because every time [expert] was challenging me with an end game with what 
we were doing. Because at some point we were so much involved in the daily practical 
organization stuff of the conference and so [expert] helped me to bring a lot from these.” 

Some interviewees mentioned training, for example in advocacy or in working with Cordaid’s Wom-
en’s Peace and Security Barometer. Also learning from a European research organization was men-
tioned as meaningful.

“[Research organization] has expertise on many themes. We would like to learn more, 
for example on [other issue]. “

However, more frequent were mentions of helpful learning in undertaking joint action; learning by 
doing together. Interviewees shared lessons from experiences gained in activities developed or car-
ried out through collaborations with Global Office experts. A Country Office staff member shared a 
perspective on the role of such type of learning in localization: 

“You need to do training, and then you need to do on-the-job skills development, right? 
You need to institutionalize as practice and as they learn. You cannot just do training 
on its own, because that’s going together; you have to keep going. I think [expert] did 
an excellent job in this regard. [...] Generally, in the past, they just think, when they talk 
about localization [...] just providing a few trainings here and there. Now, that is not 
localization and that is not sound leadership, you will not build capacity that way. You 
really have to be on the ground, with your colleagues, to really take them, you know, train 
them as you are going.” 

Another Country Office staff member stressed how accompaniment is important, speaking about 
the need for Global Office experts to work alongside the national-level actors in a joint, collaborative 
fashion:

“In Just Future, the focus is more on capacity development, but we need experts to be in-
volved in the international lobby, because in Just Future we have different levels of lobby 
and this include the international one. And in the international lobby we need them to 
be part of the lobbying sessions, we need them to help us with the networking, they need 
to help us with the lobby messages. Only the capacity development will not be enough.” 

Drawing on their specific expertise, Global Office experts also have a role as translators, adapting 
messages from national-level actors in order to help make sure they are effective in influencing inter-
national audiences:

“The other added value is in articulating. Of course we will write documents. They add 
to make it better and in the language that [international audiences] would understand.” 
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Relatedly, national-level actors appreciate the role of Global Office experts in national-level advocacy, 
but sometimes do circumscribe it:

“[Experts] should provide the technical support with the capacity but should not do the 
advocacy themselves. Because here sensitivity should also be considered. When you as an 
expert are lobbying, each and every topic of lobby will not be welcome; some topics might 
be, but in some topics, people might see you as a foreigner.”

“If [expert] is coming to [country] of course [expert] will be meeting people. But it’s not 
[expert]s role.’[...] National offices have direct contact with local authorities. I know [expert] 
knows some people here in [country], so maybe [expert] is in contact with them some-
times. But on a daily basis, it’s at the national level. [...] I disagree with someone from The 
Hague calling someone at the [government agency] here. It will sound awkward because 
we have a Country Office and people from the [government agencies] know us. So – but 
going to [international event] or going to see donors [...] in the Netherlands, that is totally 
fine. But I don’t see how an international expert from the Hague calling at the local level to 
put pressure or lobby because we have teams here that are doing this job.”

Linking international and national by Global Office experts may lead to their close involvement in na-
tional-level advocacy. As an expert told:

“If I’m going to talk to the [multilateral organization] and the [multilateral organization] 
and the embassy of the Netherlands in [country capital], is that international or national 
advocacy? That is a very good question. But those are very important target groups for 
us. So actually the [multilateral organizations] and embassy in [country capital] are much 
more important to us than all those players in Brussels and New York and The Hague. 
New York has to know, we have to talk to them, and they have to support us, but most of 
the gains can still be made in [countries]. I came to the [international event] every year and 
that was fantastic, because then I was able to reach the top of the ministry of [country].... 
That was my job, I just spoke to the ministers myself on the spot. I could tell what we were 
doing. I meet them all in one week. You had to lay the foundation there [at international 
level] then you spoke to the minister of [country]. You would have lunch with him and chat 
with his advisers and they would get enthusiastic. Then you had to follow up and cash in 
on that in the country, otherwise it wouldn’t work.”

“I had spoken to the delegation of [country] at [international event]. And he was very en-
thusiastic about this project and he said: ‘Then you have to speak to the minister’. Because 
maybe Cordaid can help us formulate the new strategy. I say: ‘All right, I’d like to speak to 
him’. And then, when I was in [country] for that workshop, we spoke to the minister. And 
he actually immediately said: ‘Can you help us write [policy document] regarding [part]? 
Until then, we were busy with capacity building and provincial legislation. And because of 
that minister, we suddenly made a leap to national level. And what was really interesting 
at the time: at a certain point, the new president came along and he needed success in his 
first 100 days, and he heard this and asked Cordaid: ‘Can you advise on the whole [poli-
cy]? Not just a small piece but the whole? And then all of a sudden, things went very fast, 
because the president was in a hurry. [...] That was a great opportunity, but it had a few 
drawbacks. We weren’t really ready for that big task. So, our content [...] was mediocre. We 
were mainly concerned with logistics and giving money. But we were at a very high level 
with the [leading government actor] and [multilateral organization} and the [multilateral 
organization]. And we suddenly were working an international and very relevant level.” 

Cordaid in the Netherlands. And the data, the results of [our work on the issue] were 
shared in an [international forum] because our organization was presented to major 
decision makers [...] [Expert]’s role was very useful. [Expert] has acted as an intermediary 
between civil society organizations and of course [expert] has played the role of a bridge 
between us, civil society, Cordaid at the country level, at the international level, and with 
the major partners, donors of funds who intervene [...]. [Expert] accompanied us, but 
now I propose for the future that [our CSO] can be directly invited to the international 
forums on [issue] to present the results of our work. In fact, that is what has not been 
done. But [expert] has a big role to play. especially with his connections and in capacity 
building of civil society organizations in the South to work with the major international 
partners working on [issue].”

2. Supporting national-level advocacy
The emphasis on facilitation of national-level actors also comes in when it comes to development of 
objectives and strategy. Global Office experts can help with analysis.

“They should not take the lead, and we will not accept it. But what they should do is to 
come up with ideas, they should give advice, they should come up with suggestions. 
And what would normally happen, we usually have seen it quite a bit even with [expert], 
they make good suggestions; we accept those suggestions if they make sense. Maybe 
we do some tweaking here and there, because [country] context might be different from 
another context. But we should not have an expert in The Hague deciding what should 
be done.”
 

This perspective was confirmed by one of the experts: 

“I consider myself very much a sparring partner. So, the people in [capital of country] 
want to do this and that in the lobby and what I actually prefer to do is just going to talk 
to them and ask questions and get to a higher level together. That is what I also do in 
[country] and also by e-mail and skype, which failed in this programme. I see myself as a 
member of the team. If you live and work in [capital of country] all your life, it is of course 
very useful to talk to someone with a little distance and ask them questions. That can be 
very helpful if you can’t see the wood for the trees anymore. But the idea must be that I 
do support their agenda with the critical questions and facilitating them. I shouldn’t take 
over. Then it’s not good.”

An issue that can emerge here is that of conflicting ideas that emerge in collaboration. Disagree-
ments and perspectives not coming together can make linking difficult, as the quote above also 
suggests. The question of whose expertise matters more can come in, as also discussed in chapter 2. 
Several interviewees mentioned the need for autonomy at country level, more equality, or the need for 
national-level actors taking a more leading role, emphasizing their own expertise:

“For the future I would recommend that the partnership between civil society organiza-
tions and Cordaid be based on equality. The civil society organizations that we are, we 
have a mastery of the field in relation to the context or problems that are ours, for exam-
ple in the area of [issue], we have very good control over the contexts of our country in 
relation to the problem of [issue] for the population. And Cordaid, it is true that it is an 
organization that has come to strengthen our capacity, of course technical and financial. 
But I would also propose that after the technical and financial capacitation, that we leave 
it to civil society organizations to continue the work on the ground.”
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OK, you guys really know what you are doing, maybe you can do more, maybe we can 
give you some resources, maybe we can give you more projects or programmes to work 
on.”

Another interviewee elaborated on a second ‘instrumental’ usage: association with international ex-
perts offers a form of protection in contexts where civic space is constricted: 

“It provides protection for those who are speaking and we’re trying to provide the voic-
es. In this work that we do governments sometimes are not happy when you speak the 
truth. Civil society speaks the truth. And civil society has the information. So, if the [peo-
ple] we are working with are saying, people are being killed in [country] and they have 
the statistics because they have listened to the voices of people. And you go somewhere 
in a meeting and you present and say, the government is killing. You can be attacked 
then [...] But if Cordaid talks about it, there’s nothing anybody is going to do. Cordaid 
is not based in Africa. [Expert] does not work there. And they don’t know where [expert] 
is getting [the] information. That’d be a kind of protection. Cordaid works in so many 
countries. Nobody knows where they get their information. It also makes a difference 
because an international organization is an international organization. If an internation-
al organization picks interest on an issue, it means it’s wants to pay attention to it. And 
it’s also because Cordaid is an old organization, it’s more than 100 years. So, they also 
have credibility, they will be listened to. So, working with them kind of authenticates this 
other work.”

3. Putting international advocacy expertise to work
The expertise of Global Experts is highly valued by interviewees at country level. Based on this ex-
pertise, they can analyze how developments and possibilities at different levels are linked and share 
strategic information based on this analysis with national-level actors: 

“For me, the added value was [expert] was sharing the strategic information on time 
and we were acting upon that and it was immediate, so this was the added value. That 
[expert] was always [...] giving input for our activities. Information that is not available 
at country level, for example, at [policy process], what will be the position of [country’]? 
What are the ministries thinking? And what is [multilateral institution]’s position? And 
when we should step up our lobby and when we should share informal and formal lobby 
documents with other relevant stakeholders? This was the strategic information that 
[expert] was sharing with us.” 

“I think an added value we’ve had from [experts] is that they have been keeping us updat-
ed on what is going on at international level. That is very important. Because some of the 
international agendas are influencing policies in the country. If you are not aware about 
what is happening at international level, your lobbying and advocacy can be somehow 
not taking to account international agenda that are influencing policies in the country. 
That is very important.”

Some national-level actors saw a role for collaboration with Global Office experts in broadening their 
perspective, from an awareness of multi-level dimensions of the issue involved and advocacy on it: 

“I asked [expert] to comment on [draft document] because [expert] was the focal point. 
[Expert] was very much involved and committed to support [country] so for me it was 
like natural to ask if [expert] had some input and some comments. Yeah, because I felt 

The close involvement of Global Office experts in national-level advocacy is appreciated by nation-
al-level interviewees appreciate, but as we have seen in this chapter, at least some would rather see 
this happen with national-level actors in leading roles, and experts more in accompanying, advising 
and facilitating roles, at least at the national level.

Some Interviewees working at country level who believe national-level advocacy should be done by 
national-level actors make an exception for advocacy with international organizations in-country, 
however still stating that this work should be a joint effort with national-level people:

“The embassies, the international organizations. The people at these organizations are 
expats, they are with the internationals and have quite a bit to say about how the resourc-
es are going to be utilized, where are the priorities, and, of course, it is important that we 
do lobby and advocacy engagement with them. If for instance an expert is visiting us, it 
will help us then to bring that expert to the embassies [...], who can make decisions and 
help them to change their minds. So, that is the actual lobby and advocacy, but with the 
internationals. Not active lobby and advocacy with the nationals. That is where the per-
son needs to capacitate our staff, capacitate staff of our local partners as organizations, 
how to be effective lobbyists and how to advocate effectively.”

“At the international level, one particular expat was based in the [country] embassy. So 
through [expert] she got to learn a little bit more about the very important work that we 
were doing on [trajectory]. And through that connection we designed a new programme 
funded by [that country]. Something similar happened with [other country] as well. So 
[expert] was extremely helpful using [their] network to also build new business for us 
here on the ground.” 

A prime reason for this accompaniment is the enhanced credibility in the eyes of advocacy targets 
that interviewees assume to come with the expert’s association with the national-level effort, in par-
ticular bringing in thematic expertise.

“It will help [...] if we have an what is considered to be a sector expert, when that person 
is visiting the country. It looks good [...] that we can show to those who are dealing with 
– and that could be ambassadors, that could be sector expert, that could be others – that 
we have a real strong tactic co-advisers that CORDAID also has in the team to support 
their programmes and to so support so that it be effective. It is really raising your cred-
ibility to those who have their hands on the money. The reality is, [international experts] 
do have more expertise at the moment than most of the [national-level] experts, which, 
of course, we are trying very hard to change. That is something that takes time. But it is 
the reality, we see that as an expert, it is easier to convince an expert who has influence of 
decisions within the country or who has his hands on the money to do as we say needs 
to be done than if it could be a national going to the expert. It is very difficult; it really 
helps to have an expert to an expert. It is unfortunately still the reality whether you like 
it or not.” 

And: 

“We have to be smarter in bringing those experts closer to where the action is. Now, 
having an expert on our team, even if that person is not 100% working for [country], it 
is really helping us. In the sense that we are considered to be a stronger organization, a 
high-quality organization. It opens doors for us, to donors, to partners, to clients. Like 
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ners do not have time for that at all, because the reality is on the ground. If you look now 
at [policy process], I am really making contact with all the other organisations and we are 
saying, ‘How can we make sure that we strengthen them?’ That is what I am doing most 
of all. And alerting them to what is happening and what is going on.” 

“I once held a workshop with a number of women and organizations from different 
countries [in Africa]. Everyone was sharing their experience, you can see the partners 
thinking: ‘Oh, we can try that too! Of course, there is a thought behind it that I think: 
‘come on, there are many more things you can do’. But that’s also my job: I know what’s 
going on. Just like I was in a call yesterday, I have to go through it again today, it turns 
out that a lot of people think such an advisory panel is a very good idea. I think: ‘I don’t 
think that’s such a good idea, because in the end it doesn’t really help you that much, 
you need something with teeth. Then you have to talk about it again. It’s not so much 
lobbying as informing: ‘It doesn’t always have to be this way, there are other options’.” 

4. International advocacy
While national-level interviewees emphasize facilitating and supporting roles for Experts, some also 
speak of joint advocacy and international advocacy by Experts themselves. Interestingly, however, 
references to such roles in international advocacy were not elaborated much. It appears that nation-
al-level actors’ engagement with international advocacy, the nature of the work and how it matters, is 
often relatively inarticulate. As the following example may illustrate: 

“For me [expert]’s role cannot only be in [...]international fora, [expert] has a role to play in 
the country. For instance, sharing experiences from other countries. [...] But [the expert] 
also supports the team in [country] in terms of trainings, that’s the role [..] can play and 
is playing. But also continue the role of international lobbyist. That is very interesting. 
Also, to help us to make connections between lobby and advocacy activities at national 
and international level. To make connection with what’s happening at international level. 
For instance, facilitating our local partners to participate in international fora, that is one 
good thing. Our local partners and Country Office can share experience of [country] with 
other stakeholders but also, influence, regarding reality from the field. We can influence 
international stakeholders, donors, on how they can be more supportive to [country].” 

This limited articulation may reflect the limits in collective strategizing and involvement discussed 
elsewhere in this report. It is important to note here though that this limited articulation does not 
imply national-level interviewees do not find international-level advocacy important.

As stated in the previous chapter, to the extent national-level actors (briefly) refer to specific Global 
Office experts’ roles in international advocacy, they are again seen from national-level perspectives, 
arguing, for roles ‘supporting our work’, ‘presenting our results at international level’ or ‘building 
support’ with regard to a national-level issue. A statement by one national-level actor illustrates this 
approach: 

“[Expert] contacted the minister at [international conference] and when he came here, 
that facilitated contact with us. Because he had already met the minister and the general 
secretary [...].”

However, mostly statements made in interviews on Global Office experts’ roles carrying out interna-
tional advocacy were more generic than this.

that [expert] wanted to be very much involved. An added value was that, first, I’m not 
the [thematic expertise] person, so someone with a background in [theme] is very useful. 
And also, because [expert] has a wider perspective on [trajectory] processes because 
[expert] followed the other processes in other countries and therefore was able to give 
some perspective of what was going on in other countries. So that’s why it was helpful.” 

“This [project] has helped us to understand that the same reality is perceived in different 
ways at different levels. Why am I saying this? For having exchanged with the communi-
ties, their needs are peace and security; to find agreements, to make peace agreements, 
to put people around a table to discuss, to find solutions and to live together. And 
when you try to exchange with actors, whether at the provincial or national level, and 
even when you try to go a little further than the actors we had to listen to at the United 
Nations level, you get the impression that a purely political character is given to the 
different conflicts at the national level. This has enabled us to consider, uh, all these 
different actors, and to consider different ways in the advocacy work that we are doing. 
So, this is not the discourse we will have with the authorities at the local level who want 
peace. When you talk to people at the provincial level, for example, you understand that 
they don’t even need military protection. They don’t even need protection from, I don’t 
know, the police. They just need peace, they just need to find food, and to find work. But, 
when you go a little further, at the provincial level, the discourse you’re going to get is 
that these people need to be secured, you need to bring in as much police and army as 
possible. And when you go a little more to [capital city], they will tell you we have to send 
politicians, we have to send people to listen to the problems, to try to bring peace. And 
when you go to the international level now, they will tell you that no, no, the problem 
there is very complicated; there really needs to be another type of intervention. Depend-
ing on the different actors, you have to have different discourses. This was really a lesson 
that we were able to learn from these different researches.” 

Global Office experts themselves confirmed the relevance of this perspective-broadening role for 
them, and elaborated on it, here too considering the issue as well as the advocacy opportunities at 
international levels on it: 

“This [project] was a kind of ‘add on’ to the country programme what was already there. 
It was a very specific angle that was not very explicit in those countries, that was also 
because we saw that there was a certain gap in the country programs. The fact that very 
little was taken into account when it came to influencing international actors, even in 
the countries themselves. You can see that in most of these programmes in countries, 
the focus is almost exclusively on local or national government. So, the fact that these 
local and national governments also have international partners who have a great deal of 
influence is often reflected very little, or in very general terms, in country-specific plans. 
[...] I think that was necessary, so in that respect, it was more me who had to convince 
the [national-level actors] of the importance of doing anything at all with those interna-
tional actors’.” 

“Where I think I can add value, for example, is in showing what kind of actors are active, 
including at international level, and that they too can have an influence. If I now look 
specifically at [county], where they want help with a [topical analysis], they want help with 
a lobbying and advocacy strategy, at national, international and local level. These are all 
things I am trained in and what I can do well, and I can help with that. I can think along 
with them from the point of view of content. I can text, when it comes to [international 
policy process] I can point out ‘look, this and this is going on’. Most colleagues and part-
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6. Themes for further reflection
Localization and representation

Localization can be understood as a shift of power to national-level organizations. However, it can 
also be understood as a shift of power to citizens of countries, whose voices are to be strengthened 
through the support of local organizing and advocacy that emerges from citizens themselves. CSOs, 
international, national or local, may enable this empowerment through greater or lesser degrees. 
Localization by simply shifting agenda-setting and advocacy development and execution to nation-
al-level CSOs can be a good way forward, but the question to what extent this is the case depends on 
the degree to which these CSOs represent constituencies. Cordaid would thus have to look closely 
to what extent and how partner organizations represent constituencies. What are there relations to 
constituencies? Do they communicate with constituencies on their views and interests, and what 
accountability relations do they maintain with these constituencies? In what sense do they represent 
constituencies? What can they contribute to programmes from that position? 

Localization, research and organizational perspectives 

Localization implies development of programming from national-level organizational perspectives. 
At the same time, research is expected to have a significant role in Just Future, shaping and underpin-
ning advocacy. An important tension may emerge here that can be illustrated with a finding in this 
study. Results that emerged a from research project on citizens’ priorities were taken up in diverse 
ways by international and national partners, indicating (in the interviews) even conflicting interpre-
tations. Important here is that research designs are developed, and research results interpreted and 
taken up, working from pre-existing perspectives. These perspectives partly define what knowledge 
matters and for what, and the way knowledge can be used for existing organizational agendas and 
approaches can be an important factor here. This implies that research designs rooted in interna-
tional-national linking with an aim of localization, would have to relate to the question from what 
perspective research is designed and can be expected to be taken up by CSOs involved. Rather than 
starting from the assumption that the ‘facts’ will sway all involved in the ‘correct’ direction. Similarly, 
internationally initiated research cannot be expected to be participated in from a sense of ownership 
and taken up for advocacy by national-level CSOs if it does not match their existing understandings 
and priorities. 

Localization and resources

Paradoxically, the ambition to have linkages between international and national level emerge from 
national-level agenda setting may require more rather than less investment of resources into Global 
Office experts. When experts shape their role from their own understandings of international advo-
cacy opportunities and network, as they can thus far, they may select partners and countries to work 
with based on that. When their roles are to emerge from national-level processes (in which they can 
take part), experts may need to explore opportunities beyond the arenas they are currently familiar 
with, and expand their networks accordingly, to be able to continue playing significant roles. 

Conclusion

National-level actors see multiple valuable roles for Global Office experts. For the most part, these 
are understood in terms of capacitation, facilitation and support. Also joint advocacy is brought up. 
However, in line with findings in chapter 3, joint advocacy is hardly elaborated from an articulated 
strategic perspective encompassing developed approaches to multi-level governance and different 
actors’ roles in advancing longer-term objectives. This does not mean that these understandings are 
not there, but the extent that interviewees presented articulated strategizing, it centred on roles of 
Experts at national level. At the same time, interviewees also note the significance of experts in broad-
ening the perspectives of national-level actors, helping them explore how international advocacy can 
be relevant, and how it can be done – implicitly illustrating this need and potential for more strategic 
linking to happen. 
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7. Conclusions: an integrated, 
country-up approach
When the linking between global and local needs to be strengthened with localization as a starting 
point, fundamental questions about the roles of Global Office experts and national-level actors 
emerge. These are questions about ‘who can do what’ but also about developing objectives, coor-
dinated strategy, and the ways to relate to each other that should lie at the basis of this. Drawing on 
the insights of interviewees, the present study offers answers to some of these questions.

A common thread in the findings is collectiveness. Rather than ‘links’, findings suggest that in-
tegration of international and national level work is the way forward. Advocates at different levels 
can link by developing collective understandings of what to try and achieve, of how international 
and national governance processes matter in this, and what advocacy to go for where, how and by 
whom. 
A second starting point is a country-up approach: it is from engagement at national level and up-
wards that linking and localizing can go together. 

Below, starting points for such an integrated, country-up approach will be presented that articulate 
the elements of these collective processes, based on the analysis in this report. 

Table 5. Starting points for integration

1. Intertwining of national and international advocacy: multi-level advocacy 

2. Relevant linking may require collective exploration

3. Commitment

4. Diverse and important roles for Global Office experts

5. Collective strategy rather than participation in activities

6. Partnership rather than enrolling

7. Meet national-level actors where they are

8. Collective learning

9. Personal relations as a foundation for collaboration

10. Setting up for success

1. Intertwining of national and international advocacy: multi-level advocacy 
Interviewees spoke of the ways in which national and international advocacy are often intertwined 
in the context of fragile states, because of connections between national and international policy 
processes and the presence of international actors at national level. Linkages between international 
and national level advocacy can therefore be built by building advocacy strategies from a shared un-
derstanding of whether and how the changes to be achieved demand advocacy at different levels. 
Rather than speak of international and national advocacy (which suggests separate trajectories and 
planning), one could rather speak of multi-level advocacy, meeting the reality of multi-level gover-
nance and the ambition to approach these as connected, in the Just Future programme. 

To achieve this, I advise collective exploration by international and national-level partners (from an 
early stage of programme development) on the way the issue they wish to focus on may involve 
interconnected national and international level governance processes that could be targeted. 
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actors to work with tools like the Barometer and advocacy training, but also through learning-by-do-
ing together, accompaniment and facilitation through their network and expertise. At the same time, 
Global Office experts’ own role in international advocacy continues to be relevant. 

Global Office experts can thus have enabling as well as implementing roles, in joint, collectively 
developed trajectories. Given the ambition to work from national-level agendas, the collective ex-
ploration needed to develop agendas and strategies requires intense capitalization on Global Office 
experts’ networks, and a possible need for them to also develop that network further into new di-
rections to meet national-level needs with international-level opportunities. In addition, the wish of 
national-level staff that Global Office experts engage more closely with what happens in countries 
also asks from them a deeper engagement with countries. The findings thus suggest that the role 
of Global Office experts may need expansion rather than contraction. They also suggest that these 
roles should become more diverse, involving different forms of capacitation, supporting advocacy at 
national level, putting to work one’s expertise, and international advocacy.

5. Collective strategy rather than participation in activities
Much international advocacy collaboration between Global Office experts and national-level actors 
centres on specific events where national-level cases can be presented or partners can be facilitated 
to speak. However, such events are not always part of a longer-term process geared toward goals 
that are clear and motivating to national-level actors. To advance such collective understanding while 
making the most of international advocacy, capitalize on national-level knowledge of what matters 
to whom at national level, and Global Office experts’ knowledge of where international advocacy op-
portunities may lie. Based on exploration based on this pooled knowledge, build agendas collectively 
and identify international opportunities to advocate to advance these agendas collectively through a 
longer-term process. This may also help resolve the problem of international advocacy often being 
‘owned’ by a Global Office expert, and thereby dependent on individuals. Having a collective strategy 
and more shared ownership can create more resilient and robust advocacy over time, as capacities 
grow, and networks become more co-owned by national-level actors. 

6. Partnership rather than enrolling
The collective exploration discussed above places Global Office experts and national-level actors 
on an equal footing and an enhanced basis of mutual respect, since the actors will need each other 
to achieve results. Instead of a dynamic between requesting Global Office expert and (non)comply-
ing national-level actors, which can happen without collective exploration, there can be more open 
communication, seeking common ground and bridging gaps from both sides. National-level actors 
can engage the international knowing that what will be done is will have relevance to them, making 
investing possibly more worthwhile and likely. Global Office experts can develop richer understand-
ings of national-level contexts, priorities and possibilities and the roles they and partners can have 
in advancing objectives. Partnership with national-level actors can thus help overcome Global Office 
experts’ limitations in contextual knowledge and national-level network, alluded to in this report. 
Such partnership would require prioritization – it would not be feasible for Global Office experts to 
‘spread themselves’ and work as true partners in multiple countries.

This starting point of partnership precludes instrumental usage of national-level CSOs as research-
ers in research projects predefined by Global Office experts in association with research institutes. 
As found in this study, national-level actors welcomed participation in research projects, but ran into 
ownership limits that had important consequences for how the project unfolded. Localization would 
require roles for national-level CSOs partners as agenda-setters and co-designers of research plans, 
together with Global Office experts. If capacity needs in research or otherwise are seen as useful by 
national-level actors, can also do research activities. 

2. Relevant linking may require collective exploration 
Thus far, linking has often started with Global Office experts seeking collaboration with national-level 
actors, rather than the other way around. This can lead to limited ownership, and Global Office ex-
perts have experienced challenges with national-level actors seeing the relevance of linking. Linking 
from the standpoint of localization would involve developing an agenda from the country-up. While 
national-level actors may not directly see relevance for specific activities proposed to them by Global 
Office experts, interviews suggest that national-level actors may appreciate the broadening of per-
spectives that interaction with Global Office experts can offer. Also the expertise of Global Office ex-
perts on international advocacy opportunities will be crucial here. Collective exploration of relevance 
can be the foundation of more collectively owned linking, around objectives and strategies to achieve 
these. 

In an interview, a Global Office staff manager argued it is not necessary for national-level staff to see 
the relevance of international-level advocacy, given their national-level orientation. The point is to 
make optimal use of each other capacities. However, the findings suggest that 1) partners may well 
appreciate the chance to learn about international-level advocacy, and even learn to take the lead and 
2) optimal use of each other’s capacities appears unlikely without shared understanding. 

3. Commitment
It will be important here to prioritize. Exploring and developing shared interest and understanding 
may not be feasible in all contexts, given the limited resources available. It may be advisable to 
prioritize those options for collaboration where shared interest and understanding, combined with 
potential opportunity for fruitful international advocacy, are more likely. A key notion to work with 
in this context can be commitment: commitment to objectives, but also commitment of capacity. 
Linkages have worked well or less well based on commitment, or lack of it, on either of these fronts. 
Interviewees mentioned commitment as a key success factor, and also explained how problems on 
this front sometimes led to substantial and (theoretically) promising efforts falling flat in course of 
time. It is thus important to not only agree on objectives early on, but also on the capacities that 
one can actually commit to the advancement of this objective. This is not a straightforward resource 
matter. Partners need to work with objectives they can commit to because they are relevant to them 
and because they can envisage what to do to help achieve them and how to make resources and 
capacities available to advance these objectives. 

This advice is rooted in the starting point that advocacy is not about agreeing to conduct specified ac-
tivities, but about being strategic in a longer-term process dependent on commitment that includes 
such intangible things as drive, a will to learn and readiness to jump on opportunity. In an effort in-
volving different advocates and organizations, it is also a matter of mutual dependencies that should 
be recognized as fundamental from the start to prevent disheartening disappointments over time. 
Commitment is also about investing effort strategically and selectively. Advocacy depends on effec-
tive engagement with advocacy targets, creating and jumping on opportunity that is possible be-
cause one has invested in relations, built credibility and effectively connected with policy processes. 
While this is partly unpredictable and needs to be dealt with flexibly, collective explorations can lead 
to identification of the most promising opportunities to achieve change through multi-level advo-
cacy. At the same time, given how intensive effective advocacy can be, and given that resources are 
limited: these can be better committed to one objective rather than another.

4. Diverse and important roles for Global Office experts
Localization can involve important roles for Global Office experts in capacity development, advocacy 
and facilitation of advocacy. Engaging national-level advocates closely, and ‘close to the ground’ can 
be a helpful way forward. Capacity development, for example, can happen by training national-level 
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organizational support for that, the advocacy suffers. In collaboration, this may also mean that in-
vestments of one’s collaboration partners fall flat. In addition, capacity strengthening opportunities 
through learning by doing together are not made the most of. Successful collaboration requires 
recognition of advocacy expertise, and organizational facilitation of its development in staff involved 
in it. 

7. Meet national-level actors where they are
Starting out from national-level actors in developing linkages between national and international 
advocacy could be helped by rethinking standards. Global Office experts tend to look for ‘good staff’ 
and ‘good partners’ that have the capacities that they are looking for and that can deliver results in 
international arenas. A problem that emerges for them is that staff and partners may not be there yet. 
An additional problem, one relevant for the aim of localization, is that capacities that staff and part-
ners may have, for example when it comes to understanding problems in their contexts, solutions 
that could work there or not, and how their organization and allies could play a role in advancing 
solutions. Starting out explorations for linking from these capacities can help capitalizing on them, 
while also helping strengthen capacity, e.g. by helping national-level actors learn how their work is 
embedded in larger-scale processes, something national-level actors also said they appreciated. Such 
a process would also provide a clear facilitating role for Global Office experts, while also addressing 
the problem that they may face of having too limited engagement with national-level realities to start 
out from these. It may also help build relations rooted in mutual respect. 

8. Collective learning
The above implies that there is no ‘given’ role for international advocacy in relation to national advo-
cacy. International and national-level advocates together build roles for advocacy at different levels, 
and these roles will thus gain legitimacy and clear relevance for all involved through that collective 
exploration and agreement. This also involves collective learning about the ways in which advocacy 
targets are relevant to the issue at hand, and how advocacy at the different levels may help advance 
a chosen objective. This in turn helps build collective understanding from which to work, from an 
early stage.

9. Personal relations as a foundation for collaboration
When advocates talked about successful collaboration, they commonly mentioned the key role of 
mutual understanding and trust between individual advocates. This can be based in shared per-
spectives and objective to work towards together, and also personal affinity may play a role here. The 
importance of such personal relations is closely related to the nature of advocacy. Good personal 
relations facilitate the close and timely communication needed for effective advocacy. In the current 
SP, there are cases where such close communication happens, and interviewees described this as 
fundamental to the advocacy being successfully coordinated. But there are also stories of lack of such 
relating and communication, contributing to misunderstandings and failed expectations. 

In advocacy, coordination is, for a large part, not a mechanical, administrative matter but a timely 
and strategic moving with context, finding opportunities, committing capacities, devising strategy 
together and engaging in the dynamics of advocacy process: passing the ball, following up, jumping 
on an opportunity created by another. Given the physical distances involved with multi-level advocacy 
by actors at a distance from each other, I advise to make a point of investing in personal relations to 
build this crucial foundation for advocacy collaborations, nonetheless. Finally, I advise to recognize 
existing individual relations as key capital for the Just Future programme.

10. Setting up for success
Advocacy requires agility. In a collaboration where one or more of the advocates or teams does not 
have the space to take decisions at the pace necessary, the advocacy suffers. Project should have 
workable decision-making structures that allow for the needed agility. This may require delegating 
responsibilities to team members. 

Advocacy is also a complex job requiring specific capacities. If staff involved in advocacy does not 
have the advocacy expertise required for a trajectory, or interest in investing in its development and 




