REPORT ON THE REGIONAL EXPERT MEETING: SOUTHERN AFRICA, HELD AT THE VRIJE UNIVERSITEIT ON THE 23 SEPTEMBER 2005.

1. Introduction and Background:

The Programme Co-ordinator of CAGE, Ms Charmaine Estment was invited to represent CAGE as a regional expert at the Vrije Universiteit, Amsterdam on the 23 September 2005. The invitation (attached) was extended by the Southern Africa- Vrije Universiteit Strategic Alliance (SAVUSA). The Dutch Social Sciences Research Council (CERES) requested SAVUSA to draw together academics, practitioners and policy makers in the field of development co-operation and civil society to make presentations and exchange ideas. SANPAD with whom CAGE has a Declaration of Intent was also represented at the meeting and the value of collaboration between two benchmarked institutions was noted at the meeting.

2. Methodology:

Three presenters, each respectively drawn from policy makers, practitioners and researchers/academics put forward a position about how any one of the other groupings stimulates or frustrates the co-operation and collaborative process. The slogan was: “Hug or Hit!” Thereafter, a discussant drew the key threads together and there was time for questions.

The presentations captured situations very similar to those that CAGE has observed in its involvement with researchers, policy makers and practitioners. Common concerns were that academics perceive policy makers to be remote from the plethora of research available and too busy implementing to a political agenda that is often short-term and does not “wait around” for the lead times that research sometimes takes. Policy makers responded by saying that academics assume research will match with policy and also are not active enough in terms of getting their findings “out there”, also they do not contribute to active challenging policy debates; practitioners expressed frustrations that they implement, but academics do not listen to the lessons of implementation and that interest in practical projects is often a product of which individual policy maker is in power vs. systematic interest in programmes.

A key note address was made by James Murombedzi (IUCN-ROSA) around knowledge, practice and policy and the space for co-operation.

Thereafter, people attended small group discussions according to which category they felt they belonged to. CAGE was therefore represented at the practitioner meeting and made a presentation about CAGE as a model of co-operation between the three groups, with the caveat that the programme has not been fully tested, given its newness. CAGE also participated actively in the discussions that ensued, after the presentations within the group.

Thereafter the three groups reported back to plenary. The report-backs were followed by a short discussion.

3. Additional Activities:

CAGE was also able to set up meetings with European Parliamentarians for Africa and NIZA during this visit. CAGE also met the Dutch representatives of SANPAD and had an exchange of ideas with them around networks and collaborations

4. Value of the Meetings:

The Programme Co-ordinator was honoured to be personally invited to present the model of CAGE at an international meeting and to have feedback provided. Key comments were made that the model is of value as it:

· Includes research NGO’s and does not limit research activities simply to Higher Education. This made CAGE a good practitioner model;

· Is linked to government and may assist with policy feedback mechanisms;

· The sector of conflict and governance is a relevant and topical niche to search for evidence-based knowledge;

· Works through Research Grants and therefore funds areas that are often “cut back” on when there is a dearth of funds (i.e. implementation programmes are favoured often without an research and development background as this might be a “luxury” for budget-constrained civil society organisations;

· CAGE had an opportunity to find a niche and to define itself through being a “learning organisation”

· CAGE’s approach to relationship building and partnerships was welcomed as opposed to being “just a funder”

5. Conclusion

Given the newness of CAGE as a model and its funding through the European Union, attending a meeting such as this one enabled CAGE to be presented to a wider audience and to learn from international perspectives.

In addition, CAGE could further its mandate of collaboration and networking.

CAGE made contact with numerous people active in the three fields listed and which would all have a relevant interface with CAGE. The dedicated meetings with the three other organisations also extended CAGE’s networks and has created a platform for CAGE to approach such organisations should their competencies be required to further the work of CAGE. 

