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Overview
The UNDP defines civil society as a third sector which exists alongside and

interacts with the state and with private industry. Whether indigenous or externally supported, civil society organizations (CSOs) are interest groups. They exist to accomplish particular goals their members share. Examples of CSOs include non-governmental organizations (NGOs), trade unions, business associations, faith-based organizations, indigenous peoples’ movements, foundations and others. 
In some countries, CSOs are important for delivering immunizations, particularly in areas government services do not reach. Many have participated in HIV control and polio and measles eradication efforts. This direct engagement makes CSOs potentially important advocates for sustained immunization funding. CSOs also play important intermediary roles in assuring that citizens have a voice in development decisions. For example, CSOs often help formulate Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs) and Sectorwide Health Plans (SWAps). At present, CSOs are represented on about two-thirds of GAVI project country Interagency Coordinating Committees for Immunization (ICCs). 
CSO participation in local advisory and oversight committees is seen a tool for good governance. The effectiveness of CSOs in policymaking and oversight depends on background sociocultural and political factors. In the best case scenario, CSOs are independent of government. Their grassroots memberships confer credibility so politicians are eager to work with them. Formal, hybrid or informal institutional arrangements facilitate this cross-sectoral collaboration. Laws and administrative practices ensure transparency and participation and keep all aware of program performance and impacts. Under these conditions, adequate resources flow to immunization and other key programs, government and CSOs build capacity and citizens actively participate in development.   
Factors affecting CSO participation
Efforts to engage CSOs in public policy and governance are not always successful. The CSO field is heterogeneous and atomized, making it difficult to match organizations with programs. Governments have tended to involve instrumentally motivated NGOs rather than true grassroots CSOs, which are not as easily co-opted. Nor have government institutions responded to CSO overtures as expected. Political problems are common. CSOs may be affiliated with opposition political parties and government officials may not trust them. 
Individual incentives may not align for government officials and CSO members to collaborate
. The former may be indifferent because they already have other sources of support. Some officials may derive rents from their positions and may view external governance as a threat. Capacity may be low on both sides. Government counterparts often lack the interpersonal and strategic skills to work in extramural, open-ended fashion. Most CSO leaders are not highly skilled and are geared to serving and representing just their members. CSOs may also harbor misconceptions about the development project itself. Members may question the modernist assumptions behind state action. They may wish to serve only parochial interests. 
These dynamics play out in particular legal and institutional frameworks. For example, some countries have transparency laws providing for citizen participation in the budgeting process. In others, informal institutions, such as religious and tribal organizations, regulate citizen participation. If government-led participatory mechanisms are weak or absent, CSOs may play only consultative roles, most likely at sub-national levels. If such mechanisms are strong, CSOs will actively participate in development decisions at all levels of government. The challenge in each country is to help CSOs and their government counterparts adapt to their institutional settings so that they have incentives to collaborate and collaboration is meaningful.   
Assessing the institutional setting
The World Bank uses the ARVIN Framework to assess how well CSOs can represent the public and create an enabling environment for civic engagement in a given country. ARVIN stands for:

· Association: Citizens are free to associate; CSOs are inclusive, nondiscriminatory; government does not unduly burden CSOs; government has some system of certifying or licensing CSOs

· Resources: CSOs are free to mobilize resources; government facilitates or provides funds; local philanthropy supports CSOs

· Voice: CSOs are free to formulate, express opinions; media do not discriminate against them; CSOs have ready communication access
· Information: CSOs have access to government information; government helps CSOs understand budgets, programs

· Negotiation: there are legally established rights to petition, lobby, debate; government has engaged CSOs; there is no co-optation of CSOs 
Assuming the ARVIN conditions are met, the specific voice mechanisms that facilitate CSO involvement- the rules of the game- must be effective
. A range of CSOs must participate rather than just a chosen few. The CSOs must participate directly in the actual decision-making process rather than indirectly through merely advisory bodies. Active participation means CSOs help shape agendas. The CSOs also receive adequate background information and orientation that is not overly technical. Minutes or transcripts of each meeting are disseminated to all participants. CSOs and their government counterparts not only plan but monitor the performance of programs and budgets over time. Government decision-makers and bureaucrats hear and demonstrably act on the recommendations they receive through these voice mechanisms. The entire process must not be too centralized. 
Wherever possible, formal participation structures should be used. Public officials will see these as the lowest cost, most legitimate means of engaging CSOs. If formal structures are weak and there is little transparency, informal voice mechanisms may be the only recourse. For example, CSOs may form their own alliances and deal with government counterparts on an ad hoc basis. If government counterparts are refractory, CSOs may go public by transmitting their demands through the media. Within government bureaucracies, innovative individuals can meet with CSOs and develop ways to make their engagement in program governance routine.       
Engaging CSOs through the Advocacy Project

The Advocacy Project approach is to engage CSOs in short- and medium-term advocacy activities within a collective action framework. AP Consultants help inform and orient CSOs about the importance of immunization to the country’s future. They ensure that sustainable immunization financing is framed as a public good to be secured through intersectoral collective action. Consultants also verify that the CSOs are involved in immunization program governance and oversight through the optimal combination of formal and informal institutions, particularly the ICCs. The Consultants see to it that CSO immunization advocacy activities are identified in the national comprehensive Multi-Year Plans for Immunization (cMYP). Once engaged, CSOs take on invaluable grassroots advocate roles, educating and mobilizing their members and pressing their elected representatives to enact immunization-friendly legislation. Consultants make sure these CSO activities are well documented and widely reported to the other immunization partners and to the public. Like the other stakeholders, the CSOs are asked to participate in collective action for immunization until the goal is accomplished, a period expected to be five years or less. The Advocacy Project Consultants help the CSOs keep their members informed on progress toward the fiscal sustainability goal. They provide the CSOs with regular feedback on the work of the other collective actors (governmental ministries, GAVI partners, Parliaments, the private business sector). And they take every opportunity to ensure CSOs are publicly recognized for their immunization contributions. Consultants also arrange for exchanges of key CSO activists across project countries.  
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