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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Advocacy networks are increasingly growing within and across the region. We have now various 
(Ignatian) advocacy networks regionally and globally, which we need to think how to use them. 
Yet, we are still working on the level of networking – sharing of information – amongst Jesuit 
institutes and some partners. We leave it to the persons working with the problem to say what 
they want to do and circulate updates amongst ourselves. 

What is our next step in the development of advocacy network? How do we advocate? What do 
we advocate for? 

Taking for instance the disaster context, there is often the need for immediate international relief 
support and some channels already exist through the Province or university structure that 
initiates efforts. This is already underway through Xavier University-Ateneo de Cagayan and 
Environmental Science for Social Change (ESSC) in the Philippines – perhaps the Philippines is 
in best position to advocate through media with civil society and with the government given its 
recent flood events.  

On the other hand, acknowledging the socio-political realities in China, it is seen critical to find 
ways on how to proceed sustainably. Advocacy per se seems to be difficult to achieve in the 
country. Strategic engagements are needed to support the ongoing work of Casa Ricci. At the 
moment, Casa Ricci is vocal with people in terms of water management through raising their 
awareness on water and forest but is limited only to this. It is also seen important to establish 
relations with government possibly through international organisations implementing projects in 
China. Through this, we may be able to engage with communities in the provinces more 
effectively.  

Our priorities in the Conference have already been set i.e. migration and ecology. Now our 
challenge is to keep all sectors informed and engaged for action. 

In early 2009, the Jesuit Conference of Asia Pacific (JCAP) initiated a social mapping project, 
which aimed to scope the social concerns that Jesuits and partners are engaging in the region and 
across the world. The information gathering and analysis were carried out and completed by 
November 2010, with report on Social Mapping Project shared to all.  

The report focused on ten social concerns,  

• Migration 
• Environmental and governance of natural resources 
• Poverty and sustainable development 
• Indigenous peoples 
• Youth, family, and rehabilitation 
• Access to education 
• Civil society, participation, and governance 
• Inter-religious dialogue and religious fundamentalism 
• Peace building and conflict resolution 
• Natural disaster preparedness, relief, and reconstruction 

http://sjapc.net/content/report-social-mapping-project


 

 

Within the Conference, individual organisations and ministries have been effective in 
accompanying the marginalised and the disadvantaged, providing direct services, building 
capacity, and engaging policy-makers for change.     

INTRODUCTION 

In November 2008, at a Workshop in Ignatian Advocacy in Madrid with people coming from 
Jesuit social centres all over the world, ‘Thematic Networks’ for advocacy were identified. These 
are now identified as five Networks: 

1. Right to education 
2. Peace and human rights 
3. Migration 
4. Ecology 
5. Governance of natural and mineral resources (GNMR) 

The group met again in June 2011 and defined the Network objectives for 2011-2012. Part of the 
objective is to conduct internal and external mapping of Jesuit institutions and other 
organisations working on GNMR.  

Objectives 

The GNMR ‘mapping’ initiative seeks to: 

1. Gain greater understanding of the on going work on water, forest, mineral, biodiversity, 
indigenous peoples, and other related sectors.  

2. Assist us in indentifying possible network collaborators. 
3. Help us in further defining our strategies and priorities for advocacy within and across the 

region. 

Process 

The ‘Social Mapping Report’ provided substantial input to our internal mapping output. It also 
provided list of Jesuit people in Asia Pacific engaged on GNMR-related work. 

Additionally, through online interviews (Annex 1: Sample questionnaire), information was 
sought from identified organisations and key individuals regarding their current advocacy work, 
links, and way of engagement and processes. Individuals from five organisations in China, 
Indonesia, and Philippines were interviewed to gain more grounded insights and experiences 
related to GNMR.  

The external mapping output (Annex 2: Organisations in the Asia Pacific working on 
environmental related concerns) is drawn from existing networks in the region, primarily 
engaging in: education, environment, forestry, capacity building, governance, climate change, 
poverty reduction, community development, women and youth, advocacy, etc. The list of 
networks is primarily sourced out from the Asia Forest Network links.  

http://sjapc.net/content/report-social-mapping-project
http://asiaforestnetwork.org/links.html


 

 

Limitations 

This survey has not been comprehensive and has not scoped all organisations in the region 
involved in environmental and governance of minerals-related concerns. Nevertheless, the 
information gathered provided general overview of the context and scope of resource-based 
‘advocacy’ work happening within the Conference. It also provided the basis for developing our 
priorities and strategies for advocacy, and potential partners.  

INTERNAL MAPPING 

Key observations 

a. What is being done? 
There are several ongoing environmental and governance of natural resources-related activities 
in the region. The work done however is generally uncoordinated, particularly at the 
international level. The Conference is involved on the following environmental and governance 
related concerns supported by direct grassroots engagements.  

• Education, teaching on development and environment, ecology and morality 
• Training and employment 
• Research, policy, advocacy, capacity building 
• Governance, land use, coastal and marine resource management 
• Settlement, community building and resource management and culture 
• Justice and crime prevention 
• Tracking mining and large-scale plantations 
• Watershed integration 
• Forest cover update 
• Ecological services and climate change 

For other details, please refer to JCAP social mapping report.  

b. Strengths 
Capacity building is one of the key strength in the region. Most, if not all organisations are 
engaged with communities and government to increase their capacity to manage resources. 
Capacity building is done through community organising, participatory assessment, training, 
networking and collaboration, and research.  

Jesuit organisations build on trust and relations – through these and grounded experiences, Jesuit 
people are able to animate and support actions for local, national, and regional resource 
management and policy development. Jesuit Social Services in Australia works to build a just 
society by advocating for social change and promoting heath and wellbeing of disadvantaged 
people, families, and communities. They intervene directly to address disadvantage and 
influencing hearts and minds for social change. Jesuit Social Services strengthen and build 
respectful constructive relationships for: 

• Effective services by partnering with people most in need and those who support 
• Education by providing access to life-long learning and development 

http://sjapc.net/content/report-social-mapping-project
http://www.jss.org.au/


 

 

• Capacity building by refining and evaluating our practice and sharing and partnering for 
greater impact 

• Advocacy by building awareness of injustice and advocating for social change based on 
grounded experience and research 

• Leadership development by partnering across sectors to build expertise and commitment 
for justice 

Notably, the lobbying activities of John J. Carroll Institute and Social Issues (JJCICSI) and 
Institute of Social Order (ISO) in the Philippines are greatly supported by research, policy 
analysis, and participation in grassroots agenda. Similarly, the integrated approach of 
Environmental Science for Social Change (ESSC) ‘science for social change’ provides balance 
information and analyses for stakeholders to engage in dialogue and integrated action.  

ESSC’s way of working summarises our social justice and ecological response and action in the 
region:  

• Demand-driven activities for change 
• Involves watching and asserting social process through projects 
• Tackles poverty reduction in relation to resource management 
• Encourages dialogue, analysis, and use of technical mapping to illustrate more accurately 

what is happening 
• Commits on issues that will stay with society for 20 years 
• Strikes a balance between social and physical analysis, resource management, community 

empowerment and governance 
• Supports cultural knowledge as incorporator of responsible science  
• Builds policy by demand 
• Aids decentralisation, federation, and alliances in good governance 

c. Emerging areas 
Since the Conference identified ecology as one of its priority theme, Jesuit people in the region 
start to develop environmental programs within their work themes and support Jesuit mission on 
ecology i.e. establishing the right relations with self, with others, and with creation.  

The effort is to build partnerships for community and government empowerment and capacity 
building. Establishing trust between line agencies and nongovernmental organisations is 
significant in promoting sustainable work development. Government is increasingly seen as ally 
for community development. 

d. Gaps and challenges 
Our challenge lies on the quality of our engagement on the ground and how effectively we can 
communicate those experiences to government and broader society. Our grounded engagements 
provide us the basis and information to engage with broader policy and resource management 
concerns within across our region and beyond.  

Outside of Australia, most organisations in the region continuously seek strategic partnerships 
with government and private institutions to support programs on social and environmental 
development. It is often difficult to tie up with business and corporations, and private individuals 

http://www.jjcicsi.org/
http://www.iso.org.ph/
http://essc.org.ph/


 

 

due to difference in objectives or concerns, while those aligned with the same advocacy have 
limited funds and resources to share.   

e. Opportunities and possibilities 
Each Jesuit organisation in the Conference is effectively working towards effective service 
delivery and resource management and development. The Conference seeks for ‘eco-
networking’, which encourages Jesuit organisations to forge partnerships within and between 
Jesuit and other related organisations. These partnerships may be focused on social justice, 
ecology, disaster risk reduction and response, protocols, culture, livelihood and socio-
enterprising, youth training and development, etc. 

In the Philippines, there is an ongoing collaborative work among Xavier University-Ateneo de 
Cagayan, Ateneo de Davao University, and ESSC on establishing strategic partnerships on land 
and water management in Mindanao. Part of the effort is to provide support to communities and 
local government through research, community engagement, and training and development. 
Also, after the flooding in December 2011, Xavier University-Ateneo de Davao and ESSC are 
developing proposal for establishing a training centre for government and community on disaster 
risk management.  

At the Conference level, Jesuit Social Services and ESSC are currently exploring possible work 
collaboration on the field of social justice and ecology. Both institutions are effectively working 
on service delivery, community development, governance, policy, and research development.  

EXTERNAL MAPPING 

Key observations 

a. What is being done? 
The following are the some of the ongoing environmental related themes in the region: 

• Education, training 
• Environment, forestry, land management, agriculture 
• Biodiversity and conservation 
• Community development 
• Women and youth 
• Peace 
• Trade and industry 
• Capacity building, governance, training GIS 
• Minerals  
• Climate change 
• Poverty reduction 
• Advocacy and networking 

http://www.xu.edu.ph/
http://www.xu.edu.ph/
http://www.addu.edu.ph/


 

 

b. Strengths 
Based on the summary table (Annex 2), most organisations are implementing an integrated 
approach towards environmental management. However, there is limited knowledge on how 
each organisation works on the environment and governance of natural and mineral resources. 

c. Emerging areas 
There is a growing movement to broaden the network and start to collaborate with other 
organisations. Jesuit people are now strategically seeking partnerships for capacity building and 
resource management. 

d. Gaps and challenges 
We need to further scope the existing networks in the region and develop strategies for possible 
network collaboration. There is also a need to clarify and define other themes we want to focus 
on GNMR advocacy (aside from minerals) and how it relates or complements the Ecology theme 
and vice versa. 

e. Opportunities and possibilities 
At the regional level, the Asia Forest Network (AFN), a program of ESSC, is dedicated to 
supporting the role of communities in protection and sustainable use of Asia’s forests. AFN is 
comprised of a coalition of planners, policy makers, government foresters, scientists, researchers, 
and NGOs. Since its founding in 1987, AFN has become affiliated with over thirty institutions 
and 700 individuals from Asia, Europe, United States, Africa, South America, and Canada.  

Five strategies serve as guidepost in its development approach, which our Conference could tap: 

• Regional exchanges 
• Country working groups 
• Development of field methods 
• Cross-visits 
• Documentation of case studies 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The network can actually serve as a venue for dialogue for workable alternatives on resource 
management. It can also be the venue where particular environmental and governance concerns 
are studied with Ignatian principles and spirituality and Catholic Social Teaching guiding policy 
recommendations.  

Our GNMR perspective should be grounded and based on the perspective of the community, 
understand comprehensively where they are coming from. Also, we need to build our knowledge 
from the daily lives of the marginalised and disadvantaged for appropriate policy and action. 

Our advocacy efforts may be sustained by:  

• Constructing collaboration with community and other support groups 
• Accompanying the marginalised and disadvantaged 
• Establishing sufficient information and knowledge about the concerns  

http://asiaforestnetwork.org/


 

 

CONCLUSION 

Aside from establishing clearly our priorities and strategy for network advocacy, our capacity to 
listen and be compassionate and be in solidarity with others is important. The values of prophesy 
to be able to see and express the reality with accuracy and with feel of hope also play a critical 
role in how we establish our advocacy network. The science is expressing future ‘impossible 
terms’ – beyond the control of community and nature. It is useless for us to establish high 
standards if people are not able to work with them. We need to know what science can offer and 
what people are willing to work with. Also, we need to have lot of scientific and human skills in 
order to cope with scope and demand of our changing environment. 



 

 

Annex 1: Sample questionnaire for interview (email/online) 

In November 2008, at a Workshop in Ignatian Advocacy in Madrid with people coming from 
Jesuit social centres all over the world, Thematic Networks for advocacy were identified. 
These are now identified as the five Networks: 1) Right to Education, 2) Peace and Human 
Rights, 3) Migration, 4) Ecology, and 5) Governance of Natural and Mineral Resources 
(GNMR). 

The group met again in June 2011 and defined the Network objectives for 2011-2012. Part of 
the objective is to conduct an internal mapping of the Jesuit institutions working in these 
thematic issues to assist us in identifying possible collaborators. 

It is in this light that we are conducting this survey, particularly on the GNMR thematic 
Network. We hope to generate information that would help us establish collaborative links 
and networks on water, forest, mineral, biodiversity, indigenous peoples, and other related 
sectors. For more information, you may visit: http://ignatianadvocacy.wordpress.com/about/. 

Thank you for your responses.  

A. Personal/Institutional Advocacy Engagement 

1. What specific resources that you do advocacy on? Water, mineral, forest, 
biodiversity, etc.? 

2. Kindly enumerate some of the areas or issues you have been successful and some 
areas or issues you have not been successful and why it has been so?  

3. When you started the advocacy on this particular issue what were the strengths you 
brought to this ministry and what have you learned?  

4. Were you able to connect the grass root experiences or voices in your advocacy? 
Could you recall some instances in which such grassroots’ stories had special 
impact?   

5. Could you throw some light on the differences in doing advocacy on: 

B. Recommendations to Global Ignatian Advocacy Network (GIAN) – GNMR  

1. What would be the best perspective that we Jesuits take while we start off this 
international network on Natural and Mineral resources?  

2. What do you think we Jesuits must possess or learn to enter into the advocacy 
field? Could you outline features of spirituality that sustained you throughout your 
advocacy efforts?  

3. If you have not been involved in any advocacy efforts, what grass root stories and 
strategies would you bring to join GIAN network? 

About the respondent 
Name      :  
Affiliated institution    :  
Email address     :  
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Internal Mapping of GNMR 
 
This report deals with the Jesuit Social Centres that have responded to the questionnaire of the Social 
Action and Ecology Secretariat on the Global Ignatian Advocacy Network (GIAN) for Governance of 
Natural and Mineral Resources (GNMR). This report deals with the responses received from the Jesuit 
Conference of South Asia (JCSA).  
 

1. The Institutions in General 
 
The first part of the questionnaire was on the organisation. The respondents were asked about the 
communities they worked with, their level of and approach to advocacy and strategy. 

 
The Respondents 
 
There were nine responses in JCSA two each are from Madurai and Bombay Provinces and one each 
from Dumka-Raiganj, Goa and Madhya Pradesh Provinces, the Kohima Region and the Common 
works (Table 1). However, the two responses from Bombay Province are in reality one because Xavier 
Institute of Social Research (XISR) has filled two identical responses. So the number for JCSA comes 
down to eight. One cannot call it representative but that was not the purpose of the survey. Its main 
purpose was to know the extent and type of involvement in advocacy and the possibilities for the 
future. These eight give an idea of what can be done and the report will attempt to understand them.  
Although sufficient information was provided to all the centres, the responses did not match the 
expectation.  
 
Table1: The Institutions that have Responded 

When the reports of the Conferences 
represented in the schedule are integrated with 
the Latin American and Australasian reports 
they will give an overall idea of the responses 
and can be treated as representative. However, 
one cannot hide the fact that the number of 
respondents is disappointing. At this stage one 
is unable to analyse its causes but one has to 
go into this issue at some stage. 
 

The Approach of the Institutions 
 

The first point studied is the approach of the institutions, beginning with the target groups of the 
Centres (Table 2). All the centres work with more than one group but all except Johar give priority to 
women’s group. GC 35 as well as GC 34 speak of the gender issue as a priority area of the Society of 
Jesus. This question limits itself to the group with which the centres are active. Having women as a 
priority group does not necessary ensure that the centre deals with the gender issue. One can know 
whether they deal with the gender dimension only after looking at their approach. However, in the 
absence of other information one has to assume that the centres give some importance to this issue. 
Johar, ISI, Goa, Gansoville and LAAS have the youth as one of their target groups. All eight centres 
are involved in the rural areas. Johar, ISI, XISA and XISR and Swades also work in the urban areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

South Asia (JCSA 
No. Province/Unit Number Names 
1 Bombay 1 XISR 
2 Dumka-Raiganj 1 Johar HRD 
3 Goa 1 Swades 
4 Kohima 1 NESRC 
5 Madurai 2 Gansoville 

LAAS 
7 Madhya Pradesh 1 XISA 
8 Common 1 ISI-Delhi 



 

 

 
Table 2: Target Group of Activities 

The indigenous peoples who are the most marginalised groups are 
accorded priority by 4 social centres. Johar, NESRC, XISA and ISI-
Delhi work with the tribal communities that call themselves 
indigenous to India. Though much has been written on the 
indigenous issue in recent decades, there is lack of consensus at the 
official as well as popular levels both on its definition and the 
number of persons belonging to this category. During the discussion 
on the ILO Convention 169 of 1989, the United Nations Indigenous 
Division stated that the world had 300 millions indigenous persons 
belonging to some 5,000 groups in more than 70 countries. But it 
neither defined the concept nor elaborated on the distribution of the 
indigenous populations. A definition was probably not required at that stage because the concept had 
developed in Australasia and the Americas where a clear line divides the indigenous populations from 
the conquerors. In South Asia, on the contrary, “the majority populations have lived in the area for 
millennia” (Sanders 1993: 126). As a result, the issue in India is different from that in the West. 
Besides, the Americas and Australia-New Zealand recognise their original inhabitants as indigenous 
while no South Asian State accords this status to any community.  

 
So its definition attains importance in the sub-continent in general and in India in particular. In the 
absence of an official definition and recognition of the indigenous status, the tribal claim to it is self-
imposed. Moreover, despite their difference from their American and Australasian counterparts the 
Indian tribes too base their demand on chronology alone and consider themselves India’s first 
inhabitants. Some dalit (former “untouchable”) groups contest their claim or demand the indigenous 
status for themselves too on the plea that they have been in India for several centuries before the tribes. 
Some Tamil Nadu political parties declare that the Dravidians are indigenous to India and that the 
Aryans came from outside and imposed Brahminism on them. Finally some fundamentalist groups 
assign the indigenous status to the Aryans too (Lal 1996:  190-192).  

 
The issue gets more complex in the Northeast where too the people link the status to chronology but 
give importance to issues like sovereignty, autonomy and cultural, economic and religious rights. 
Secondly, reference in the region is to the indigenous status of the Northeast not the whole of India. 
Indigenous to it are descendants of the communities that inhabited the region prior to the Yandabu 
Treaty of 24th February 1826 through which the Burmese emperor ceded his territories in the 
Brahmaputra Valley of Assam to the East India Company. That marks the colonisation of the region 
and a new type of immigration that has altered its economy and societies (Datta 1990: 41-42). Thirdly, 
while in the rest of India only the tribes and some Dalits claim the indigenous status, in the North East 
it is extended to all the pre-1826 communities, the dominant non-tribal groups as well as the tribes. 
That can result in conflicts between the tribes who would like to reserve many privileges for 
themselves and the dominant group (Fernandes, Bharali and Kezo 2008: 37-40). Because of the 
controversy this report will use the term tribal without rejecting their indigenous claim. 

 
Only XISR, Mumbai mentions Dalits as a target group. They are accorded the highest priority in the 
Madurai province. But surprisingly the two centres of the province have not included them among their 
target group. One cannot exclude the possibility that the question was not understood properly or that 
there was some ambiguity in it. Displacement is a major result of the present type of exploitation of the 
mineral resources.  Johar, XISA, XISR and NESRC are involved in this issue. XISR and XISA are 
active among the migrants and refugees and Johar works with refugees. 
 
Level of Advocacy 
 
A question was asked about the level at which the centres worked, from the local to the international. 
Its assumption is that local level action is required but that alone is inadequate. Since purely local level 
action can be suppressed easily regional, national and international alliances are required to sustain 

No. Target Group Number 
1 Women 7 
2 Youth 5 
3 Rural 8 
4 Urban 5 
5 Indigenous 4 
6 Dalits 1 
7 Displaced 4 
8 Migrants 2 
9 Refugees 3 



 

 

advocacy (Fernandes 2004: 209-10). Support beyond the local level is needed in case of legal or other 
attacks and in order to change policies in favour of the weak. Table 3 shows that 7 of the 8 institutions 
that responded are involved in advocacy, but most of it remains at the local level. All seven of them are 
involved in advocacy around legal policies and laws. But that too seems to be limited to awareness 
building at the grassroots level and does not go beyond that level to form alliances in order to influence 
policies. Policy changes cannot be effective without local level awareness. But it is the first step. The 
State responds only when it hears the voice of a bigger alliance. 
 
Table 3: Level of Advocacy by Jesuit Institutions in South Asia 
Level Campai 

gning 
Media 
Com 

Grass
roots 
Trg 

Legal  
Policies  
& Laws 

Lobbying Mass 
Mobilisation 

Monitor
ing 

Raising 
Social 
Awareness 

Corporate Decision  
Makers 

Local 5 5 6 5 3 4 4 5 4 
National 1 1 2 3 2   2 2 0 4 
Local & Nat 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 
International 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Nat. &Int, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NA 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 3 0 
 
In legal provisions, only three organisations go beyond the local level to the national or combine the 
local with the national. NESRC is involved in campaigns at the local and national levels. Swades is 
involved at the national level both in campaigns and in the media network. XISA and XISR are 
involved at the national level in legal policies and laws. Gansoville, is not involved in campaigns, legal 
policies and laws, media networking, and lobbying with decision-makers. XISA, Swades, NESRC and 
Gansoville are not involved in lobbying with the corporate sector, XISA too is not involved in 
monitoring. NESRC is involved in lobbying and legal policies and laws both at the local and national 
levels. All the centres work on raising awareness but Johar, Gansoville, LAAS are at the local level, 
XISA, Swades, XISR and ISI at the national level and NESRC at the national and local levels. Not 
surprisingly six centres are involved in mass mobilisation most of it local.   
 
Priority to Advocacy 

 
Table 4: Priority Given to Advocacy 

Only Gansoville gives no priority to 
advocacy. Johar, LASS and ISI are at the 
medium level. Goa and XISA give it high 
priority while XISR and NESRC give it very 
high priority. As stated in Table 3 some 
concentrate on local level campaigns and 
others at the national. The importance 
accorded to advocacy is seen also from the 
number of persons involved in it. None of 

them is full time advocate. They do other work and side by side do also advocacy. Johar and Goa have 
only one person each, XISA has 2, XISR and NESRC have 2-3 persons while ISI has 4-6. The two 
centres in Madurai have none set aside for advocacy though as an institution they do advocacy. 
 
Issues and Strategies 

 
That brings one to the number of organisations in advocacy by theme (multiple answers). Four are 
involved in communications viz. Johar, XISA, XISR and Swades. Empowerment and mobilisation are 
the areas of ISI, XISA, XISR and Swades. Four are involved in testimonies that is an important 
component of advocacy since it is essential to garner public support. They are ISI, XISR, Swades and 
NESRC. One has seen in Table 4 that much of the involvement is local.                                                           

                                                                                      Table 5: Advocacy by Strategy 

 Priority to Advocacy No. of Persons Involved 
Sl. 
No 

Priority 
Level 

No. Org. No. of 
Persons 

No. Org.. 

 1 No Priority 1 1 2 
2 Very Low 0 2 1 
3 Medium 4 2-3 2 
4 High 2 4-6 1 
5 Very high 2 None 2 

Sl. No Strategy No. Org.. 
1 Communication 4 



 

 

That can become effective only if persons working at the 
local level network at the regional or national level. 
However, Table 5 shows that only 4 i.e. LAAS, NESRC, 
Johar and Sandes are involved in networking. Tables 4 
and 5 together thus show a danger of most organisations 
remaining at the local level without a good network. 
While they may make a good local impact they may not 
be able to contribute much to change of policies in favour of the marginalised. 

 
2. GNMR and Advocacy 

 
With the above overall view of the institutions, the areas of operation and strategies, one can proceed to 
advocacy in GNMR. Beginning with its nature the sequence of Part 1 will be followed. 
 
Nature of Advocacy 
 
The first point to be studied is the nature of advocacy around GNMR from the local to the international 
levels. No organisation is involved in advocacy at the international level or at the national and 
international levels together. XISR, Johar, XISA, Gansoville and LAAS are involved in campaigns at 
the local level while NESRC and Swades are involved at the local and national levels. ISI is not 
involved any campaign on this issue. The same list holds good for communications and the media on 
GNMR. Swades and ISI are involved in training at the national level, NESRC is not involved in it 
while the remaining six are involved in training at the local level. As for legal policies and laws, ISI 
and XISR are involved at the national level, Gansoville is not involved, NESRC is involved at the local 
and the national level and the rest at the local level (Table 6). Although we categorize the involvement 
of different institutions into high, medium and low, the emphasis is more on various modes of 
advocacy than a common denominator. 
 
Table 6: Nature of Advocacy around GNMR 
     Lobbying    

 Campaig
ns 

Commu
nication 

Grassroots 
Training 

Policies 
& Laws 

Corpo
rate 

Decision-
makers 

Mass 
Mobilisation 

Monitori
ng 

Social 
Awareness 

Local 6 6 6 4 3 5 6 6 4 
National 1 1 2 3 4 3 2 0 3 
Local & Nat 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
International 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Nat. &Int, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NA 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 3 0 
 
Gansoville, LAAS and NESRC are not involved in advocacy with the corporate sector, XISR and 
Swades are involved in it at the national level and the rest at the local level. Swades and ISI are 
involved in advocacy with the decision-makers at the national level, NESRC at the local and national 
levels and the rest at the local level. Gansoville and NESRC are not involved in mass mobilisation, ISI 
and Swades are involved in it at the national level and the rest at the local level. ISI, Swades and 
NESRC are not involved in monitoring. The rest are involved in it at the local level. ISI, XISR and 
Swades are involved in social awareness building on GNRM at the national level, NESRC at the local 
and national and the rest at the local level. That creates a good base on this issue.  

 
Table 7: Networking Organisation Type 

Equally important for policy changes is the 
combination of activism with research. Five 
areas chosen for this study are land grabbing, 
development-induced projects, power plants, 
special economic zones (SEZ) and extractive 
industries. Johar, XISA, XISR, Swades and 

2 Empowerment 4 
3 Mobilisation 4 
4 Lobbying 3 
5 Testimonies 2 
6. Networking 4 
7 Res. & Doc. 6 

Sl. No Issues Activism Research 
1 Land Grabbing 6 5 
2 Dev. Projects 7 6 
3 Power Plants 2 1 
4 SEZs 3 1 
5 Extractive Industry 3 2 



 

 

NESRC are involved in action around land grabbing. Johar, ISI, XISA, Swades NESRC are involved in 
action around development projects in general. Johar and ISI are working on power plants while XISR 
and Swades work on SEZs. Swades, XISA and NESRC are involved in action around extractive 
industries. Action has to be combined with research and presentation of material in a language and 
manner that the decision-makers claim to understand. Swades, XISR, Johar and NESRC do research on 
land grabbing. Swades, XISR, ISI, XISA and NESRC do research on development-induced projects. 
Swades also does research on SEZs while ISI is doing research on power plants. 
 

                                                                                     Table 8: International GNMR SJ Advocacy 
The respondents were then asked whether they thought that 
it was appropriate for the Society of Jesus to have an 
international network around GNMR. No agency doubted 
its need. All consider it appropriate but in different degrees. 
XISA thinks that it is somewhat appropriate. Swades and 
NESRC consider it appropriate and the rest think of it as 
very appropriate.  
 
Table 9: Contribution from Organisation 

The centres were then asked to discuss the contribution that 
they can make to the network. Gansoville and ISI think that 
they cannot contribute to campaigning on the issue. The rest 
feel that they can contribute to it. Gansoville, LAAS, ISI 
and NESRC are unable to make a contribution to 
community building. The rest are ready for it. All except 
Gansocille are in a position to contribute to the media 

outreach. Johar, XISA, XISR and Swades can provide their material facilities to the cause while XISA, 
XISR and NESRC can share their expertise with the network if it is required. 

                                                                                          Table 10: Working with SJ Groups 
Johar, XISR, Swades and NESRC are involved in 
networking with other Jesuit organisations. Johar also 
works with two secular groups. XISR, Swades and NESRC 
work mainly with secular activist and research groups but 
also with Jesuit centres. ISI and NESRC are involved in 
direct work, research as well as in networking. XISA, 
LAAS and NESRC are involved in work around ecology. 
Swades and NESRC work on the issue of migration. Only Gansoville works on the right to education. 
The remaining 4 are not involved in any of these issues. 
 

3. What do the Data Say? 
 
The ten Tables in the last two sections have given information on eight Jesuits Social Centres of South 
Asia. They are involved in various types of advocacy. GNMR requires this type of support. In its turn 
GNMR can add to the advocacy efforts of these Centres. This section will discuss the possibility.  
 
The Important Issues Related to GNMR  

 
Most centres deal with some issues around extractive industries and ecology. 7 out of 8 are involved in 
action around development-induced projects and 6 deal with land grabbing which is basic to extractive 
industries. This issue is extremely important in India because it has significant mineral resources. Till 
1951, India mined 24 minerals with a total value of Rs 173 million. In 2000, India produced 89 
minerals, 4 of them for fuel, 11 metallic, 52 non-metallic and 22 minor valued at Rs 568 billion (Euro 
9.1 billion). The main metals produced are iron-ore, copper-ore, chromite or zinc and lead 
concentrates, gold, manganese and bauxite. More than 90 percent of the value of non-metallic minerals 
comes from limestone, magnesite, dolomite, barytes, kaolin, gypsum, apatite & phosphorite, steatite 

Sl. No Level Number 
1 Not Appropriate 0 
2 Very little 0 
3 Somewhat 1 
4 Appropriate 2 
5 Very Appropriate 5 

Sl. No Contribution Number 
1 Campaigning 7 
2 Community bldg 5 
3 Media outreach 6 
4 Facilities 2 
5 Expertise 4 
6 Sharing material 5 

Sl. No Contribution Number 
1 Peace & H.R 2 
2 Ecology 3 
3 Migration 2 
4 Right to Education 1 
5 None 4 



 

 

and fluorite. 80 percent of the minerals extracted is coal. 80 percent of the mines are privately owned 
but the public sector accounts for 91 percent of the mineral value (www.mines.nic.in).  

 
In the 1980s the mining sector employed 800,000 persons, accounted for 3 percent of the GDP and 
11.5 percent of the industrial sector production. Today mines employ only 560,000 persons and the 
number is declining because of mechanisation (Moody 2007: 19). Mining may be opencast or 
underground. The latter employs more workers but has a higher toll in fatalities and occupational 
diseases. The former uses a large land area. Despite its importance only 3 Centres viz. LAAS, NESRC 
and XISA are involved in issues around ecology which is, in India, primarily the natural resources that 
are the sustenance of people. Moreover, two of these three organisations focus on the local level in 
their advocacy efforts. It is clear, then that both the issue and the level of involvement in advocacy 
need to be expanded at various levels, namely provinces, regions and conference. That is where the 
network can be of use. 
 
Strengths and Weaknesses 
 
That is indicative of the strengths and weaknesses of the centres both in advocacy in general and in 
issues around GNMR. The first strength is that all 8 of them give importance to advocacy. Most are 
involved in mobilisation around laws and policies in order to change them in favour of the 
marginalised. 4 of them are working with the tribal communities that are also known as indigenous. 7 
of the 8 centres also have women as a major target group. But one does not know whether they link 
mineral and other ecological resources to the role women play as a community in their 
management.Involvement with the tribes is basic to GNMR. Three fourths of India’s coal and bauxite, 
100 percent of mica and more than 50 percent of minerals like iron ore are in their habitats. Two thirds 
of them inhabited the forests that became raw materials for industries. Their lands are also rich in 
water sources that were the basis of the more than 300 major dams and 2,000 medium dams that have 
been built in India since 1951 (Areeparampil 1996: 6). That explains their big proportion among 
people deprived of livelihood in the name of national development. Studies show that the tribes who 
are a little over 8 percent of India’s population are 40 percent of the estimated 60 million persons 
displaced or otherwise deprived of livelihood by development projects (Fernandes 2008: 92).  

 
Also industrial logging impoverishes them. Studies indicate that mining in India has displaced not less 
than two million persons 1970-2000 (Fernandes 2007: 335-336), most of them tribal. That results in a 
cycle of exploitation, poverty and violence (Helmut et al 2006: 4896-4906). It alienates most of their 
land and renders much of the remaining land uncultivable. So even those who cultivate their land are 
unable to live on it (Padel and Das 2007: 24-25). Even among the tribes land alienation of livelihood 
has more adverse impacts on women than on men. For example, till the 1980s coalmines gave 
unskilled jobs to women. So their proportion in the sector was 30 to 40 percent. Because of 
mechanisation their proportion has declined to 12 percent (Bhanumathi 2002: 21). 

 
The centres that have responded to the schedule work with the groups that are affected by mining. 
Seven centres have women as a target group. Four centres work with the indigenous peoples and four 
with the displaced. However, one does not see a clear link between the target group and the issues 
around GNMR. Only three centres work on the issue of extractive industries and only one of them is 
in the mining intensive areas of Jharkhand where most affected persons belong to the tribal 
communities (Table 7). While seven centres have women as a target group, there is no indication to 
show that they relate the gender issue to mining or ecology. Further, their advocacy remains local. 

 
Areas of Collaboration 
 
The data given above show possible areas of collaboration both in making a contribution to the centres 
and in receiving assistance from them. The first area is networking. Four of them are involved in local 
and national networks. They can be of immense use in advocacy around GNMR. However, the 
involvement of most of them is local and only two centres have good networks. Moreover, even those 
go beyond the local level only have national level involvement. International links are extremely 

http://www.mines.nic.in/


 

 

weak. That is an area in which all the Indian Jesuits Social Centres need assistance to establish an 
international network. GNMR has a good local base in these centres. Two of them also have material 
facilities which it can use. Three others have expertise in research and analysis which can be of 
immense use to the international network. Thus mutual help is possible. 

 
That is essential also at the local level. Most centres are involved in local level action and mobilisation 
but lack either a national network or research skills. Policies cannot be changed in favour of the purely 
through local level action or mobilisation. National level action combined with research is required. 
Neither research nor a national level organisation can by itself be effective in changing policies. The 
State has to feel grassroots level pressure as well as that of a bigger organisation. The data have to be 
presented to the decision-makers in a language and manner that they claim to understand. That requires a 
combination of action with research and local level involvement with a larger vision. Interaction between 
the centres in India and with the international network are essential for it. 
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1. INSTITUTIONS 
 
 

A. Respondents 
 

N° Province Conference Name of the organization 
1. ACE JESAM CEPAS 
2. AOC JESAM CEFOD 
3.   CSA 
4. ZAM JESAM Jesuit Centre for Theological Reflection (JCTR) 
5. AOR  HAKIMANI 
6.  JESAM MAPUTO Centre 
7.   Silveira House 
8. ACE JESAM Bureau d'Etudes Scientifiques et Techniques (B.E.S.T) 
 

B. The Approach of the institutions 
 

 Target Groups 
 
All the centers answering work with several target groups, apart from the BEST which is focused on the rural 
populations which constitute besides the principal target of quasi all the organizations before the urban 
marginal groups and the young people. The displaced, the refugees and the migrants who are special groups 
constitute the 3 categories which are not targeted by the centers. 
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CEPAS             
CEFOD             
CSA             
JCTR             
HAKIMANI             
MAPUTO 
Centre 

            

Silveira             
BEST             
Nombre 4 3 5 6 5 1 1 1 2 3 2 1 
 



 

 

 Level of Advocacy 
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Campaigns    4 
Communications / Media  2  3 
Grassroots work / 
trainings  

2 3   

Legal (policies & laws)  4   
Lobbying at corporate 
level 

1 2 1  

Lobbying with decision-
makers 

 1  3 

Mass-mobilization 3 1   
Monitoring practices 1 3 1  
Raising social awareness  2 2  2 
None / other 1    
 

 Priority given to Advocacy by the Institutions 
 
All the centers give an average or high priority to the advocacy and have persons involved for his 
implementation except the CEPAS and MAPUTO Centre. 
 

Priority to Advocacy Nb of persons 
Involved 

Pr
io

ri
ty

 
le

ve
l 

N
b 

Or
g.

 

N
b 

Pe
rs

on
s 

N
b 

Or
g.

 

No priority  1  
Very low  2  
Medium 1 2-3 1 
High  4-6 1 
Very high 5 7-10 2 
  > 10  
  None 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 Advocacy strategies 
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2. GNMR AND ADVOCACY 
 
 Advocacy issues 
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 International GNMR advocacy 
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 Contribution from Organizations 
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Campaigning         4 
Community building, social 
media outreach 

        2 

Expertise         4 
Facilitating meetings         5 
Facilities, e.g. meeting rooms, 
computers 

        3 

Funding          
Managing mailing lists         1 
Moral support (passive 
membership) 

        1 

Organization of meetings         2 
Computer programming, website 
design 

         

Sharing advocacy material         5 
Staff time (active membership)         2 
Technical support         3 
Training         5 
Translation         2 
Volunteer recruitment         1 
Volunteer time (administration)          
Web space, hosting         1  
Writing and editing texts         4 
Others          
 



 

 

 
 Major advocacy themes, Methodologies and Expected outcomes 

 
 Major Advocacy Themes Methodologies Expected Outcomes 

1 Mining, extractive industries (oil, 
gas), artisanal mining 

 Quality Research 
 Publications 
 Engaging with decision 

makers 

 Economic justice between the 
State, the Private sectors and the 
local population 

 Poverty Eradication 
 Integral and sustainable 

development 
 Transparency in mining contracts 

and awareness on EITI 
 Fight against corruption 

 Management of Natural 
Resources (Minerals and oil) 

 Research 
 Formation 
 Creation of networks 

 Transparent Management of the 
Natural Resources 

 Fight against corruption 
 Management of Natural 

Resources (Forestry, Water, Land 
and Agriculture) 

 Quality Research 
 Publication, training 
 Country/area based 

initiatives/action 
 Use of media 
 Engaging coalitions 

 Integrating climate knowledge 
into work programs 

 Equitable and sustainable uses of 
Natural Resources 

 Fight against corruption 

2 Climate change, Ecology  Monitoring structures for use 
of public funds which will be 
made available by the 
developed world 

 Climate economic justice, 
 UN Green Fund (Fonds vert) 
 Promoting of biofarming 

 
 Gouvernance and management of natural and mineral resources in Africa and Madagascar 

 

Specific Area Methodology 
Partners 

SJ Others 

Extractive industries, e.g., mining 

 

a) Corporate social responsibility 
for just wages, retirement 
benefits, environmental 
preservation, fair share (5%) of 
profits to social programs in 
local communities 

b) Some governments are not 
using tax revenue from mining 
for social programs in a 
transparent, accountable way 

Research,  

Interviews, 

Conferences 

Workshops, 

Publications,  

Trainings,  

Civic education. 

CEPAS 

CEFOD 

CSA 

JCTR 

Silveira House 

Maputo Center 

 

SARW and 

Word Vision 

Forestry, Land degradation, e.g., 
erosion, loss of top soil, 
contamination of water 

 

a) Deforestation 
 

 Etablishment of 
communitarian forest 
programs for 
sustainable harvest of 
non-wood forest 
products 

 Research on and 
promotion of carbon 
offset programs and 
massive reforestation 
programs. 

CEPAS, 

CEFOD, 

CSA, 

JCTR, 

Silveira House 

JESC (in Brussels) Justice 
and Peace Commissions in 
several countries,  

Ugandan Centre on Social 
Apostolate, 

CSCR in Nigeria, 

SARW in DRC, 



 

 

Caritas International, 

Zambia 

b) Industrial agriculture  Support and promotion 
of small-scale organic, 
sustainable agriculture 

MAPUTO Centre, 

Silveira House, 

KATC 

 

Water    

 
KATC : Kasisi Agricultural Technical Center 
Training on GNMR for Directors of social centres in Lubumbashi mid-February 2013. 
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LATIN AMERICA INTERNAL MAPPING - Preliminary Results 
 
 
A bit more than a year ago the Jesuit Provincial Conference on Latin America (CPAL for its 
Spanish Acronym) together with the faculty of Environmental and Rural Studies at Javeriana 
University (Bogota, Colombia) began the process of gathering information on the organization of 
the Society of Jesus engaged with the ecology and environment issues within Latin America. 
 
From the list that was built we started for contacting the total of 436 Jesuit social work different 
kinds of organizations, which comprises: 
 

• Education institutions (e.g. universities, schools)  
• Social centres (e.g. assistance to migrants and refugees) 
• Parishes 
• Spirituality centres 
• Communications 
• Youth religious vocation 
• Collaboration 
• Jesuit formation 

 
We decided to get the information through a survey and then we designed a questionnaire that 
was put online. After about six months 143 organizations, that is 32.8% from the total, had 
answered the survey.  
 
From those 143 organizations, 130 (87.1%) informed that they were related to different kind of 
environmental and ecological practices as it shown in the following table (No. 1) 
 
 

Table No. 1 - Respondents 
  Contacted Answered Ecologically 

engaged 

Education 145 96 89 

Social Centres 35 16 16 

Parishes 170 24 16 

Spirituality 18 2 1 

Communications 14 2 1 

Vocation 23 4 3 

Collaboration 10 1 1 

Jesuit Formation 21 5 3 

TOTAL 436 150 130 

  Source: collected primary information – Internal Mapping (first stage) 



 

 

 
 
In terms of the Jesuit Provinces countries the answers obtained were distributed as is shown in 
the following table No. 2: 
 
Table No. 2 – Jesuit Provinces Respondents 
Province Education Parishes Social 

Centres 
Jesuit 

Formation 
Vocation Spirituality Collaboration Communication 

Argentine/   
Uruguay 

11 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Bolivia 4 2 1 0 1 0 0 1 

Brazil CE 88 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Brazil ME 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Brazil NE 2 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 

Brazil AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Chile 8 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 

Colombia 13 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 

Central 
America 

11 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Ecuador 5 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Haiti 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mexico 10 4 3 1 0 1 0 0 

Paraguay 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Peru 5 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 

Puerto 
Rico 

0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Dominican 
Rep. 

2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 

Venezuela 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: collected primary information – Internal Mapping (first stage) 
 
For the analysis of the information collected the variety of environmental and ecological 
practices reported were divided into three broad categories: 
 

1. Education and training 
2. Environmental Management and 



 

 

3. Intervention and Incidence 
 

 
The Education and Training Practices are those which are aimed both at strengthening the 
environmental and ecological field of academic programs through its inclusion in school 
curricula, and also thanks to the creation of new programs and extension courses. The training 
activities that were reported are focused on a varied field of knowledge such as administration, 
management, law, education, development, economics and others and the formal education 
courses are offered at undergraduate and postgraduate level. 
 
Environmental Management category comprises all social work which has in common the 
implementation of programs or campaigns which are aimed to the conservation and 
preservation of natural resources, both working with local and regional communities. Among 
some of these activities we found, then, since those which are building an inventory of the fauna 
and flora in the headquarters or tree planting and reforestation activities to those which are 
debating and building sustainability indicators according to their own social and natural context.  
 
The third and last category (Intervention and Incidence) considers the set of practices that 
although initially were thought with a strong emphasis on environmental issues but working 
within small communities, have gained more room of action and have gone beyond areas 
strictly related to environmental issues. Some of them are now involved with other issues such 
as consumerism or public policy incidence in a range that includes entire neighborhoods in rural 
and urban settlements. 
  
It is the case of the Institute of Applied Research and Promotion of Local Development 
(NITLAPAN) of Nicaragua which presently seeks to influence issues such as: climate change 
and adaptation strategies of life; territorial governance and vulnerable indigenous forests and 
municipal and local management for the preservation local of areas in a concerted and 
sustainable way. Another case is the Center for Research and Popular Education (CINEP) and 
its actions influencing public policy related to vulnerable communities specifically on issues 
associated with availability, habitability and land use in the city of Bogotá, Colombia.  
 
To offer an overview of the variety of issues of other important projects included in this category, 
their names and countries of implementation are: 
 
1. State Park communities of 'Canyon Fernandez' (Mexico) 
2. Waste separation as a city project in the town of Torreon (Mexico) 
3. Ethno-ecology Network and Bio-cultural Heritage (Mexico) 
4. Solar and wind alternative energy (Mexico) 
5. River Sinos Basin Environmental Management (Brazil) 
6. Iparinga neighborhood environmental/social project (Brazil) 
7. Pance River Integration Project (Colombia) 
8. Displaced communities and urban agriculture in Soacha (Colombia) 
9. Rights-based Habitat “Ecobarrios” (Colombia) 
10. Ucatense Natural Park Project planning to protect biodiversity in urban forests (Venezuela) 
11. Decontamination of Arroyo Basualdo (Argentina) 
12. Urban environments, local spaces and community relationships (Brazil) 
13. Agro-ecology farming and social projects (Bolivia, Panama, Mexico, Paraguay, Peru, 
Honduras and Colombia) 
14. Daily practices that affect Ecology and Social coexistence (Chile) 
15. Native species and seeds recovery (Guatemala and Mexico) 



 

 

16. Pan-Amazon Observatory on socio-environmental and decision-making processes of 
megaprojects (Brazil) 
17. Organizational processes of community water systems (Colombia) 
18. The defense of peasant agriculture compatible with the worldview and indigenous 
environment:  
 

o Participatory planning in three indigenous regions on care of mother earth: 
o Native reforestation in water sources areas and community green gardens;  
o Organic fertilizers for corn beans and vegetables crops: and  
o Training of trainers in three regions (Mexico) 

19.  Fair trade (Mexico) 
20.  Environmental friendly practices and financial services for small communities (Nicaragua) 
21. Capacity building for disaster natural risk and disaster management in vulnerable 
communities (Peru) 
22. Urban participatory planning for vulnerable communities (Peru) 
23. Another field of action is to develop technology for solving problems in urban or rural 
communities associated with environmental or ecological problems. Among them are: 
24. Environmentally sustainable technologies (Brazil) 
25. Arsenic Filters for marginalized communities (Mexico) 
26. Construction of ecological cookers - solar (Argentina) 
 
Chart No. 1 - Advocacy Issues 

 
Source: collected primary information – Internal Mapping (first stage) 
 
The level of advocacy is illustrated in table No. 3: 
 
Table No. 3 – Level of Advocacy 
Sector Themselves Local Regional  International 

Education 38 50 8 3 

Parishes 6 6 3 1 
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Social Centres 1 8 6 1 

Jesuit Formation 3 0 0 0 

Vocation 0 1 1 1 

Spirituality 0 0 1 0 

Collaboration 0 1 0 0 

Communication 0 0 1 0 

Source: collected primary information – Internal Mapping (first stage) 
 
The vulnerable population sector in which the advocacy is focussed is exposed in the next table 
(No. 4) 
 
Table No. 4 – Advocacy focus in terms of Population  
Population Education Parishes Social 

Centres 
Jesuit 

Formation 
Vocation Spirituality Communication 

Indigenous 9 5 10 0 1 0 1 

Afro-
descendants 

4 1 2 0 0 0 0 

Peasants 17 5 13 1 0 1 1 

Displaced 3 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Refugees 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: collected primary information – Internal Mapping (first stage) 
 
Preliminary results 
The first and possibly the most important result is to recognize and discover the unknown great 
potential to investigate the environmental and ecological practices of the Jesuits throughout 
their work with the communities in Central and Latin America. However, it is also important to 
note that the information collected so far and presented in this report is still superficial. 
 
However, it is particularly interesting to note the lack of horizontal work and synergies among 
the SJ groups and among regions or provinces. The results of the survey were confirmed by few 
interviews with some SJ groups in Brazil and Colombia, which although have strong ecological 
advocacy practices has a very weak relation or any at all with other SJ groups regarding the 
mentioned practices. 
 
It might be, then, one of the reasons, one of the conclusions of this research process is what 
had already been expressed some years ago: "The lack of knowledge about the deep 
experience and projects of the Society of Jesus in Latin America related to the environment 
makes that the efforts for obtaining higher levels of sustainable development do not have the 
desired impact." (Latin American Network of Ecology of the Works of the Society of Jesus, 
2001)  
 



 

 

Despite have no conclusive figures, additional comments to the survey and the interviews 
highlighted the relation and partnerships that the SJ works have with other religious orders, local 
churches, NGOs, social movements, grassroots organizations, government organizations, state 
institutions, private enterprises, among others, which has allowed them to influence certain 
levels obtaining truly transformative results even on a small scale. It remains a challenge to 
develop partnerships and synergies firstly among the SJ works in order to make visible the 
amount, variety and quality of environmental projects which might facilitate the process to 
establish stronger relationships with other public and private agents. 
 
Advocacy and Incidence 
 
Of the 150 cases that reported their ecological and environmental practices, twelve were 
chosen to be interviewed specifically about your activities on advocacy and incidence; of them, 
four have sent their responses. 
 
These SJ work develop activities as research center, social center and universities and their 
target groups are women, young, vulnerable urban population and indigenous and afro-
descendants communities. 
 
Of these four organizations, one has a person whose specific task is the advocacy, the research 
center has seven people who have the same goal and one does not have anyone to do this 
task. In all cases the aim is to have political impact. 
 
A number of strategies for advocate and achieving political incidence are used depending on 
the cause. Some of them are: collecting evidence to be informed; mass media communication; 
debate and contribution to the design of public and institutional policies; empowerment and 
mobilization; lobbying; media relations; participation in networks; partnership development; 
research and documentation; and building productive economic and environmental alternatives. 
 
Advocacy and political incidence have been in favor of access to health, practices to mitigate 
climate change, development aid, environmental practices, economic justice, education for all, 
food security, human rights, indigenous people, interreligious dialogue, assistance provision to 
migrants and displaced populations, care of natural resources and other forms of exploitation of 
minerals, peace and reconciliation, gender perspective, support for people with HIV and AIDS, 
and best prison systems. Also against children associated with armed conflict, human 
trafficking, military expenditure, and determined development models. 
 
In the context of mining and extractive industries three of these four cases advocate and have 
impact on alternative development policies, poverty alleviation, governance of natural resources 
and the energy mining sector, biodiversity (wild/cultivated), climate change, prevention and 
management of natural disasters, sustainable energy generation, privatization of forests and 
livelihoods, transgenic crops and genetic heritage, ownership and access to land, access to 
water, its pollution and privatization and solid waste management. 
 
Campaigning and advocacy activities are implemented at national level in three of the four SJ 
works, and one works at local level.  
 
 
London, 1st September, 2011 
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