Executive Summary
General Assembly Hearings, And the Survey Says…
The Millennium NGO Network and the United Nations Non-Governmental Liaison Service (UN-NGLS) have prepared the following summary of the results from a survey of participants that took part in the informal interactive Hearings of the General Assembly with NGOs, civil society organizations and the private sector, held in New York, from 23-24 June 2005. The aim of the survey was to receive feedback on the attendees’ experiences and to build on this knowledge in the organization of future Hearings.
The survey was disseminated on 28 November 2005 through two general electronic mail-outs to participants and speakers at the Hearings, as well as via postings on the Millennium Network Listserv and NGLS listserv.  Personal phone calls were also made to numerous participants to follow-up on these announcements. The participants were given nine working days to complete the survey. Late submissions were accepted to increase the total number of responses. 

The survey was open to civil society, NGO, or private sector representatives that served either as participants, rapporteurs/moderators, speakers, or observers. With only one Observer responding, however, the scope of the survey was limited to participants, rapporteurs/moderators and speakers. Out of 242 attendees
 to the Hearings, 88 responses were received resulting in a response rate of 36%. In a regional breakdown, 42 responses were received from Western Europe and Other States Group; 17 from Africa; 15 from Asia; 11 from Latin America and the Caribbean, and 2 from Eastern Europe. One respondent submitted the questionnaire anonymously. For a regional comparison in survey results, please see the document in Annex. 

While those involved in analyzing the survey used a high-level of professionalism in handling the data, a scientific method was not followed in producing this summary. As a result, a greater degree of flexibility in the interpretation of some of the data may be at play if one was to compare the methods used for this analysis with a more scientific approach. 

The following is a rundown of the findings:

· Most respondents thought that the Hearings were either “well worthwhile” or “better than expected;”  

· The great majority of respondents shared their knowledge and experience of the Hearings with their networks upon returning home;

· Respondents considered the general impact of the Hearings on the outcome of the Summit to be rather weak; 

· Invited to rank the impact of the Hearings on issues that were on the Summit agenda, not all respondents replied. Those who did gave highest priority to the MDGs, gender and HIV/AIDs, with other issues, such as the Peacebuilding Commission, Human Rights, UN reform and Responsibility to Protect, ranking closely behind; and

· The great majority of respondents are now working on the implementation of the Outcome Document.

Looking to the future, the survey asked respondents what features should be emphasized for future Hearings.  The results indicate a clear divide between those who want Hearings organized before every General Assembly and those who would prefer Hearings that are issue-specific and held in tandem with UNGA discussions.  However, there was a widely shared feeling that participants in future Hearings would benefit from more time for preparatory meetings and briefings and more time for each session of the Hearings so that there could be greater interaction with Member States.
	Table 1

A majority of respondents confirmed that they had the opportunity to consult with their constituencies prior to the Hearings. Comparing these results with Table 9, however, where respondents mentioned that more time for preparation would have increased the interactive nature of the Hearings, one can infer that respondents would have preferred more lead time to conduct wider consultations.
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	Table 2
Based on responses to this question, a majority reported back to their networks, which suggests that the outcome of the Hearings, whether one perceived it to be positive or negative, was shared. The fact that many participants represented networks or groups that extended beyond their usual constituency may also explain the overwhelming positive response. Indeed, this could have compelled participants to produce reports or hold meetings to brief colleagues who could not attend the event.
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	Table 3
With five responses out of 88 registering a score of 2 or less on a 10-point scale, only a few respondents felt they could not voice their concerns at the Hearings. With the majority of responses falling between a score of 5 and 8, one can assume that, overall, respondents were in a position to share their views, but perhaps with some hindrances that could include, as results in table 9 indicate, factors such as the short amount of time allowed for statements and general interaction. Respondents were not asked to explain their answers so other factors may have contributed to these weighted responses.
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	Table 4
With 79% of respondents judging that the Hearings were “well worthwhile” or “better than expected,” a clear majority viewed the Hearings as a positive experience. While participants in the survey were given the opportunity to qualify their response in a “comment” section, only a few chose to do so. As a result, it is difficult to explain why more respondents did not feel it was a “great success.”
Table 5

63% of participants in the survey indicated a score of 5  or  lower  on
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	this question, which suggests that respondents, for the most part, felt the Hearings had a weak impact on the Summit proceedings. Table 7 may provide clues as to what could be done in future Hearings to improve participants’ view of the impact such an event can have on UN decision-making processes.
Table 6

For this question, participants were asked to rank, on a scale of 1 to 10, the issues that had the most impact on the Summit Outcome Document. The graph represents the sum of   all    these   individual rankings.  As
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	the results indicate, the top three issues ranked by respondents were MDGs (poverty alleviation), gender perspective, and HIV/AIDS. For the most part, however, the rankings do not differ widely with issues – such as Debt-Aid-Trade, Peacebuilding, Human Rights, UN Reform, Children, Responsibility to Protect – scoring above 300. In the “other” category, respondents included topic-areas that were not of the 12 issues listed in the standard questionnaire. The more popular additions by respondents included: civil society participation in UN processes, violence against women, sexual and reproductive health, and youth.
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	(Table 6 analysis continued)

In the survey, a qualitative question followed-up the ranking of issues indicated in table 6. The question asked participants if there were any points raised at the Hearings that made a difference in the Summit Outcome Document. A majority of respondents left this question unanswered, but 12 out of the 15 participants who provided an answer used the opportunity to voice their discontent rather than specify points that impacted the Outcome Document. Respondents appeared disappointed that recommendations on civil society participation, private sector contributions, and youth participation, among others, were never included in the Outcome Document. 


	Table 7
Respondents most frequently mentioned the “Timing of the Hearings” and the “Number of Ambassadors” as factors that would increase the interactive nature of the Hearings. This suggests that respondents want similar events to be, in the future, organized more closely, in terms of timing, to the inter-governmental meeting to which it is intended to contribute, and that a higher number of Ambassadors should be present. On another note, it is surprising that “more equitable geographic   representation”  received  such  a 
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	high score by respondents as 134 participants out of 230 at the Hearings were from developing countries, with speakers from four regions – Africa, Latin America, Asia and Europe-North America – participating  in  each of the  four  sessions  for  the  event.

	Table 8
With 86% of responses registering a score of 5 or above on the scale in table 8, one can conclude that a high number of participants in the survey appear to be focused on implementing the Summit Outcome Document, which speaks to respondents’ active involvement in Summit related-issues.
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	Table 9
Time was a major factor for respondents when considering how to increase the interactive nature of the Hearings. As the bar chart suggests, “More time for each session” (60) and “More time for preparation” (57) were the answers most frequently mentioned by respondents to this question. For the ‘other’ category, 25 respondents provided other insightful options, such as: co-chairmanship between civil society and the GA President, working groups made up of governments and NGOs to follow-up on outcome, inclusion of Ambassadorial level discussants, and more. Five participants in the survey also commented on the lack, or complete absence, of interaction with Member States at the Hearings.  
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	Table 10
Networking, listening and being heard were the top three positive features of the Hearings identified by respondents. For the “other” category, three participants emphasized that the Hearings were a great opportunity to share local initiatives and ideas in a global policy process. Two participants emphasized that the GA President’s presence brought credibility, attention and respect to the Hearings. Five respondents mentioned that there was insufficient interaction with UN staff.
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	Table 11
Responses to this question do not offer a straightforward option in terms of the format for future Hearings. Respondents appear divided between having “Hearings before every session of the General Assembly” and “Hearings that would be issue-specific.”  
	[image: image11.emf]Question: What feature would you emphasize for future 

Hearings?

n/a

15%

Hearings 

should be held 

before the 

opening of 

every GA

35%

Hearings 

should be 

issue-specific 

and held in 

tandem with 

GA debates

33%

Regular 

Hearings 

should be held 

at the regional 

levels

17%



	Summary of Comments
	

	While a majority of questions for this survey appeared in a close-ended format, opportunities were given to respondents to qualify some of their answers in “comment” sections. This summary captures some the more salient points made by participants.  


A major concern expressed by respondents related to the impact of the Hearings on the Summit. Several respondents raised questions as to whether the event really contributed to the outcome of the Summit. The timeliness of the Hearings was often listed as a primary factor stymieing this event’s impact; in most cases, respondents called for a date closer to the high-level proceedings. One participant mentioned that the G8 Gleneagles meeting overshadowed the Hearings’ outcome, and that decision on dates for future Hearings should take into account other events that have the potential to influence negotiations and outcomes. 

Accompanying this skepticism on the impact of the Hearings was the demand for more inclusion and participation in Summit proceedings. A group of respondents mentioned that restriction of NGO involvement in the Summit could have detrimental effects on the implementation of outcomes. Some felt that certain constituencies, like youth for instance, could have been more involved.

As for the Hearings’ agenda items, participants in the survey criticized the lack of discussion on UN – civil society relations. For instance, one respondent wanted to know why recommendations linked to the Cardoso report were not up for debate. It is perhaps in this spirit that some participants in the survey called for civil society to develop an agenda that would complement the official one put forth by Member States.

There was some general criticism on the selection of participants for the Hearings, but no concrete recommendations were made as to how this process could be improved.

Another area which prompted several recommendations was the Hearings’ interactive nature, or lack thereof. Respondents noted that moderators could have played a more engaging role by acting as “discussants” seeking out questions or responses – from Member States as well as private sector, NGO and civil society representatives – to statements delivered by speakers.

In order to improve the interactive nature, one respondent suggested considering the arrangements of the Commission on Sustainable Development with regard to its interaction with civil society and the private sector. 

While respondents appeared to be encouraged by the presence of a high number of delegates, the participation of more Ambassadors in Hearings’ proceedings was strongly recommended by a majority of participants in the survey. 

Greater interaction was requested with UN staff at the Hearings, with an emphasis on those representing Specialized Agencies -- including the Bretton Woods Institutions and the World Trade Organization. 

Several respondents welcomed the engagement of the GA President in the Hearings, and suggested that the President play a more active role not only in chairing future Hearings, but also in holding preparatory meetings for delegates and follow-up meetings with civil society. A respondent noted that the President’s engagement with civil society could extend beyond the Hearings and touch upon the broader issue of UN–civil society relations. 
Annex

GA Hearings Survey: Regional Comparisons
Table 1: Did you have the opportunity to circulate points at Hearings to those represented beforehand?

· In a regional cross- comparison, 63.41% of 41 respondents from the Western Europe & Other States Group had the opportunity to circulate their points; 34.15% did not. 

· In Latin America & the Caribbean, 91% of 11 respondents had the opportunity to circulate their points; 9% did not.

· In Asia, 60% of 15 respondents had the opportunity to circulate their points; 11.76% did not.

· In Africa, 82.35% of 17 respondents had the opportunity to circulate their points; 11.76% did not.

· In Eastern Europe, one out of 2 respondents had the opportunity to circulate their points.
Table 2: Did you have the opportunity to share your knowledge and experience of the Hearings with networks upon return home?

· In a regional cross- comparison, 92.68% of 41 respondents from the Western Europe & Other States Group had the opportunity to share their knowledge and Hearings experience; 4.88% did not. 

· In Latin America & the Caribbean, 91% of 11 respondents had the opportunity to circulate their points; 0% did not.

· In Asia, 100% of 15 respondents had the opportunity to circulate their points.

· In Africa, 100% of 17 respondents had the opportunity to circulate their points.

· In Eastern Europe, the 2 respondents had the opportunity to circulate their points.

Table 3: To what extent did you feel that you were able to voice your concerns at the Hearings
 (1 being the least favourable, 10 being the most favourable)?

· In Western Europe & Other States Group, 21.95% of the respondents ranked their ability to be heard at 8; 2.44% ranked their ability at 2. 

· In Latin America & the Caribbean, 36.36% of the respondents ranked their ability to be heard at 5; none rated their ability at 1, 3, 4, 6, or 9. 

· In Asia, 33.33% of the respondents ranked their ability to be heard at 8; none rated their ability at 1, 2, 3, or 10. 

· In Africa, 35.29% of the respondents ranked their ability to be heard at 7; none rated their ability at 1, 2, 3, 8 or 9. 

· In Eastern Europe, the two respondents ranked their ability to be heard at 7. 

These figures reflect the highest and lowest response values for each regional group.

Table 4: What was your assessment of the Hearings and its outcome?

· In Western Europe & Other States Group, 43.90% of the respondents felt that the Hearings were “Better than Expected”; 2.44% rated the Hearings as a “Great Success”. 

· In Latin America & the Caribbean, 54.54% of the respondents felt that the Hearings were “Better than Expected”; 0% of the respondents felt that the Hearings were a “Great Success”, 0% of the respondents found the Hearings “Disappointing”. 

· In Asia, 46.67% of the respondents felt that the Hearings were “Well Worthwhile”; 6.67% of the respondents found the Hearings “Disappointing”. 

· In Africa, 52.95% of the respondents felt that the Hearings were “Well Worthwhile”; 5.82% of the respondents found the Hearings “Disappointing”. 

· In Eastern Europe, one respondent felt that the Hearings were “Well Worthwhile”; the other the event to be “Disappointing”. 

These figures reflect the highest and lowest response values for each regional group.

Table 5: What impact do you think the Hearings had on the World Summit?

 (1 being least significant and 10 being most significant)
· In Western Europe & Other States Group, 24.29% of the respondents rated the impact of the Hearings at 4; none of the respondents ranked the impact at 9 or 10.

· In Latin America & the Caribbean, 27.27% of the respondents rated the impact of the Hearings at 3; none of the respondents ranked the impact at 1, 2, 7 or 9.

· In Asia, 20% of the respondents rated the impact of the Hearings at 5, 6, and 8; none of the respondents ranked the impact at 1, 9, or 10.

· In Africa, 29.41% of the respondents rated the impact of the Hearings at 4; none of the respondents ranked the impact at 1.

· In Eastern Europe, one of the respondents rated the impact of the Hearings at 4; the other at 8.

These figures reflect the highest and lowest response values for each regional group.

Table 6: Please rank which issues raised at the Hearings had most impact on the Outcome Document (1 being least significant 10 being most significant)?

· In Western Europe & Other States Group,” MDGs-- poverty alleviation” received the most points amongst the 41 respondents (153 points); 25 points were allotted to “other issues”. 

· In Latin America & the Caribbean, “Human Rights” received the most points amongst the 11 respondents (67 points); 16 points were allotted to “other issues”. 

· In Asia, “UN Reform” received the most points amongst the 15 respondents (90 points); 34 points were allotted to “Gender Perspective”. 

· In Africa, “Human Rights” received the most points amongst the 17 respondents (95 points); 25 points were allotted to “other issues”. 

· In Eastern Europe, “MDGs-- poverty alleviation” received the most points amongst the 2 respondents (14 points); 6 points were allotted to “debt/aid/trade issues”. 

These figures reflect the highest and lowest response values for each regional group.

Table 7: What would have increased the impact of the Hearings on the Summit?

· In Western Europe & Other States Group, 85.37% of the respondents felt that a greater “number of Ambassadors attending the Hearings” would have increased the impact of the Hearings; 26.83% of the respondents felt that a greater “number of UN specialized agencies attending the Hearings” would have increased the impact of the Hearings.

· In Latin America & the Caribbean, 72.72% of the respondents felt that “duration of Hearings” could have increased the impact of the Hearings; 9% of the respondents felt that a better quality report could have increased the impact of the Hearings.

· In Asia, equal emphasis was given to the “number of civil society participants”, “greater geographic representation from civil society and governments”, and a greater “number of Ambassadors attending the Hearings”, each category ranked at 76.47%. 33.33% of the respondents felt that “duration of Hearings” could have increased the impact of the Hearings. 

· In Africa, 76.47% of the respondents felt that better “timing of the Hearings” could have increased the impact of the Hearings; 29.41% of the respondents felt that a better quality report could have increased the impact of the Hearings.

· In Eastern Europe, the 2 respondents felt that “duration of Hearings” could have increased the impact of the Hearings.

These figures reflect the highest and lowest response values for each regional group.

Table 8: To what extent is your work now focused on the implementation of the Summit Outcome Document  (1 being least focused 10 being most focused)?

· In Western Europe & Other States Group, 31.71% of the respondents ranked their focus on implementation at 7; 2.44% ranked their focus either at 1, 2, 3, or 10. 

· In Latin America & the Caribbean, 18.18% of the respondents ranked their focus on implementation either at 3, 8, or 9; none ranked their focus at 1, 2, or 4. 

· In Asia, 33.33% of the respondents ranked their focus on implementation at 7; none ranked their focus at 1, 2, 3, or 4.

· In Africa, 23.53% of the respondents ranked their focus on implementation at 5; none ranked their focus at 1, 2, or 3. 

· In Eastern Europe, one of the respondents ranked the focus on implementation at 5, the other at 8.

These figures reflect the highest and lowest response values for each regional group.

Table 9: How would you increase the interactive nature of the Hearings?
· In Western Europe & Other States Group, 65.85% of the respondents felt that “more time for preparatory meetings and briefings” would have increased the interactive nature; 17.07% of the respondents felt that “NGO sponsorship of side events” would have increased the interactive nature.

· In Latin America & the Caribbean, 81.81% of the respondents felt that more session time would have increased the interactive nature; 9% of the respondents felt that “fewer issues on the agenda for each session” would have increased the interactive nature.

· In Asia, 73.33% of the respondents felt that “NGO sponsorship of side events” would have increased the interactive nature; equal emphasis was given to “fewer issues on the agenda for each session”, “facilitation of the dialogue by a civil society leader rather than President of GA”, and “other” suggestions, each category receiving 26.67%. 

· In Africa, 70.59% of the respondents felt that more session time would have increased the interactive nature; 11.76% of the respondents felt that “fewer speakers for each session” would have increased the interactive nature.

· In Eastern Europe, the 2 respondents felt that the “possibility to put questions to each civil society speaker immediately after speaking” would have increased the interactive nature.
These figures reflect the highest and lowest response values for each regional group.

Table 10: From your point of view what was the most positive aspect of the Hearings?

· In Western Europe & Other States Group, 56.10% of the respondents equally ranked participation, the opportunity to listen to other participants, and the opportunity to interact with Member States as the most positive aspects of the Hearings; none considered the opportunity to be in NY as the most positive aspect of the Hearing.  

· In Latin America & the Caribbean, 81.81% of the respondents ranked participation as the most positive aspect of the Hearings; 9% of the respondents felt “other issues” were the most positive aspect of the Hearings.

· In Asia, 86.67% of the respondents felt that the opportunity to meet and network with other civil society participants was the most positive aspect of the Hearings; 6.67% of the respondents felt “other issues” were the most positive aspect of the Hearings. 

· In Africa, 82.35% of the respondents ranked participation as the most positive aspect of the Hearings; 17.65% of the respondents felt that the opportunity to come to NY was the most positive aspect of the Hearing.  

· In Eastern Europe, the 2 respondents ranked both participation and the opportunity to meet and network with other civil society participants as the most positive aspects of the Hearings.

These figures reflect the highest and lowest response values for each regional group.

Table 11: What feature would you emphasize for future Hearings?

· In Western Europe & Other States Group, 31.71% of the respondents felt that the Hearings should be held before the opening of the GA; 14.63% of the respondents felt that regular Hearings should be held at the regional levels.

· In Latin America & the Caribbean, 45.45% of the respondents felt that the Hearings should be held before the opening of the GA; 9% of the respondents felt that Hearings should be issue-specific and held in tandem with GA debates.

· In Asia, 40% of the respondents felt that the Hearings should be issue-specific and held in tandem with GA debates; 13.33% of the respondents felt that regular Hearings should be held at the regional levels.

· In Africa, 52.94% of the respondents felt that the Hearings should be held before the opening of the GA; 17.65% of the respondents felt that the Hearings should be issue-specific and held in tandem with GA debates.

· In Eastern Europe, one of the respondents felt that the Hearings should be held before the opening of the GA; the other felt that the Hearings should be issue-specific and held in tandem with GA debates.

These figures reflect the highest and lowest response values for each regional group.
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� As the GA President’s Summary of the Outcome of the Hearings suggests (A/60/331), there were 230 participants that attended the event. However, the 12 moderators and rapporteurs were not part of the equation, hence we have a total of 242 potential respondents to this survey.
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