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Abstract 

The inclusion of sexual and gender minorities (SOGI minorities) in humanitarian action has 

until quite recently been a neglected topic within the humanitarian sector. This paper zeroes in 

on the growing discussion surrounding this issue by analyzing and problematizing ”non-local” 

humanitarian actors' advocacy for SOGI inclusive humanitarian efforts in ”SOGI hostile” 

states. The thesis can be divided into three parts. I firstly account for how four ”non-local” 

humanitarian actors’ have advocated for SOGI inclusion in humanitarian action in ”SOGI hostile” 

settings. After this, I problematize the discussed advocacy using postcolonial concepts. I lastly 

come with suggestions regarding how the identified problems can be remedied. 

The study has shown that humanitarian actors engage in advocacy for SOGI inclusion in various 

ways. Some of the actors seem comfortable with directly pushing the idea of SOGI inclusivity 

onto humanitarian workers in ”SOGI hostile” states, while others take a more relaxed approach. 

Regarding the problems with the advocacy discussed in the paper I have argued that the 

advocacy does not take postcolonial concerns into a sufficient account, and that it often seems 

to be rooted in western understandings of sexuality. One of the actors also appears to undermine 

the risks that can come with advocating for SOGI inclusion in certain settings.  

To remedy the mentioned problems I suggest that aspects of a Culturally specific advocacy 

approach should be implemented when ”non-local” humanitarian actors advocate for SOGI 

inclusion in ”SOGI hostile” states, since such an approach would consider the impacts of 

colonialism. I also implore the discussed humanitarian actors to look beyond ”identity-centric” and 

”LGBTI-centric” understandings of gender and sexuality. I lastly assert that the advocacy should 

recognize that inclusion may be unsafe in some contexts. 

 

 

Keywords: SOGI inclusion, humanitarian action, postcolonialism, advocacy, ”non-local” 

humanitarian actors 
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1.  Introduction  

Concerns regarding sexual orientation and gender identity (hereafter abbreviated SOGI) have 

been largely neglected within the humanitarian field (HAG, 2018, p. 2). With that said, there 

have probably been more initiatives to consciously include SOGI minorities in humanitarian 

efforts in recent years than ever before. “Taking sexual and gender minorities out of the too 

hard basket” (2018) and “LGBTQIA+ people & disasters” (2021) are just a few examples of 

relatively new reports that advocate for SOGI inclusion in humanitarian responses around the 

world. In addition to this, NGOs like the UK-based charity Christian Aid have also introduced 

“inclusive programming” that aspires to make their partners and staff in the global North & 

South more accomodating of ”LGBTI issues” (Paine, 2018, pp.  167). Similar initiatives have, 

moreover, been taken by the International Organization for Migration (IOM) which has 

provided ”LGBTI training” to organizations working with refugees in countries like Iraq, 

Kenya, Jordan, and Pakistan (Rumbach & Knight, 2014, p. 61). The response to different 

educational programs aiming to promote SOGI inclusion in humanitarian efforts has been 

varied. Some Christian Aid employees attending a training session in Ethiopia were, for 

example, reluctant to embrace an open attitude towards individuals with non-normative 

sexualities and/or gender identities when they were encouraged to do so (Paine, 2018, p. 167).  

There are several potential upsides to ”non-local” humanitarian actors' advocacy for SOGI 

inclusive humanitarian action in states that are largely ”hostile” towards SOGI minorities. The 

education provided by actors like Christian Aid and IOM can, after all, act to combat prejudices 

and make humanitarian staff in SOGI oppressive contexts more knowledgeable regarding the 

needs of people with diverse sexualities and/or gender identities. That is not to say that the 

aforementioned type of advocacy is unproblematic. On the contrary, I would argue that there are 

possible problems with the way some ”non-local” actors advocate for SOGI inclusive humanitarian 

efforts in what I, in this paper, call ”SOGI hostile” states. My intention with this thesis is, on the 

one hand, to identify and discuss some of these problems using concepts from postcolonial theory. 

Could it be the case that certain advocacy tactics reinforce colonial structures? Aside from this, I 

will also consider how the various problems I have identified may be remedied. 

Before addressing any of the previous concerns I intend to provide examples of how ”non-

local” humanitarian actors have advocated for the inclusion of SOGI minorities in humanitarian 

efforts within ”SOGI hostile” states. In summation, I will set out to do three things in this paper: 

1. Account for how some ”non-local” humanitarian actors have advocated for SOGI inclusive 



6 
 

humanitarian action within ”SOGI-hostile” states. 2. Use a postcolonial theoretical framework 

to highlight various problems with how this advocacy has been approached. 3. Adress how the 

identified problems can be remedied.  

1.1  Aims and research questions 

The aim of this paper is twofold. The first aim is to get a better understanding of how ”non-local” 

humanitarian actors have engaged in advocacy to promote SOGI inclusion in humanitarian 

efforts within ”SOGI hostile” states. The second aim is to highlight potential problems with this 

type of advocacy through the implementation of a postcolonial lens and to reflect upon how the 

advocacy can be improved.  

The following questions will be addressed in the paper: 

1. How have different “non-local” humanitarian actors advocated for SOGI inclusion in 

humanitarian action within “SOGI hostile” states? 

2. How can this advocacy be problematized using concepts from postcolonial theory? 

3. How can the identified problems associated with the advocacy be remedied? 

1.2   Delimitations 

Since it is impossible to examine all the methods of advocacy that “non-local” humanitarian 

actors have used to advocate for SOGI inclusive humanitarian efforts in “SOGI hostile” states, 

this paper will focus on two methods that seem to be amongst the most prevalent. With that 

said, the thesis will zero in on humanitarian actors' advocacy for SOGI inclusion through reports 

and educational programs. I am, in other words, only going to account for how certain 

humanitarian actors have implemented these advocacy methods to promote inclusion. Because 

of the limited scope of the paper, I will merely analyze and problematize the advocacy in two 

educational programs and two reports. When discussing the first advocacy method I will direct 

my attention toward IOM and Christian Aid who both have advocated for SOGI inclusion 

through the provision of education. The reason I have chosen to focus on these two examples 

is partly that there was easily accessible information about them. Christian Aid and IOM have 

also handled their advocacy for SOGI inclusion in quite similar, yet different, ways which 

makes the cases interesting to discuss. I will, moreover, analyze the reports: “Taking sexual and 

gender minorities out of the too hard basket” (2018) and ”The only way is up - Monitoring and 

encouraging diverse SOGIESC inclusion in the humanitarian and DRR Sectors” (2021). The 

reports are created by the Humanitarian Advisory Group (HAG) and Edge Effect, respectively. 
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1.3    The topics’ relevance 

Since the issue of SOGI inclusion in humanitarian action has become more discussed within 

the humanitarian field it becomes important to address the implications of this growing trend. 

This study will provide practically useful information to “non-local” humanitarian actors who 

wish to advocate for SOGI inclusive humanitarian action in “SOGI hostile” states. The study 

will, on the one hand, underscore potential problems with this type of advocacy that may be 

overlooked by western actors who do not employ a postcolonial perspective in their work. The 

study will, additionally, point out how these problems can be remedied. This is pertinent 

information if humanitarian actors wish to promote SOGI inclusion in humanitarian efforts in 

“SOGI hostile” settings in a way that is as unproblematic as possible.  

1.4   Terminology 

In the following sections, I intend to clarify some of the terminologies that will be used in the paper. 

1.4.1 Why SOGI instead of LGBTQ/I? 

LGBTQ, LGBTQI, or other variations of the mentioned acronyms are arguably the most 

common terms used to refer to sexual and gender identity minorities in the international 

community. That I avoid using these terms in this paper, except for when I am referring to 

language that is used by others, is an intentional choice. The LGBTQ/I acronym has been 

widely critiqued for enforcing western perceptions regarding sexuality and gender. There are, 

for example, relevant identities that the LGBTQ/I acronym does not encompass that are specific 

to “non-western” cultures, such as Hijras (the third gender population in India) or other culturally 

specific groups (Dwyer, 2021, p. 4). It is also important to point out that the LGBTQ/I acronym 

describes different identities. This becomes an issue since people in some cultures mainly perceive 

sexuality as a matter of behavior that has little to do with identification (Dlamini, 2006, p. 230). 

It is, in my opinion, preferable to talk about SOGI minorities when the inclusion of sexually 

and gender-diverse people in humanitarian action is being discussed. Even if the SOGI acronym 

is flawed since it is based on concepts like “gender identity” and “sexual orientation” which are 

far from universal, it is more comprehensive than the LGBTQ/I acronym. SOGIESC is a more 

expansive version of the SOGI abbreviation, but the shorter version is used in the paper for 

simplicity’s sake. My use of the term SOGI should not be viewed in a limiting manner, but be 

perceived to include all forms of non-normative sexualities and genders, including people who 

do not self-identify. 
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1.4.2 What I mean by “SOGI inclusion” in “SOGI hostile” states  

To be able to answer the questions I set out to address in this paper, it becomes important to 

clarify what I mean when I talk about “SOGI inclusion” and “SOGI hostile” states. SOGI 

inclusion in humanitarian action can entail different things. It can mean that organizations are 

engaging with local SOGI groups when they are structuring their work, that the needs of SOGI 

minorities are explicitly considered in different programs (IPPF, 2019, p. 4), or that an actor 

takes a stance to counteract SOGI discrimination (Paine, 2018, p. 155). Humanitarian actors 

have advocated for SOGI inclusion in humanitarian efforts in various ways. Christian Aid has, 

as mentioned, worked to make its international offices more accommodating of what they call 

”LGBTI people” through the use of educational programs. Different humanitarian reports also 

promote the inclusion of SOGI minorities in humanitarian efforts. Sadly, this work for inclusion 

sometimes faces backlash, which was the case for Oxfam which endured national religious 

outrage when it raised SOGI issues in Senegal (Dakar, 2019).  

Moving on to the concept of ”SOGI hostile” states, I use this term to describe states where non-

normative sexualities and/or gender expressions are illegal and largely deemed to be socially 

unacceptable. The reason I have chosen to problematize the promotion of SOGI inclusive 

humanitarian action in such states is that the issue of SOGI inclusion poses a larger problem in 

contexts where the mere visibility of SOGI minorities may put people at great risk. 

Humanitarian workers in such countries are also (at least arguably) more likely to view SOGI 

inclusive humanitarian work as contrary to their convictions.  

1.5 Method 

To answer the paper's first question, regarding how different “non-local” humanitarian actors 

have advocated for SOGI inclusion in humanitarian action within “SOGI hostile” states, I began 

with conducting a content analysis of materials that were relevant to the topic. This included 

guidelines and reports that advocate for SOGI inclusion in humanitarian action and other 

materials describing “non-local” humanitarian actors' advocacy for SOGI inclusivity. The goal 

of the analysis was to identify ways that “non-local” humanitarian actors’ have promoted SOGI 

inclusion in humanitarian action within “SOGI hostile” states. Realizing that it was impossible 

to address all the methods of advocacy that humanitarian actors have used to promote this 

inclusivity I decided to focus on two that seemed to be amongst the most common when I 

analyzed the material: reports and educational programs.  
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After deciding that I should focus on the aforementioned forms of advocacy it became relevant 

to decide which humanitarian actors’ advocacy work should be included in the paper. Advocacy 

methods can, after all, be approached in various ways, with some organizations employing them 

in ways that are more respectful of local populations than others. For reasons that have been 

addressed in section 1.2, I chose to zero in on Christian Aid and IOM when discussing the issue 

of advocacy through educational programs, closely investigating how the actors had gone about 

advocating for SOGI inclusive humanitarian efforts in “SOGI hostile” states. This was done by 

analyzing the content of an article describing Christian Aid’s move towards becoming SOGI 

inclusive, and by analyzing a handbook and a literary chapter about IOM’s work for SOGI 

inclusivity. I also had to make choices regarding the reports that were to be included in my 

research. How these were made will be addressed in section 3.1. When analyzing the reports 

and educational programs, I identified relevant information in the texts by asking myself the 

following questions: How does this material argue for SOGI inclusion in humanitarian action 

in “SOGI hostile” states? What approach to advocacy work for SOGI inclusion is conveyed in 

the material?  

When it came to answering the second question, I simply looked at the information I had 

gathered about the humanitarian actors’ advocacy for SOGI inclusivity through a postcolonial 

lens to highlight different problems with their approaches. Did some of the approaches, for 

example, enforce colonial structures or western ideas regarding sexuality? In conjunction with 

this analysis, I also considered how the identified problems could be remedied, relying on 

theoretical reasonings regarding advocacy. These reflections were vital when it came to 

answering the third question of the paper which tackles this issue.  

1.6   Previous research  

In this section, I will present previous research that is relevant to the topic that is being 

addressed. Few academic texts have been written about SOGI inclusion in humanitarian action, 

and this paper will to my knowledge be the first of its kind. Despite this fact, several articles 

have been helpful in the pursuit of this study.  

One such article is written by Christine M. Klapeer (2017). Klapeer’s text focuses on problems 

that may arise in association with the promotion of ”LGBTIQ inclusive development agendas”, 

and employs a postcolonial perspective to identify said problems (ibid. p. 41). There are, in 

other words, commonalities between Klapeer’s article and the study at hand, even if this thesis 
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aims to problematize how humanitarian actors advocate for SOGI inclusion in humanitarian 

action, as opposed to development. 

According to Klapeer, there are potential issues with outside parties advocating for SOGI 

inclusive development programs in countries that are perceived to be ”against” sexual and 

gender minorities. A core problem is that the advocacy tends to be framed in a way that enforces 

European exceptionalism while portraying countries less accepting of sexual and gender 

diversity as ”underdeveloped” (ibid. p. 46). That is not to say that Klapeer is opposed to 

”LGBTIQ inclusive development agendas” altogether. She instead argues that inclusive 

agendas must be subject to critique to ”decolonize” them and make them ”counter-

hegemonical” (ibid. p. 61). In a similar vein, I do not reject ”non-local” advocacy for SOGI 

inclusion in humanitarian efforts in ”SOGI hostile” states, but I will argue that some of the ways 

that humanitarian actors have advocated for this inclusion can be improved.  

Rumbach & Knight (2014) has, additionally, written a chapter in the book Issues of Gender and 

Sexual Orientation in Humanitarian Emergencies – Risk and Risk Reduction that has been an 

asset in the preparation for this thesis. The book itself is one of few literary works that explicitly 

tackles the issue of SOGI inclusion in humanitarian action (ibid. pp. 40−41).  

One issue that the chapter addresses that is especially relevant to this paper is the issue of safety. 

Rumbach & Knight points out that SOGI minorities sometimes make themselves invisible in 

certain contexts as a strategy to maintain their sense of security, and that forcing such people to 

”reveal themselves” can be dangerous. The authors, therefore, emphasize the importance of 

confidentiality when running ”LGBTI inclusive” humanitarian programs. That is to say, that 

individuals who receive support concerning their sexual orientation and/or gender identity 

should be able to trust that the information about their identities will not be shared by 

humanitarian staff (ibid. p. 42).  

Considering the lack of literature about SOGI minorities and humanitarian action, much of the 

research I came across that was relevant for this study concentrated on the development sector. 

This was also the case when it came to the Routledge Handbook of Queer Developmental 

Studies, an anthology edited by Corinne L. Mason (2018). The book, amongst other things, 

highlights the problematic tendency of using the ”add LGBTI and stir” approach when it comes 

to SOGI inclusion within the developmental field. According to Lind (2018, p. 277−278), this 

approach is characterized by ideas of sexual modernization and consequently advocates for 

LGBTI inclusive development programs without taking local cultural norms and ”non-western” 
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perceptions of sexuality into account. This means that local staff may feel like western values are 

being ”forced” upon them. The type of inclusion that is being touted might also exclude people 

with gender identities and/or sexualities beyond western narratives (ibid., p. 278).  

Another interesting discussion in The Routledge Handbook of Queer Developmental Studies 

centers around the issue of colonialism and sexuality. To be more precise, it is argued that 

western powers have had a long history of intervening in discourses regarding sexuality in 

continents like Africa with negative results (Doan, 2018, p. 47−48). Doan (ibid.) postulates that 

this fact may explain why there sometimes is such a staunch political resistance towards 

concepts like ”LGBTQ inclusive development policies” in some countries.  

After reading through the existing research I quickly realized that authors like Klapeer (2017) 

were good at criticizing how SOGI inclusivity is promoted within the development sector, but 

they were less capable when it came to advice regarding how the advocacy can be improved. 

In this paper, I am hoping to deviate from this pattern since I not only will critique how 

humanitarian actors have advocated for SOGI inclusion in humanitarian efforts in ”SOGI 

hostile” states, I will also offer constructive feedback on how the advocacy can be refined.  

1.7  Thesis Outline 

This paper consists of 5 chapters. With the introduction out of the way, I will now present the 

theoretical framework that is used in the study. This involves a presentation of postcolonialism 

which includes discussions about Eurocentrism, sexuality, and gender identity. In addition, I 

will also account for different theoretical reflections regarding the concept of advocacy. Chapter 

3 is dedicated to presenting examples of how different humanitarian actors have engaged in 

advocacy to promote SOGI inclusive humanitarian efforts in ”SOGI hostile” states. In chapter 

4, I will go on to problematize these advocacy approaches using the postcolonial concepts 

presented in chapter 2. I will also discuss how the problems I have identified may be remedied, 

relying on theoretical reflections about advocacy. Lastly, in chapter 5, I intend to summarize 

the conclusions that I have reached in the paper.  
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2. Theoretical framework 

In this chapter, I will introduce the theoretical framework that will be used in the thesis. This  

involves a discussion of postcolonial theory which will include reflections regarding 

Eurocentrism, sexuality, and gender identity. The main reason I have chosen to employ a 

postcolonial perspective in this study is because of the theory's ability to highlight current and 

historical power imbalances between actors in the western and ”non-western” world. This 

becomes useful when one wants to discuss ”non-local” humanitarian actors' promotion of what 

often is perceived to be western values (SOGI inclusivity) (Klapeer, 2018, p. 111) within states 

where SOGI minorities are criminalized and stigmatized. It is also worth mentioning that many 

states that qualify as ”SOGI hostile” states by the definition put forth in this paper are likely to 

have had a colonial past. Several countries that currently criminalize homosexuality are, after 

all, old colonies that originally criminalized same-sex sexual activity because of colonial 

influence (Han & O’Mahoney, 2014, pp. 284−285). The chapter ends with theoretical 

reflections concerning advocacy as a concept and how humanitarian actors should go about 

engaging in advocacy in a constructive way. These reflections will be useful when I discuss 

how the ”non-local” humanitarian actors' advocacy for SOGI inclusion can be improved.  

2.1 Postcolonial theory  

It would be highly inaccurate to speak about a singular postcolonial theory as if the theory is 

cohesive and monolithic. The concept of postcolonialism should instead be described as a 

collection of diverse ideas and thought patterns, not rarely in conflict with one another (Alpana, 

2008, pp. 316−317). That being said, essentially all postcolonial thought has one thing in 

common: it argues that western colonialism has a continued impact on previously colonized 

states even after they have been granted independence. Colonialism has, in other words, an 

ongoing influence in the world even though most countries that once lived under colonial 

control now have been decolonized. According to postcolonialists, colonialism might end in 

the legal sense but this does not mean that western influences cease to affect ”non-western” 

states in other ways (ibid., pp. 317−318).  

Postcolonialism also problematizes the notion that the western world and the ”non-west” are 

opposites, with the west representing progressive and modern values, while countries outside 

of the west are perceived to be regressive, non-modern, and in need of development (Gandhi, 

2019, p. 32). Postcolonial theory can, therefore, be used to question ideas about the world that 

cater to European and North American sentiments. This leads us to a discussion of Eurocentrism 
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which I later will argue seems to influence how humanitarian actors advocate for SOGI 

inclusion in humanitarian efforts in ”SOGI hostile” states. 

Eurocentrism is a phenomenon that has been discussed by several postcolonialists and can 

succinctly be described as a worldview that places Europe (and the rest of the west) at the 

center, exclusively embracing European understandings of modernity. The concept further 

assumes that those understandings of modernity should be universalized on a global scale 

(Matin, 2011, p. 354−355). To exemplify, this can involve the conviction that western liberal 

values regarding the rights of SOGI minorities should be accepted worldwide. Such ambition 

may seem unproblematic if it would mean that individuals were granted more rights. But the 

situation is much more complicated since Eurocentric perspectives neglect the existence of 

diverse cultural contexts. Eurocentrism in its pure form is, therefore, antithetical to any kinds 

of contextual considerations, and consequently assumes that the European point of view is the 

only relevant one (ibid.).  

It is important to mention that individuals or institutions can hold Eurocentric ideas both 

consciously and subconsciously (Xypolia, 2016, p. 1). This means that humanitarian actors 

unknowingly, and with the best of intentions, can reproduce Eurocentric ideas and hold 

Eurocentric biases when they engage in advocacy in ”non-western” countries. By doing this 

they can inflict potential harm upon ”non-western” populations and be completely oblivious to 

it. The risk of doing ”more harm than good” whilst engaging in humanitarian work has been 

heavily documented and is the core of the ”do no harm” approach. This approach points out 

that the actions of humanitarian actors can have negative consequences despite being well-

intentioned, as well as the importance of adapting humanitarian efforts to the local context 

(Wallace, 2015, p. 15). 

When it comes to the issue of sexuality and gender identity many postcolonial thinkers have 

expressed various views on the subject. One argument that has been made is that the west has 

a distinct understanding of gender and sexuality that is structured around binary identities, that 

is to say, gay/straight and man/woman. This binary way of thinking is often perceived to be 

universal but ignores other perceptions of sexuality and gender which may be more fluid 

(Mhaoileoin, 2019, pp. 149−150).  

That “non-western” cultures can have less static ideas about gender and sexual identities than 

western cultures is clear. There are, for example, cultures that have established third genders 

with a long history of recognition (Urquhart, 2019). There are, moreover, cultures where 
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sexuality is more associated with behavior and feelings, rather than “unchanging” identifiers 

(Dlamini, 2006, p. 230) that are encompassed by the LGBTQ/I acronym. Despite these facts, 

Mhaoileoin (2019, p. 150) argues that western actors often impose “western” understandings 

of sexuality and gender on other parts of the world. Instead of viewing “non-western” cultures 

as culturally and socially unique, they are viewed through a colonialist and Eurocentric lens 

which marks societies that are “non-accepting” of SOGI minorities as “inhabiting the European 

past”. They are, in other words, considered to be in a similar place history-wise as western 

Europe was when sexual and gender diversity was widely considered to be illegal or taboo. It 

is consequently assumed that progress and increased acceptance of SOGI people in such 

societies will look the same as SOGI acceptance in the west (ibid.). Such assumptions are 

problematic if humanitarian actors wish to promote SOGI inclusivity in humanitarian efforts in 

contexts that differ from western Europe.    

2.2 Advocacy 

According to OCHA (n.d.) advocacy is about “communicating the right messages to the right 

people at the right time”. The Borgen Project further explains advocacy within the contexts of 

NGOs as raising awareness, acceptance, or knowledge regarding the cause that an organization 

is promoting or defending. This type of awareness-raising can happen in several ways, whether 

it be lobbying, press work, or activist events (Gonzalez Montilla, 2019). It can also happen 

through reports and educational programs which are the forms of advocacy that will be focused 

on in this paper. Humanitarian advocacy should further be viewed as a product of a modern 

understanding of the humanitarian field that stretches beyond the sphere of emergency relief 

(Bridges, 2010, p. 1252). 

Now that I have provided a basic understanding of what advocacy entails I will move on to an 

issue that is of greater importance: how one should go about engaging in advocacy within the 

humanitarian sector if one wants to do so successfully. There is no straightforward answer to 

this question, but there are a few considerations that should be taken into account.  

Several challenges make it hard for humanitarian actors to engage in advocacy in a successful 

manner. One of them centers around the decision of whether it is helpful to engage in advocacy 

in a certain context, in the first place, or if doing so would have more negative consequences 

than positive ones. When it comes to deciding this, and other decisions regarding humanitarian 

advocacy, contextual considerations are key. Is it better if anyone else speaks out in this 

instance? What implications can the advocacy have in this setting? etc. To engage in successful 
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advocacy, it is also important to be knowledgeable regarding the cultural context and the 

political climate, if one is engaging in advocacy in a specific area. One should also have 

information about relevant humanitarian actors in the region (Bridges, 2010, p. 1257). The 

mentioned knowledge is, according to Bridges (ibid.), needed to create an adequate in-depth 

analysis which, in her opinion, should precede all advocacy work.  

Culturally specific advocacy is an approach to humanitarian advocacy that is used by actors 

like the Asian pacific institute on gender-based violence. The approach actively takes the target 

audience's identity, ethnicity, language, history, and history of oppression into consideration 

when creating programs that advocate for different causes (APIGBV, n.d.). In practice, this 

means that APIGBV’s advocacy against gender-based violence always is adapted to a specific 

socio-cultural context. Violence is, moreover, expected to be expressed differently in different 

cultural settings and is treated as a continuation of a long cultural heritage of systemic abuse 

against women (Dabby & Yoshihama, 2021, pp. 2677, 2680). 

I find it important to mention that Culturally specific advocacy does not embrace any type of 

cultural relativism. In the case of APIGBV it is contrarily used to challenge damaging cultural 

values regarding violence against women, whilst recognizing the importance of people's 

connection to their culture, spirituality, history, and history of oppression (APIGBV, n.d). This 

means that people’s cultural identity is recognized as important, but this does not mean that 

damaging aspects of culture (such as acceptance of gender-based violence) should not be 

changed (Dabby & Yoshihama, 2021, p. 2681).  
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3. Humanitarian actors’ advocacy for SOGI inclusive humanitarian 

efforts in “SOGI-hostile” states 

In this chapter, I will discuss the ways that different “non-local” humanitarian actors have 

advocated for SOGI inclusive humanitarian efforts in “SOGI hostile” states. As previously 

stated, the purpose of this paper is not to look at all forms of humanitarian advocacy to achieve 

this inclusion, since doing so would be too great of a task. I will instead focus on advocacy for 

SOGI inclusion through the use of reports and educational programs. The chapter begins with 

a section where I explain my choices regarding what material I have decided to analyze in the 

paper. Afterward, I will go on to consider the nature of the advocacy that the various 

humanitarian actors have engaged in. I will begin by discussing how HAG and Edge Effect 

have advocated for inclusion through the use of reports, and end the chapter by accounting for 

Christian Aid and IOM’s educational programs that promote SOGI inclusion.  

3.1 Material considerations 

As mentioned in the introduction, considerations regarding sexual orientation and gender 

identity have a history of being largely neglected within the humanitarian field. This fact placed 

significant limitations on the number of accessible materials that could be discussed and 

analyzed in the paper. That I have chosen to focus on ”non-local” humanitarian actors' advocacy 

for SOGI inclusion in humanitarian efforts in ”SOGI hostile” states also excluded materials that 

were authored by local actors, or articles that focused on contexts where gender and sexual 

diversity is legal. Amongst these materials was the report ”Down by the river – Addressing the 

rights, needs, and strengths of Fijian sexual and gender minorities in disaster risk reduction and 

humanitarian response” (2018), which was co-written by Rainbow Pride Foundation Fiji.  

The material which will be discussed in this chapter are firstly two reports advocating for SOGI 

inclusion in humanitarian action: ”The only way is up - Monitoring and encouraging diverse 

SOGIESC inclusion in the humanitarian and DRR Sectors” (2021) released by Edge Effect and 

“Taking sexual and gender minorities out of the too hard basket” (2018) released by HAG. The 

reason I have chosen to include these reports in my study is that they all make a clear argument 

for SOGI inclusion that permeates the entirety of the texts. They are, additionally, two of the 

most recent and comprehensive reports that advocate for SOGI inclusion in humanitarian 

action. As stated earlier in the thesis I will also look toward Christian Aid and IOM to discuss 

examples of advocacy for SOGI inclusion through educational programs. Why I have decided 
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to focus on the programs provided by these actors has been accounted for in section 1.2 of 

the paper.  

3.2   Humanitarian actors’ use of reports to advocate for inclusion 

The first question of this thesis asks how different “non-local” humanitarian actors have 

advocated for SOGI inclusion in humanitarian action within “SOGI hostile” states.  Since I’ve 

made it clear that the question, in practice, only focuses on how certain humanitarian actors 

have used reports and educational programs to promote such inclusion, half of this question 

will be answered in the paragraphs below. I will begin with discussing the report ”The only 

way is up (…)”, which, as mentioned, was released by Edge Effect, although actors like UN 

Women and the government of Sweden funded the report. Edge Effect can be described as an 

actor that focuses on promoting and assisting partnerships between SOGI minorities and 

humanitarian or development organizations (Edge Effect, n.d.a). The aforementioned report is 

the only report released by Edge Effect which exclusively focuses on the inclusion of SOGI 

minorities in humanitarian action (Edge Effect, n.d.b). 

”The only way is up (…)” advocates for SOGI inclusivity in several different ways. But first, 

something must be said about the purpose of the text. The two primary objectives behind the 

report are to find out why SOGI minorities often are overlooked in humanitarian efforts, 

whether it is because of factors like ignorance, fear, habit, conservatism, lack of funding (etc.) 

and to unpack these obstacles (Dwyer, 2021, p. 9). Recognizing that there are risks and 

challenges that lead to the exclusion of SOGI minorities from humanitarian efforts in contexts 

that are unaccepting of SOGI people, the report still asserts that humanitarian actors in all 

contexts should aspire to be SOGI inclusive (ibid, pp. 9, 87). This does not mean that the report 

is completely optimistic about advocating for SOGI inclusivity everywhere, stating that it may 

be justified to have a more conservative approach towards inclusion in some settings for 

security reasons (ibid. p. 9). That being said, humanitarian organizations are encouraged to 

show allyship towards SOGI minorities (ibid., p. 91). They are also urged to do all they can to 

safely ”work around” potential dangers, ideally providing SOGI inclusive training to staff and 

developing tools to assist the specific population (ibid., p. 92).  

One of the reasons Edge Effect stresses the importance of SOGI inclusion in their report is 

because SOGI minorities have faced discrimination when it comes to the provision of 

humanitarian assistance (Dwyer, 2021, p. 11). People belonging to the culturally recognized 

”third gender” Aravani were, for example, excluded from shelters during the tsunami in India 
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in 2004 (ibid., p. 63). SOGI minorities’ needs also tend to be ignored if their voices are not 

explicitly included when humanitarian concerns are discussed (ibid., p. 11). These facts contribute 

to Edge Effect’s promotion of the concept No longer left behind in their report. This concept 

was developed during a convention called ”Pride within the humanitarian system” (ibid., p. 83) 

that gathered diverse SOGI individuals within the humanitarian sector (ibid., p. 68). The concept, 

as indicated by its name, calls for SOGI people to be included in humanitarian action and 

implores humanitarian actors to work in partnerships with SOGI organizations (ibid., p. 92).  

One thing that is noteworthy regarding the advocacy that is conveyed in the report is that it is 

mindful of inclusive language, with Edge Effect employing the term SOGIESC instead of a 

version of the LGBTI acronym in their text (Dwyer, 2021, p. 4). It is, moreover, argued that the 

issue of inclusion cannot be solved by ”technical fixes” implemented by humanitarian 

organizations alone. Contrarily it is claimed that reports, training, and other methods need to 

cooperate to make this inclusion a possibility (ibid., p. 28). A certain forcefulness is also 

promoted to achieve SOGI inclusivity, with the report arguing that funding should be used to 

incentivize humanitarian actors to incorporate SOGI inclusion in their work, in order to make 

inclusion the norm (ibid., p. 92). 

I will now discuss the advocacy in the second report: ”Taking sexual and gender minorities out 

of the too hard basket” by HAG. HAG can be described as a humanitarian think tank that aims 

to improve the humanitarian sector by tackling contentious issues within the field and 

”challenging the status quo of humanitarian aid” (HAG, n.d.). The report criticizes the premise 

that ”it is too hard to improve the inclusion of sexual and gender minorities in humanitarian 

action” and encourages the humanitarian sector to embrace SOGI inclusion in a quick manner 

(HAG, 2018, p. 2). The reasons for this urgency are, according to HAG’s report, that sexual 

and gender minorities (sometimes referred to as LGBTI people in the text) tend to face 

harassment and discrimination in humanitarian assistance, and that the group has specific needs 

that need to be met (ibid., p. 4). The inclusion of LGBTI people in humanitarian efforts, in a 

broader sense is, furthermore, portrayed as a reachable goal that largely can be achieved by 

incorporating expertise about the group in ”existing processes” in the sector (ibid., pp. 11, 13).    

The fact that same-sex sexual activity is illegal in many countries is mentioned in the report as 

one of the reasons that it is perceived to be ”too hard” to include sexual and gender minorities 

in humanitarian action (HAG, 2018, p. 6).  Despite these legal roadblocks, HAG does not seem 

to accept this as a good excuse to abandon the advocacy for SOGI inclusion in ”hostile” 
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contexts. They instead back a mainstreaming of the issue. The report further argues that there 

can be legitimate reasons to worry that the inclusion of sexual and gender minorities in 

humanitarian action may cause ”more harm” in some settings. But using this as a justification 

to not ”be inclusive” in those areas is insinuated to have real consequences for an already 

vulnerable population (ibid., p. 2, 13).   

HAG does not problematize advocacy work around SOGI issues in ”SOGI hostile” contexts in 

their report. That being said, the report does engage in advocacy that takes issues regarding 

protection and safety into account to a certain degree. To exemplify, HAG emphasizes that 

humanitarian actors working with SOGI minorities always should guarantee that individuals 

who do not openly proclaim their SOGI status will have their identity protected when seeking 

assistance (HAG, 2018, p. 12). When it comes to achieving SOGI inclusion in the humanitarian 

field HAG’s report advocates for several solutions to make this happen. One of them is to ”raise 

staff and partner awareness about the importance of including sexual and gender minorities” 

(ibid., p. 13) in humanitarian efforts. This can be done by making use of people's training and 

expertise, in the hope of eventually mainstreaming the inclusion, and by collaborating with 

SOGI organizations (ibid.).  

3.4  Humanitarian actors’ use of educational programs to advocate for inclusion 

I have now accounted for how two humanitarian actors have used reports to advocate for SOGI 

inclusion in humanitarian action in ”SOGI hostile” states. It is now time to discuss how 

humanitarian actors have advocated for this inclusion via educational programs. This will be 

done by looking toward Christian Aid and IOM, which both have had programs promoting SOGI 

inclusivity. The examples will be discussed in the mentioned order.  

Christian Aid is a Christian and UK-based organization that has been involved in humanitarian 

and development work for about seven decades. The organization works actively against 

poverty and has during the 2010s paid considerable attention to the humanitarian consequences 

of global warming (Christian Aid, n.d.). As a faith-based organization, Christian Aid has 

historically been silent regarding issues relating to sexual and gender diversity, since the subject 

can be contentious in religious settings (Paine, 2018, pp. 156−157). But the silence was 

eventually broken in response to various reports of increased discrimination and violence 

against what the text refers to as ”LGBTI people”, and the re-criminalization of homosexuality 

in countries like Nigeria, Uganda, and India in 2014 (ibid, p. 158). This ultimately lead to the 

organization embracing an ”inclusive programming approach”, which means that Christian Aid 
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nowadays aims to include ”LGBTI peoples” concerns and rights in their work. The 

aforementioned fact naturally resulted in educational workshops and other ”formal spaces” 

dedicated to discussing what it meant for Christian Aid to be ”inclusive”. The target audience 

of these workshops and meetings were staff and local partners (ibid. p. 167). Since the 

organization is international, with offices on continents like Africa and Latin America 

(Christian Aid, n.d.a), this involved educating groups outside of the west about the change 

(Paine, 2018, p. 167), including groups in ”SOGI hostile” states. It is important to point out that 

none of the Christian Aid offices were obliged to adopt an ”LGBTI inclusive” stance since they 

were, and still are, free to set their own agendas (ibid., pp. 157, 167). That being said, it is 

indicated that the long-term goal is to make sure that as many Christian Aid offices as possible 

live up to the standards of ”LGBTI inclusive programming”. According to one staff member 

interviewed at Christian Aid, it is important to be ”savvy” when engaging in conversations about 

inclusion in contexts where ”LGBTI individuals” are heavily stigmatized (ibid., p. 167−168). 

Meanwhile, it is also recognized that offices and partners in some contexts may be far from 

ready to work with sexual and gender minorities, but it is still encouraged that they are included 

in conversations about the topic with people ”from other parts of the world” (ibid., p. 168).  

One of Christian Aid’s workshops about ”LGBTI inclusion” was in 2016 held in Ethiopia 

(Paine, 2018, p. 157), which is a country where homosexuality is illegal and punishable by 

imprisonment (Human Dignity Trust, n.d.). The learning opportunity was directed toward staff 

throughout Africa and was co-facilitated by a staff member from Christian Aid Ireland (Paine, 

2018, p. 167). Reading the description of the workshop it becomes clear that a quite relaxed 

approach was taken towards the advocacy for ”LGBTI” inclusion. The staff was, on the one 

hand, educated on ”LGBTI issues”, but they were also encouraged to share their own opinions 

on the subject, which could differ from the stance on inclusion that they were being taught. This 

resulted in situations where attendees freely and openly cited religious texts to support or 

condemn the rights of ”LGBTI people”. The workshop was perceived as the first step on a long 

journey towards the goal of inclusivity that needed to be taken at a slow pace (ibid., pp. 167−168).  

Lastly, IOM has also engaged in advocacy for SOGI inclusion in humanitarian action through 

educational programming and continues to do so to this day (IOM, n.d.). IOM can succinctly be 

described as an intergovernmental organization whose mission is to support refugees and 

migrants, providing the mentioned populations with assistance in times of emergency and non-

emergency. IOM is a part of the UN system and uses the values embedded in the UN Charter as 

a guideline in the organization’s work. The organization is also an instrumental asset when it 
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comes to advise concerning migration policy and practice (IOM, n.d.a). IOM, along with 

UNHCR has, additionally, created a comprehensive educational program that advocates for 

SOGI inclusion and protection in humanitarian work related to refugees and migrants (IOM, 

2021, p. 5). The target audience of this training has been IOM staff and in some cases various 

NGOs and international organizations (Rumbach & Knight, 2014, p. 61). 

As mentioned in the introduction, IOM’s training has been provided in countries like Iraq, 

Kenya, Jordan, and Pakistan. All of the previous countries can be classified as ”SOGI hostile” 

states since they criminalize same-sex sexual activity (Human Dignity Trust, n.d.a) and are not 

known as countries where SOGI minorities are socially accepted. The purpose of the 

educational program, or ”training”, was/is to make humanitarian staff more capable of serving 

diverse SOGI populations and to encourage humanitarian actors to create safe spaces and 

guidelines for the group (Rumbach & Knight, 2014, pp. 61−62).  

Since the educational program has been (and continues to be) provided in various contexts it is 

not rare for participants to have negative preconceived notions about SOGI minorities: like the 

notion that the population mainly exists in the west, or that SOGI minorities are not trying hard 

enough to escape persecution. For this reason, one of the main aims of the advocacy provided 

by IOM is to challenge stereotypes. This includes conveying the message that SOGI minorities 

exist in every population (ibid., pp. 62−63) and gently debunking other stereotypes in a way 

that does not humiliate the person that is being corrected (IOM, 2021, p. 27).  

A handbook has been released by IOM and UNHCR that in detail explains how the educational 

program regarding SOGI inclusion should be approached. Here it is specified that the training 

ideally should be performed in cooperation with a local organization that is knowledgeable 

about the local context (ibid., p. 7). It is also emphasized that the advocacy has to take local 

identities into account since there are no universal identity terms that can be used in all settings 

(the term SOGIESC is consequently used) (ibid., p. 73). Further, it is instructed that people 

participating in the educational sessions should be met with respect ”where they are” and not 

be assumed to want to conform to the beliefs held by the individuals facilitating the training 

(ibid., p. 8). The goal is not to change deeply held values, but to have staff treat SOGI 

individuals in a manner that is compatible with human rights (Rumbach & Knight, 2014, p. 63). 

The issue of safety is also highlighted in IOMs advocacy, with the handbook underscoring the 

importance of confidentiality among the staff working with SOGI minorities and the 

importance of signage that advertises areas as  ”safe spaces” (IOM, 2021, p. 200). 
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4. Discussion - The problems with the advocacy & how the problems 

can be resolved  

In this chapter, I will problematize the advocacy I have discussed in chapter 3 using postcolonial 

concepts presented in chapter 2. I will also describe how the identified problems can be 

remedied. My reason for critiquing the advocacy is not because I find the advocacy work 

performed by the actors to be inherently problematic, or even predominantly problematic. I will 

instead argue that there are certain problems with the way the actors have advocated for SOGI 

inclusion in humanitarian action in ”SOGI hostile” states that should be tackled.  

The chapter is set up in a way where I address the problems with the advocacy under different 

headers. Under each separate header, the problem will be expanded upon, and I will also 

account for what can be done to remedy the situation.  

4.1 The importance of implementing a postcolonial perspective when 

engaging in SOGI advocacy 

Some of the advocacy discussed in this thesis indirectly takes the power imbalance between the 

western and ”non-western” world into account, implicitly emphasizing the importance of a 

postcolonial perspective in humanitarian advocacy for SOGI inclusion. To exemplify, neither 

Christian Aid nor IOM placed direct pressure on ”non-western” attendees of their educational 

programs to adopt values regarding SOGI that Klapeer (2017, p. 108) likely would argue are 

”western values”. This became clear since IOM’s educational program does not aspire to 

change peoples’ ”deeply held values”, and aims to respectfully meet attendees ”where they 

are”. Additionally, Christian Aid still allows its offices abroad to set their own agenda, even if 

a SOGI inclusive stance is preferred. That being said, none of the advocacy discussed in this 

thesis has explicitly addressed the topic of colonialism and its potential impact on how advocacy 

should be handled in certain contexts. This is a topic that, in my opinion, must be taken into 

account if one is hoping to successfully promote SOGI inclusivity in humanitarian action in 

”SOGI hostile” states (which as stated in section 2 often tend to have a colonial history). Why 

this is the case, will be expanded upon in the paragraphs below. 

As previously mentioned, the postcolonial theory asserts that countries' colonial pasts continues 

to affect them after they have gained independence, with the west influencing the countries in 

ways beyond colonial rulership (Alpana, 2008, p. 318). An example of colonialism's continued 

effect on postcolonial states is pointed out by Doan, who is mentioned in the previous research. 
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Doan (2018, p. 47−48)  argues that certain countries are reluctant to adopt ”LGBTQ inclusive 

development policies” because of historical western meddling regarding sexuality in continents 

like Africa. Presuming that colonialism and its aftershocks also create obstacles when it comes 

to advocating for SOGI inclusive humanitarian action in ”SOGI hostile” states such advocacy 

needs to directly address how these obstacles should be navigated. Sadly, none of the advocacy 

discussed in the paper does this. Other roadblocks to SOGI inclusion are discussed in the reports 

and educational programs, the primary one being the security risk of including SOGI minorities 

in humanitarian action in ”SOGI hostile” settings. But less is said about how one should 

navigate advocating for something people can perceive as stereotypically western (SOGI 

inclusion) in places that have negative experiences of western dominance. This is unfortunate 

since humanitarian actors not sufficiently acknowledging the history of colonialism in their 

advocacy likely can result in additional walls between certain populations and the advocacy 

messages of SOGI inclusion that are being conveyed. This may particularly be a risk in ”SOGI 

hostile” states since they (as previously mentioned) tend to have a colonial past.   

Not adequately considering countries' colonial pasts when engaging in ”SOGI inclusive” 

advocacy can also become an issue since it can lead to the promotion of more ”imposing” and 

(in my opinion) problematic methods of advocacy, that risk becoming counterproductive. A 

description of a relatively ”pushy” advocacy tactic can be found in Edge Effect’s report, which 

encourages the use of funding to pressure organizations to work for SOGI inclusion. Such a 

tactic can undoubtedly enforce colonial power structures in cases where the funders are western 

and the organizations are ”non-western”.   

Similar colonial structures also risk being solidified when western individuals are set up to 

educate humanitarian actors from other parts of the world about SOGI inclusion. This was the 

case when it came to Christian Aid, where a worker from Christian Aid Ireland helped facilitate 

a workshop in Ethiopia on the subject. If we accept Doan’s (2018, p. 47−48) reasoning, this 

likely decreased the chances of the participants embracing the information they were being 

provided, since it was given by someone who could be accused of being a ”western meddler”. 

It is lastly unlucky to completely leave out discussions concerning colonialism in reports and 

educational programs advocating for SOGI inclusion since the roots behind the criminalization 

of homosexuality in many countries (as mentioned in section 2.1) can be traced back to 

historical colonial influence. 

I have now argued that one of the problems with the advocacy discussed in this paper, is that it 

doesn't fully recognize the importance of implementing a postcolonial perspective when 
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advocating for SOGI inclusion in humanitarian action in ”SOGI hostile” states. The question 

that remains is how this problem can be remedied?  

To answer this question, it becomes helpful to look toward the Culturally specific advocacy 

method that is discussed in section 2.2. This advocacy method, amongst other things, argues 

that advocacy should be constructed in a way that considers the target audience’s history and 

history of oppression (APIGBV, n.d). Had this been considered in the advocacy that has been 

addressed in this paper it would have included reflections concerning colonialism, since 

colonialism is a part of many ”SOGI hostile” states' history. In practice, taking this approach 

would have meant constructing educational programs and reports promoting SOGI inclusion 

that actively take postcolonial considerations into account. In the case of Christian Aid, this 

likely would have resulted in a ”non-western” individual facilitating the workshop on SOGI 

inclusion in Ethiopia, instead of a western one. Employing this approach would also have meant 

that the challenges colonial history poses to humanitarian advocacy for SOGI inclusivity would 

have been reflected upon in the reports by HAG and Edge Effect.    

As mentioned, both Christian Aid and IOM indirectly incorporated a postcolonial perspective 

in their advocacy by not placing direct pressure on ”non-western” people to adopt certain 

values. IOM also encouraged cooperation with local organizations when engaging in advocacy 

for SOGI inclusion. Despite these positive aspects, the postcolonial perspective should, as 

stated, have been addressed more directly. Just recognizing people's history of colonial 

oppression when engaging in SOGI inclusive advocacy could potentially be an asset in some 

settings. The recognition of this oppression may, after all, inspire individuals to reflect upon 

how oppression affects SOGI minorities.  

4.2 The importance of a ”non-western” perspective on sexuality when 

engaging in SOGI advocacy 

Another critique that, in my opinion, can be directed toward the advocacy presented in this 

thesis is that it, to varying degrees, is shaped by Eurocentric ideas about sexuality; with 

Eurocentrism referring to a worldview that places Europe (and the rest of the west) at the center 

(Matin, 2011, p. 354). This would not be an issue if the advocacy only targeted western 

audiences. But in this case, the target audience includes ”non-western” contexts and ”SOGI 

hostile” states. As pointed out in section 2.1 different cultures can have differing views on 

sexuality with some cultures mainly associating it with behavior instead of static identities. The 
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humanitarian actor that perpetuates the most Eurocentric ideas concerning sexuality in their 

advocacy (although likely unconsciously) (Xypolia, 2016, p. 1) is arguably Christian Aid.  

The primary reason for this is that the organization consistently employs the LGBTI acronym 

in their SOGI advocacy, independent of context, implying that the identities encompassed by 

the initialism are universal, when this is far from the case. As mentioned in section 1.4.1 

criticism has been directed toward the mentioned acronym since some consider it to be 

characterized by western perceptions of sexuality and gender. There is, in my opinion, 

legitimacy to this critique since the LGBTI acronym excludes identities that are unique to ”non-

western” cultures, as well as people who do not self-identify at all. Using this terminology when 

engaging in humanitarian advocacy for SOGI inclusion can, therefore, become ”non-inclusive”, 

since it only highlights the importance of inclusion for people who identify as a part of the 

LGBTI spectrum (Dwyer, 2021, p. 4). Christian Aid’s advocacy may, for this reason, be 

inadequate in contexts that tend to not associate sexual and gender diversity with LGBTI 

identities. By implementing an “LGBTI-centric” language Christian Aid is also pushing a 

western understanding of SOGI onto “non-western” contexts (Mhaoileoin, 2019, p. 150). 

Considering the acronyms western connotations it may be unsuitable to use when advocating 

in postcolonial settings since it might make individuals more resistant to the messaging that is 

being conveyed, because of their experience with the west. 

Contrary to Christian Aid the other humanitarian actors abstain from exclusively using the 

LGBTI acronym in their advocacy (HAG uses the term occasionally), often opting for more 

culturally inclusive understandings of sexuality and gender when advocating for SOGI 

inclusion. To exemplify, Edge Effect employs the expansive acronym SOGIESC in their report, 

and IOM takes a similar approach arguing that there are no universal identity terms that can be 

used in all settings. This is in line with Bridges’(2010, p. 1257) opinions, as well as the method 

of Culturally specific advocacy, which emphasizes the significance of adapting one's advocacy 

to the cultural context (or the context in general). That is not to say these actors' advocacy does 

not conform to what can be described as Eurocentric ideas about sexuality and gender identity 

in other ways. To be more specific, there seems to be a widespread assumption that belonging 

to a SOGI minority almost always is a matter of self-identification, but this is not necessarily 

true. As previously stated, having a non-normative sexual orientation is in some contexts more 

associated with behavior than identity. 
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That an “identity-centric” sentiment exists in the advocacy, even though it aims to be applicable 

in multiple cultural contexts, becomes clear since terms associated with different sexual/gender 

identities are used continually in the analyzed texts (“Gay”, “Lesbian” “Aravani” etc.). The 

same cannot be said when it comes to language that highlights behavior (and not identity) as 

integral to one's understanding of diverse sexualities and gender expressions. One of the few 

times that any of the humanitarian actors state that being a SOGI minority may not be a matter 

of identity for everyone is when HAG suggests that some individuals might refrain from self-

identifying because of factors like fear (HAG, 2018, p. 6). This implies that people would prefer 

to publically identify as a label if it was safe to do so when this is not necessarily the case.  

To improve the advocacy performed by the actors, it would, in my opinion, be beneficial if it 

was better at recognizing that there are varying perceptions of sexuality and gender identity in 

different contexts that can stretch beyond an “identity-centric” (and in some cases an “LGBTI-

centric”) one. This would entail consistently including this fact in reports, and keeping this in 

mind when educational programs are held in certain contexts. By taking these measures the 

advocacy would truly embody the contextually adapted advocacy that both Bridges’ and the 

method of Culturally specific advocacy promotes. 

Having the advocacy be more accommodating of other perceptions of sexuality and gender 

identity would mean that the advocacy would have to address “new” important concerns: like 

how one should advocate for SOGI inclusion when it comes to people who do not view their 

non-normative sexuality and/or gender expression as an identity. Reaching these individuals 

may, after all, be hard if humanitarian programs targeting the SOGI population only use 

“identity-specific” language.  

4.3 The importance of adequately taking risks and obstacles into account 

when engaging in SOGI advocacy 

The risks and obstacles that can come with advocating for SOGI inclusive humanitarian action 

in ”SOGI hostile” contexts should not be understated. Oxfam has, as mentioned in section 1.4.2, 

fallen victim to national religious outrage for working with SOGI causes in Senegal, which 

likely riled up hatred against the SOGI community in the country. It is, therefore, positive that 

several of the humanitarian actors in this paper have addressed various obstacles and risks when 

it comes to advocating for SOGI inclusion in ”hostile” places. Edge Effect has, for example, 

argued that there are security risks that can contribute to the exclusion of SOGI minorities from 

humanitarian action in certain settings and that a more conservative approach to SOGI inclusion 
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sometimes may be justified. This argument falls in line with Bridges’ (2010, p. 1257)  reasoning 

which encourages actors to consider whether the advocacy they are engaging in is helpful or 

harmful and to act accordingly. Turning to HAG’s report, which problematizes the notion that 

it is ”too hard” to include SOGI minorities in humanitarian action, the illegality of same-sex 

sexual activity in some parts of the world is mentioned as an obstacle to SOGI inclusion. It is, 

moreover, obvious that IOM and HAG acknowledge that it is dangerous to advocate for SOGI 

inclusivity in some regions, since they emphasize the importance of keeping SOGI minorities' 

identities confidential when providing aid to the group.  

Although much of the advocacy discussed in this paper has actively addressed risks and 

obstacles when it comes to advocating for SOGI inclusion in humanitarian action in ”SOGI 

hostile” contexts, I will now argue that humanitarian actors like HAG don’t seem to take these 

issues seriously enough. I will further speculate that the reason for this may be grounded in 

Eurocentrism, even if this reasoning is largely based on personal theorizing and speculation.  

It is firstly important to mention that HAG seems to be the most outspokenly optimistic (in the 

paper) about advocating for SOGI inclusivity in all contexts, seemingly implying that legal 

obstacles or the fear of ”doing harm” should not hinder inclusion. This becomes clear when 

various ”excuses” to not advocate for SOGI inclusivity are described as having real implications 

for SOGI individuals. HAG, additionally, encourages a quick mainstreaming of SOGI inclusion 

in the humanitarian sector. This is contrary to Christian Aid, which encourages the work for 

inclusion in ”SOGI hostile” contexts to be taken at a slower pace.  

HAG’s way of reasoning appears to underestimate the risks and obstacles that may come with 

advocating for SOGI inclusive humanitarian efforts in ”SOGI-hostile” states in multiple ways. 

It is, after all, reasonable to assume that there are settings where non-normative sexualities and 

genders are so stigmatized that it is too risky to include SOGI-specific issues in humanitarian 

work altogether. Additionally, there is evidence against the possibility of a fast mainstreaming 

of SOGI inclusion within the humanitarian sector considering the widespread animosity against 

the group in some regions. HAG not taking these facts into adequate account might, in my 

opinion, stem from Eurocentric perceptions. This may be the case since it can be argued that 

HAG does not fully comprehend or appreciate the unique risks that advocacy for SOGI 

inclusion can entail in some “non-western” cultural settings, because of a Eurocentric bias. That 

being said, there can be other explanations for the actors’ point of view.  



28 
 

That HAG believes that it’s feasible to quickly mainstream SOGI inclusion in the humanitarian 

sector can also be viewed as an indication of Eurocentric thinking. This is mainly because such 

a belief makes sense if one embraces a Eurocentric worldview (a worldview that places the west 

at the center), at least to a certain degree (Matin, 2011, p. 354). It is, after all, unlikely that such 

a worldview could fully grasp the problems and safety risks that may arise in certain “hostile” 

settings if one were to mainstream SOGI inclusion in a fast manner.  

Various things can be done to make sure that humanitarian advocacy for SOGI inclusion in 

“SOGI hostile” states takes obstacles and safety risks into sufficient account. First off, I like 

Bridges (2010, p. 1257), believe that it is vital to question whether the advocacy one is engaging 

in is constructive, to begin with. This might be especially important when it comes to 

humanitarian advocacy for SOGI inclusivity, since the consequences of such advocacy, as 

pointed out in the Oxfam example, can be disastrous. Related to this I also believe that 

responsible advocacy for SOGI inclusion always should acknowledge that there may be settings 

where advocating for inclusivity can be too risky (HAG does not acknowledge this). By 

recognizing this fact, one is implementing a ”do no harm approach”, since there reasonably are 

instances where inclusion could lead to more harm than good (Wallace, 2015, p. 15). Edge 

Effect has already taken a step in the right direction by explicitly recognizing that a more 

”conservative” stance on SOGI inclusivity is acceptable if the danger is too great.  
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5. Concluding remarks 

In this chapter, I will succinctly summarize the answers to the questions that have been posed 

in this thesis. This means that I will begin with presenting how certain ”non-local” humanitarian 

actors have advocated for SOGI inclusion in humanitarian action in ”SOGI hostile” states 

(focusing on reports and educational programs). When this has been done, I will outline how I 

have problematized the discussed advocacy using concepts from postcolonial theory. I will also 

recount how the identified problems with the advocacy can be remedied.   

5.1 Conclusions 

In regards to the first question, which focuses on how different ”non-local” humanitarian actors 

have advocated for SOGI inclusion in ”SOGI hostile” states, it has become clear that there are 

differences and similarities between the actor's approaches. Both IOM and Christian Aid have, 

for example, been shown to be averse to the idea of forcefully ”pushing” SOGI inclusion onto 

”SOGI hostile” contexts, with IOM stressing the importance of ”meeting people where they 

are”, and not making people change their deeply held values. Christian Aid was additionally 

open to people showing dissent at their educational workshops and refrained from forcing their 

offices outside of the UK to adopt a SOGI inclusive stance.  

The reports by Edge Effect and HAG can contrarily be described as blunter in their advocacy, 

with HAG promoting a quick mainstreaming of SOGI inclusion in the humanitarian sector, and 

Edge Effect stating that funding can be used to pressure actors to become inclusive. All of the 

discussed humanitarian actors have, furthermore, engaged in advocacy that recognizes that 

there are risks and/or obstacles that can come with advocating for SOGI inclusion in ”SOGI 

hostile” contexts. But HAG appears to be more optimistic about the possibility of engaging in 

advocacy in certain ”hostile” settings than actors like Edge Effect, which argues that a more 

conservative stance on SOGI inclusion sometimes may be justified for safety reasons.  

Concerning question 2, which asks how the discussed advocacy can be problematized using 

postcolonial concepts three problems have been raised in the thesis. I have firstly argued that 

the advocacy does not take the postcolonial perspective into adequate account, which is 

problematic since many ”SOGI hostile” states are previous colonies. Christian Aid and IOM 

can be argued to consider the postcolonial perspective since they aim to not be forceful in their 

advocacy. That being said, none of the analyzed advocacy explicitly addresses how one should 

navigate advocating for something that often is perceived as western (SOGI inclusion) in states 
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that have negative experiences with the west. There are, moreover, aspects of some of the 

advocacy that has the potential to reinforce colonial power structures. 

Another critique I have raised towards the advocacy addressed in the paper is that it seems to 

adopt a stereotypically western understanding of sexuality. This becomes an issue since 

perceptions of sexuality can vary depending on the culture. Western coded language and ideas 

about this subject can, additionally, create an obstacle in postcolonial settings. With this in 

mind, I argue that Christian Aid’s consistent use of the LGBTI acronym in their advocacy is 

troublesome. I also argue that the assumption that one's sexuality almost always is tied to one's 

identity is problematic. The last issue with the advocacy that is pointed out in the paper is that 

HAG does not seem to take the obstacles and risks that come with advocating for SOGI 

inclusion in ”SOGI hostile” contexts into sufficient account. I further speculate whether this 

may have to do with Eurocentric assumptions. 

Remedies to all of the mentioned problems (question 3) have been brought up in the paper. I 

firstly suggest employing aspects of the Culturally specific advocacy method (which encourages 

one to take the target audience's history into account) when advocating for SOGI inclusion. The 

reason for this, is that the method would result in greater incorporation of postcolonial 

considerations when advocating for SOGI inclusivity in ”SOGI hostile” states. Aside from this, 

I also implore the humanitarian actors to look beyond western notions of sexuality in their 

advocacy and to have a ”do no harm approach” that recommends that humanitarian 

organizations refrain from being SOGI inclusive if the safety risks are too great. Adopting a 

SOGI inclusive stance is, after all, undesirable if it has the potential to severely jeopardize 

peoples’ security.   
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