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OF CIVIL SOCIETY



CHAPTER 30

CIVIL SOCIETY

AND DEMOCRACY

MARK E. WARREN

THE two decades leading up to the end of the twentieth century saw a remarkable
growth in the numbers of regimes that conduct politics through competitive elec
tions. As of 2009, 116countries counted as electoral democracies-slightly down from
the high of 123 counted in 2006, but considerably more than the 69 registered two
decades before (Freedom House 2010). But competitive electoral systems, though nec
essary for democracy, are not sufficient. Many new democracies-countries that have
adopted the institution of competitive elections-fail to produce governments that
are representative and responsiveto those who fall within their jurisdictions. Many of
the established democracies suffer from deficits of trust and citizen disaffection, leav
ing decisions to be made by elitesunder pressure from well-organized interests.

Can electoral democracies be deepened in such a way that they function to pro
duce governments that are representative of, and responsive to, those within their
jurisdictions? To ask this question is to ask about the ways in which people self
organize, such that they can form their interests and opinions, convey them to gov
ernments, hold governments accountable, and engage in collective actions oriented
towards common goods. Elections are necessary enabling institutions. But robust
civil societies provide the contexts within which elections function democratically
(Dahl 2000). Indeed, the correlation between robust civil societies and functioning
democracies has been so striking that we have come to understand them as reinforc
ing one another (Cohen and Arato 1992; Putnam 1993; Edwards 2009).

Civil society, as I shall use the term here, is the domain of society organized
through associative media, in contrast to organization through legally empowered
administration (the core of state power and organization), or market transactions
mediated by money (the core of economic power and organization) (Warren 2001;
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see also Cohen and Arato 1992; Habermas 1996, ch. 8; d. Alexander 2006). Civil
society is the domain of purpose-built, normatively justified associations. It is for
this reason that civil society is as much a core feature of democracy as are competi
tive elections: it is through association that people organize their interests, values,
and opinions and act upon them, some directly-as in religious and sporting
associations-and some indirectly, as representations that organize public opinion,
mobilize votes and other forms of pressure, and function to define "the people"
whom a state can represent, and to whom the formal institutions of democracy can
respond (Urbinati and Warren 2008). No civil society, no "people"-which is why
the twenty-six or so countries that Freedom House (2010) lists as "electoral democ
racies" but not as "free" fail to function democratically. They lack the political pro
tections for association, speech, and conscience that enable the modes of
self-organization necessary for democratic institutions to function.

These democratic functions of civil society are contingent rather than neces
sary. Famously, civil society appeared to be robust in Weimar Germany before the
rise of the Nazis (Berman 1997). And on the heels of enthusiasm for civil society in
the 1990S, scholars pointed out that many kinds of civil society organization are bad
for democracy since they can cultivate hatred, violence, and sectarianism (Chambers
and Kopstein 2001). Some kinds of association underwrite networks that aid and
abet political corruption, support clientelist political arrangements, and provide
additional political advantage those who are already possess the advantages of
income and education (Warren 2008).

From the standpoint of democratic theory, can we sharpen our focus? Can we
distinguish the kinds, dimensions, and functions of civil society that are likely to
deepen democracy from those that are not? We can, but to do so we must develop
lessabstract conceptions ofboth democracy and civil society,a task that is addressed
in section 1 of this chapter. Section 2 analyzes the potential contributions of civil
society to democracy, while section 3 distinguishes features of associations that are
likely to determine their democratic contributions. Section 4 introduces ecological
considerations by framing the question in terms of the optimal mix of kinds of
association from the perspective of democracy.

1. DEMOCRACY AND THE "ALL-AFFECTED"

PRINCIPLE

The potential roles of civil society in deepening democracy come into sharpest
focus when institutional definitions of democracy-say, as constituted by competi
tive elections-are subordinated to a normative conception that focuses on what
democracies should accomplish. Democratic theorists increasingly converge on the
view that democracy requires that all those potentiallyaffected by collective decisions
haveopportunities to affectthese decisions in waysproportional to the potential effects

(Goodin 2007; Habermas 1994; Young 2000). The institutions, organizations, and
practices that comprise democracy, then, would be those that enable those who are
potentially affected by collective decisions to have opportunities to influence them.

Democratic theorists increasingly opt for this generic, normative conception of
democracy for two reasons. First, institutional definitions of democracy conflate
ideals of what democracy should achieve with institutional means for achieving
them, thus making it impossible to judge particular arrangements to be more or less
democratic. Distinguishing an ideal of democracy from its typical institutions-say,
kinds of electoral democracy or deliberative forums-allows us to judge these insti
tutions to be more or less democratic.

The second reason for preferring a normative conception ofdemocracy is that the
sitesof collective decision makingin today's societiesare now so diversethat traditional
sites of democracy-particularly elections based on territorial constituencies-are
only one kind among many (Rehfeld 2005; Saward 2006). Not only are individuals
affected by multiple levels of governments, but also by other kinds of collectivities,
including corporations, religious organizations, schools, and other kinds of organiza
tions. Moreover, because modern societies involve extensive divisions of labor and
extensive interdependencies in areas such as security, environment, and migration,
individuals are subject to what James Bohman (2007) has termed "chains of affected
ness" that are global in scope and extensive in time and space.

For democracy to have meaning under these circumstances, it should refer to
individuals' means and capacities to exert influence on these chains of affectedness,
should they decide to do so.And for influenceto have meaning under these condi
tions, we must also think about multiple possibilities beyond the democratic exer
ciseof voting for governments-which, although it will alwaysremain a foundational
element of democracy, cannot encompass the many ways in which individuals are
affected by collectivities. Thus, if we are to identify the democratic possibilities
entailed by the contemporary conditions of politics, we must also consider poten
tial avenues of influence more generically and abstractly.

As a general matter, individual influence can vary in two dimensions. In one
dimension, influence can be directive or protective. Influence is directive when indi
viduals exercise influence over collective decisions, as when they vote or participate
in a decision-making venue. Influence is protective when individuals have the power
to resist harms generated by other collectivities, as when they protest against collec
tive decisions made elsewhere, or exercise veto powers, or organize to escape the
potentially damaging consequences of a collective arrangement. That is, democracy
does not necessarily mean that everyone is involved in making collective decisions
that is an impossible image of democracy under contemporary circumstances.
Democracy can also mean that individuals have the powers to resist harms to self
determination, producing what contemporary republicans call "nondomination"
(Pettit 1997; Bohman 2007).

Individual influence can also vary from directly exercised to representative.
Individualsdirectlyinfluencedecisionswhen they vote in referendums, or participate in
a neighborhood organization. They exercise influence through representatives when
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they vote for representatives, or join organizations that pressure, protest, sue, delib
erate, or otherwise exercise influence on their behalf (Saward 2006). Because com
plex societies de-center sites of collectiveaction, they open many new opportunities
for direct democracy through civil society organizations (Warren 2002). At the same
time, owing to the multiplication of influences in complex societies, most influences
will be exercised through representatives-not simply elected representatives, but
also interest and advocacy groups as well as other kinds of civil society actors.

In complex societies, then, democracy refers to the multiple means that indi
viduals might use to affect collective decisions-not just voting, but also organiza
tion, advocacy, networking and deliberation, that may occur at multiple points in
decision-making processes, from diffuse influences on public opinion to highly
focused participatory inputs into specific decisions. And, indeed, in addition to the
dramatic expansion of electoral democracy over the last three decades, we have also
witnessed a rapid increase in social movements, interest groups, watchdog and
oversight organizations, intensive media campaigns, network organizations, and
new forms ofdirect action (Warren 2003; Rosanvallon 2008). Governments increas
ingly respond to these developments with the use of referendums, the devolution
and de-concentration of decision making, new forms of network and collaborative
governance, public deliberations and forms, stakeholder meetings, and other kinds
of devices that often have little relationship to the institutions of electoral democ
racy (Warren 2009; Edwards 2009; Leighninger 2006).

Far from representing the failure of electoral institutions, the fact that much
political work now takes place in other locations represents their success. Electoral
institutions have had their most important impacts within constitutional regimes
that protect and enable sites of collective organization, decision, and action within
society. Over time, these kinds of arrangements disperse the powers and capacities
for collective action, in this way transforming the very nature of governing from a
sovereign centre. They reflect increasingly confident and capable citizenries, many
with increasingly post-material sensibilities that include greater interests in self
government (Inglehart and Welzel zooy; Dalton 2007; Warren 2003). Some of the
political responses to these trends, such as increasing reliance on processes of
"governance"-partnerships between governments and civil society organizations
are incremental and experimental. Others are world-historical, such the European
Union.

2. THE DEMOCRATIC POSSIBILITIES

OF CIVIL SOCIETY ASSOCIATIONS

What all these developments have in common is that democracy has become ever
more reliant on civil society for its realization. We can further specify these depen
dencies by classifying the potentially democratic effects of the associations in three

broad classes,distinguished by level of analysis (Warren 2001; Edwards 2009). First,
democracies depend on individuals with capacities for democratic citizenship. In a
democracy, individuals should be able to understand and articulate their interests
and values, have enough information and education to relate their interests and
values to sites of collectivedecision and organization, have the political capacities to
participate in collective decisions; and possess the civic dispositions that enable
them to do so in ways consistent with democratic ways of making decisions: persua
sion and voting. As Tocqueville famously noted, the associations of civil society
should serve as "schools of democracy" (Tocqueville 1969 vol. 2, 517): they may pro
vide individuals with information, educate them, develop their sense of political
efficacy, cultivate their capacities for negotiation and deliberation, and instill civic
virtues such as toleration, trust, respect for others, and sense of reciprocity.

Second, democracies are inherently public: rules, reasons, and decisions are
knowable by those affectedby them. Civil societies function as the social infrastruc
ture, as it were, of the public spheres from which collective decisions ultimately
derive their legitimacy. In a democracy, legitimacy stems from two sources. The first
source is inclusion: the legitimacy of decisions rests on responsiveness to those
affected-if not in substance, then because the views incorporated into decisions
have been considered and deliberated. The associations of civil society provide the
conduits of representation though advocacy and by framing the interests, values,
and voices of those potentially affected, thus forming articulate constituencies
(Young 2000, ch. 5). The second source of democratic legitimacy is public delibera
tion itself, through which representations are transformed into discourses which
form public opinion, such that decisions have a locus of considered argument and
agreement (Habermas 1996). The associations of civil society underwrite delibera
tion by organizing and communicating information to publics, provoking public
deliberation, and monitoring public officials and institutions. Sometimes these
functions are served by groups that specialize in public discourse, such as think
tanks and media-oriented groups. Often, however, they are consequences of groups
pursuing their agendas through public advocacy (Urbinati 2000). In short, civil
societies can deepen democracy by underwriting the public spheres that guide and
legitimatize collective decisions.

Third, civil society associations serve institutional functions that are necessary
for a democracy to work. The advocacy organizations ofcivil society serve represen
tative functions between elections, linking public officials with constituents, and
often forming constituencies that are not formally represented by territorially based
electoral institutions (Urbinati and Warren 2008). Multilateral and multistate insti
tutions such as the United Nations and the European Union now include civil soci
ety organizations as part of their representative structures, in part to represent
interests-such as basic human rights-that are not well represented through
member-state channels. The development of governance structures also provides
conduits of inclusion. Civil society is itself a key site of collective decision and orga
nization: all countries now deliver services through partnerships, contracts, and
other forms of devolved and de-centered forms of governance (Leighninger 2006).
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And last but not least, civil society organizations provide sites of alternative voices
and opposition when interests, values, or voices are not included (Young2000).

3. THEORIZING THE DEMOCRATIC CAPABILITIES

OF CIVIL SOCIETY ASSOCIATIONS

Listing the many possible political functions of civil society underscores the point
that democracies today are complex ecologieswhich have come to depend upon the
multiple contributions of civil society.This same list, however,makes the point that
no single kind of association can perform all of these functions, and indeed some
will not perform any of them, and may even be harmful to democracy (Berman
1997; Chambers and Kopstein 2001; Chambers and Kymlicka2002). How should we
develop our expectations? Following earlier work (Warren 2001), I suggest three
kinds of theoretical distinctions which, when taken together, identify the features of
civil society associations most likely to affect their democratic functions.

a. Voluntariness

It is common to refer to the associations that populate civil society as voluntary
associations (e.g., Salamon 2003). The reason is normative rather than descriptive:
as a pure ideal type, associations are constituted by individuals who share purposes,
and who chose to associate to advance these purposes. There is also a normative
relationship between the voluntariness of associations and democracy: social rela
tions that are chosen rather than imposed will manifest rather than limit self
government. The legitimacy of collective choice follows from the voluntariness of
the association-a normative relationship fundamental to liberal contract theory
from Locke through Rawls.

As an analytic matter, however, no association is entirely voluntary or involun
tary. Rather, there are degrees of voluntariness that will depend upon an associa
tion's control over the resources that people need or want, including identity
resources such as religion, ethnicity, and culture. The degree of voluntariness has
implications for democracy in three ways.The first relates to the association itself:
a purely voluntary association has low normative requirements for democracy
internal to the association just because members are free to exit. Freedom to exit
higher degrees ofvoluntarism-is likely to produce associations with more homo
geneous purposes. And the more homogeneous its purpose, the more able the
association will be to pursue goals that depend upon solidarity. Common purposes
help to build what Putnam (2000,336-49) calls"bonding" social capital, as opposed
to the weaker "bridging" social capital that is created by internally diverse associa
tions that cross ethnic, religious, racial, regional, and other divides. Members are
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better able to speak with one voice in the public sphere and represent positions or
discourses within broad public conversations. Because voluntariness enhances
solidarity, these associations are more likely to enable opposition to external
sources of domination.

In contrast, associations with involuntary elements have potentials for exploita
tion and domination, as is evident in criminal and clientelist associations, and as is
not uncommon in ethnic and religious associations too. Civilsocieties that are dense
with these kinds ofassociations-as are manyof the newelectoraldemocracies-may
function to reproduce social relations of power in ways that undermine the demo
cratic effectsof electoral institutions.

But involuntary associationscan serve democracy in two other ways.First, from
a normative perspective, the more involuntary an association is, the more demo
cratic its internal decision making should be. Many common forms of association
have involuntary elements, such as unions and workplaces, or residential commu
nities and neighborhoods in which people have large sunk costs. Religious associa
tions can be experienced as involuntary by those raised in the faith. These kinds of
associations have the potential to serve a variety of democratic purposes, precisely
because their involuntariness makes it difficult for them to externalize conflict.
Members cannot "vote with their feet" (Hirschman 1970). For these reasons, invol
untary associations must find ways of managing conflict. If they do so democrati
cally, they can manage and protect against potential relations of domination, thus
serving the goal of nondomination.

Second, to the extent that associations respond to their involuntary elements
democratically with voice and votes, they are also likely to serve as schools of
democracy, cultivating deliberative capacities, toleration, and political efficacy. In
contrast, the more voluntary an association, the more likely it is to externalize
conflict: members who are dissatisfied will often find exit to be easier than voice.
Voluntary associations are subject to the dynamics of self-selection, which will
create memberships that are more homogeneous in their purposes and social
characteristics. They may be inclined to reinforce intolerance because they enable
"enclave deliberation" in which members with similar opinions reinforce one
another (Sunstein 2001).

b. Constitutive Media

The degree of voluntariness is only one of the features of civil society associations
likely to determine their contributions to democracy. We can also distinguish asso
ciations along a second dimension-what I call their constitutive media. We need to
know whether an association is primarily oriented towards (1) social norms such as
shared identity or purpose, moral commitment, friendship, or other means ofsocial
solidarity; (2) state power, as are many kinds of advocacy and interest groups; or (3)
markets and money, as are consumer cooperatives, social marketing associations,
and labor unions. The medium towards which an association is primarily
oriented-social norms, state power,or markets-determines much about the ways
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an association reproduces its identity and pursues its goals, which in turn affect its
contributions to democracy.

An example will indicate why this set of distinctions is important. Consider
the ways in which associations manage conflict, which in turn affects several
potential democratic functions, including serving as "schools of democracy" and
as sites of devolved or de-concentrated public purposes. All other things being
equal, associations held together by social norms such as hobby groups or reli
gious associations will have high degrees of solidarity, which will improve capaci
ties for collective action. But these same characteristics will make it difficult for
such associations to manage internal conflict, since conflict typically damages
social solidarity-the constitutive medium of the association. From a democratic
perspective, it might be good for members of an association to discuss and delib
erate principled disagreements and delicate issues. But even civil argument tends
to threaten social bonds, and will tend towards the equally antipolitical responses
of exit (in the case of voluntary associations), or repression for the sake of civility
(in less voluntary associations). More generally, associations based on social soli
darity alone will tend to be robust in identity formation, and have high capacities
for generating bonding social capital and the capacities for collective action that
follow. But they will be fragile with respect to conflict resolution-and thus serve
as poor schools of democracy with respect to deliberation, negotiation, and bar
gaining (Mutz 2006).

In contrast, associations that are oriented towards markets (such as labor
unions) or political structures (such as community development associations or
political interest groups), will depend more on interests in strategic goals than on
social norms and identities. A community development association has interest
based inducements to set aside differences of race, ethnicity, and religious affiliation
so that the organization can do its job. Indeed, like legislative bodies, such associa
tions may develop norms of courtesy in order to prevent social cleavages from inca
pacitating deliberation and decision making (Warren 2006). All other things being
equal, associations that are oriented towards interest-based goals will unburden
social solidarity, which will in turn increase their capacities for political deliberation
and problem solving. To the extent that interests cross-cut identity-based cleavages,
these kinds of associations may foster the civic virtues of tolerance and reciprocity,
while weakening representations of identity-based claims in public spheres.

It also makes a difference whether an association is vested or not vested in its
constitutive medium: groups seeking to pressure market-based actors or political
structures from without will have an easier time identifying a cause-and going pub
lic-than groups that have accessto resources which they must manage, compromise,
or distribute. When the German green movement, for example, was debating whether
to become a political party in the 1970S, they recognized the tradeoffs involved.
Transforming their organization into a party might give them a greater influence over
policy decisions. But as insiders with influence, they would compromise their ability
to criticize and oppose policies based on clear principles and purposes, which would
in turn weaken their popular base in the green social movement.
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c. Purposes

The final set of distinctions that make a difference to the democratic functions of
associations has to do with their purposes. III complex societies the purposes of asso
ciation are highly diverse-the Internal Revenue Service in the United States uses over
600 classifications of 50l( c)(3) nonprofits alone. Fortunately, the features of purposes
likely to make a difference to an association's democratic functions are much simpler,
the most important of which haveto do with whether an association seeks goods that
are inherently public, identity-based, or status-based (Warren 2001,ch. 5).Associations
devoted to public goods are especially important to deepening democracy. Public
goods are nonexcludable goods subject to free-ridership-e-goods such as security,
environmental integrity, and public health which must be provided to everyone if
they are provided to anyone.Thesegoods can only be gained through collectiveaction,
and so people must be persuaded to contribute. So associations devoted to public
goods will tend to cultivate civicvirtues, underwrite deliberation, represent common
discourses and ideals, and increase common capacities for collective action.

In contrast, associations devoted to identitygoods such as religion and ethnicity
are more ambiguous in their effects: some-particularly minorities-may seek recog
nition and thus increase civic virtues such as toleration. Others-particularly
majorities-often highlight in-group/out-group distinctions in order to produce
internal cohesion, but at the costof generating intolerance and exclusion. Such groups
may contribute to public debate and group representation, but they are unlikely to
enhance civic virtues or political skills of deliberation. Associations devoted to status
goods-private clubs and connoisseur groups, for example-are unlikely to contrib
ute to publicly represented dynamics of exclusion, but they will also tend towards
exclusivestatus-based connections that contribute very little at all to democracy.

4. DEMOCRATIC ASSOCIATIONAL ECOLOGIES

A comprehensive research agenda on civil society's contributions to deepening
democracywould map a region or country's associationallandscape using these kinds
of distinctions. We are far from having such maps (d. Salamon 2003; Powell and
Steinberg 2006; Hodgkinson and Weitzman 1996), but even if we did have them, our
theoretical expectations would not yet be sufficiently developed to address the ques
tion of how civil societies might deepen democracy, especially across different con
texts.The analysisabove makes the point that no single kind of association can address
the full range of functions civil society must fulfill, while also suggesting theoretical
distinctions that should enable us to predict the contributions of distinct associational
types (Warren 2001). The next task is to identify the mixes,balances, and distributions
of associational types will serve to deepen democracy along the individual, public,
and institutional trajectories suggested above. What would comprise a democratic
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associational ecology? To be sure, answering this question requires context-specific
research into the mixesof associationsthat support or undermine democracy. But We
can frame these research questions with severaltheoretical guidelines in mind.

a. Balance

A mix of associations that deepens democracy should be balanced: a political sys
tem needs the full range of potential contributions to function democratically.
Imbalances may occur, for example, when civil society lacks interest-based associa
tions to balance identity-based associations. Or, again, if a civil society is comprised
primarily of associations that have vested interests in prevailing political or eco
nomic power structures-if most civil society associations are integrated into clien
telist politics (as they are in many of the new electoral democracies), for
example-civil society will tend to undermine democratic representation and pub
lic deliberation, and will certainly fail to provide citizens with means of oversight
and accountability. Or, to take another possibility, if a civil society is comprised
primarily of groups mobilized for opposition, the overall effect may be to create
gridlock in government and undermine state capacities.

b. External and Internal and Checks on Associations

Certain kinds of civil society organizations are potential threats to democracy
particularly those which combine high capacities for collectiveaction with narrowly
focused interests or internally focused identities. Within authoritarian contexts,
tribal or religious organizations may function as informal monitors and enforcers
for governments. Associations populated by business people, for example, can serve
to organize monopolies or oligopolies (as chambers of commerce have sometimes
done in small U.S.towns), or as means for organizing the systematic corruption of
a political system (as the Free Masons did in post-World War II Italy). Civil societies
that deepen democracy will not lack such groups. But they are likely to have a mix
of associations that check the potentials of such powerful groups to produce anti
democratic effects. A civil society with external checks on power will typically
include, for example, citizens' watchdog groups, unions, associations of socially
conscious investors, groups devoted to the provision of public goods, as well as a
pluralism of identity-based groups. Of course, the mixes that provide such external
checks typically depend on governments that protect pluralism, provide oversight
of potential misuses of market power, and are relatively difficult for corrupting
powers to penetrate-all reasons that democratic civil societies tend to be associ
ated with the protections and supports of liberal-democratic regimes.

Other kinds of associations are subject to internal checks, so that even when
they accumulate power they pose little risk to democracy. Internal checks are likely
to be found within associations that combine lower exit with public purposes.
Because associations with restricted exit will tend to internalize conflict, they
will have inducements to manage conflict through processes that generate
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accountability (Hirschman 1970). These inducements are likely to be strongest
within associations that seek public or common goods, since such goods can only
be achieved, typically,with public justifications. Examples of these kinds of associa
tions include groups devoted to civic, environmental, poverty, health, and other
public goods-related causes,some kinds of political parties, public corporatist bod
ies, universities, much of the mass media, self-help and cooperative economic net
works, and many other kinds of groups with these characteristics. Thus, we should
expect civil societies with high densities of these kinds of associations to have rela
tivelysturdy democratic associational ecologies.

c. Individual Attachments

We also need to think about associational mixes from the perspective of the indi
vidual attachments that form citizens' dispositions and capacities. Just as a civil
society should have a mix of associations that cover the full range of democratic
functions, individuals should have attachments that, in aggregate, provide a full
range of developmental effects. Here again, there will be associational kinds that are
more likely to provide developmental effects that enhance civic virtues and delib
erative capacities: on average, these will include associations with somewhat
restricted exit, have some responsibilities for resource distribution, and are oriented
towards public or common goods. Examples include groups focused on education,
health, and community development, and labor unions engaged in social issues.

In contrast, identity-based groups, exclusive social clubs, fundamentalist reli
gious and ethnic groups, and business pressure groups, though perhaps important
for the representative ecologyof a democracy, also tend towards internal homoge
neity of purpose, and so will lack one or more of the developmental experiences
necessary for democratic citizenship. In associational ecologies in which individuals
belong to these kinds of groups without complementary experiences, patterns of
membership may produce rigid social cleavages which militate against political
negotiation and deliberation. It is for this reason that activists seeking to move soci
eties torn by ethnic or religiouscleavagestowards democracy will advocate forms of
association focused on concrete projects such as community development: these
kinds of associations cross-cut, and thus moderate, identity-based cleavages
(Saunders 1999). Societies in which cleavages follow tribal, ethnic, or religious lines
do not lack civil society associations, but they lack the kinds of associations that
produce democratic citizens.

d. Distributions of Attachments

Finally, who benefits from associational attachments also makes a difference:
joiners will gain from advantages conveyed by social capital in ways that non
joiners will not. Thus, even if the mixes of associations in a society are balanced
and checked in ways that favor democracy, it is still possible for patterns
of associational attachments to mirror common resource advantages and
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disadvantages. In the United States, for example, many of the same factors that
predict political participation-particularly education and income-also pre
dict associational attachments, meaning that those who benefit from education
and income also benefit from the distribution of social capital (Verba et. al. 1995;

Pew Research Center 1997). A democracy should seek to cultivate association
among the least advantaged, in part because association in itselfis a precursor to
democratic empowerment-moving a society closer to instantiating the all
affected principle (Warren MR 2001).

5. CONCLUSION

Democracy is a normatively ambitious goal: it requires that those affected by deci
sions have opportunities to influence them. Though ambitious, this democratic
norm encompasses the increasingly common moral intuition that societies should
maximize individual self-development and self-direction by altering power struc
tures in favor of inclusion and voice. Yet under contemporary conditions of
politics-scale, complexity, and pluralism-it is impossible to conceive of this ideal
without the multitudinous sites of organization, experience, direction, and decision
offered by civil society associations in the public sphere. Civil society is not only
about deepening democracy: it is now impossible to imagine a democracy without
the multiple effects of civil society on individual development, public deliberation
and representation, and sites of organization and collectiveaction. That said, none
of these functions are necessary to civil society as such. Rather, they follow from
democratic associational ecologiesthat are comprised of those kinds of associations
whose characteristics incline them towards democratic effects.
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CHAPTER 31

CIVIL SOCIETY

AND POVERTY

SOLAVA IBRAHIM

DAVID HULME

THE1990S witnessed many changes as the Cold War ended and globalization deep
ened. Two of these changes are especially important for this chapter. First, the evo
lution of a global consensus that extreme poverty had to be tackled, and second,
the belief that civil society should be a major player in this task by mobilizing com
munities, delivering services, and shaping policies. Yet the growing international
interest in poverty reduction results mainly from the efforts of aid agencies rather
than a self-sustaining social movement on poverty. The absence of committed
leadership and the breadth and vagueness of the concept of poverty make it diffi
cult to create the sharp messagesthat are required for large-scale social and politi
cal mobilization.

This chapter explores the achievements of civil society in the area of poverty
reduction. Since both civil society and poverty are contested concepts, analyzing
their relationship is difficult, but we argue that civil society organizations can pro
mote poverty reduction by pushing for macro-level structural changes through
advocacy, lobbying the government for policy change at the national level, and pro
viding effective services directly to the poor at the grassroots. Success depends on
the ways in which civil society groups integrate these three approaches together in
different political contexts, since certain strategy mixes succeed in one context and
fail in others. In Bangladesh, for example, the success of advocacy and policy change
has been minimal due to the nature of that country's governance, while direct ser
vice provision has yielded significant results.
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1. CIVIL SOCIETY AND POVERTY

Most of the literature on civil society and poverty reduction focuses on nongovern
mental organizations (NGOs). Sometimes an NGO can act as an umbrella organi
zation that works with pre-existing community groups, acting as a facilitator and
providing technical support. Elsewhere, NGOs create community groups such as
microfinance and women's groups to help the poor organize themselves and express
their needs, though the sustainability of such imposed community groups is ques
tionable. The very idea of poverty reduction seems to be associated with elite- and
middle-class attempts to establish NGOs to help the poor, though faith-based orga
nizations, religious communities, informal groups, cooperatives, recreational, and
cultural organizations also play their roles. For example, mosque committees in
Islamic cultures and temple and burial committees in Buddhism provide services
and assistance to the poor. Unfortunately, these services are rarely documented
except in a small number of ethnographic studies. Therefore, this chapter is focused
onNGOs.

As for defining poverty, "there are heated debates about 'what' poverty is-a
lack of income, a failure to meet basic needs, a set of multi-dimensional capability
deprivations or an abrogation of human rights. These are not mere semantics as the
way one envisions poverty has profound implications for the types of actions one
believes are needed to eradicate or reduce it" (Hulme 2010, 37).Definitions of global
poverty range from the narrow income concept of one U.S. dollar per day to the
broader capability approach of enlarging people's freedoms and enhancing their
human development. This chapter argues that in addition to using objective mea
sures, subjective methods including the voices of the poor themselves should be
used to evaluate the achievements of civil society in reducing global poverty on
both its income and capability dimensions.

In terms of global trends, poverty in the developing world has declined as the
number of people living on less than $1.25 a day in 2005 prices decreased from 1.9

billion (or 52 percent of total global population) in 1981to 1.4 billion (or 25 percent)
in 2005 (Chen and Ravallion 2009; Ravallion 2009). However, it is hard to tie the
actions of NGOs to this decline because so many different national and subnational
experiences underlie these figures. For example China, with a limited civil society,
succeeded in reducing poverty effectively in the 2000S; while in Africa, a range of
stronger NGO communities did not achieve much success, partly due to the diffi
cult political contexts in which they operated. In contrast, NGOs in Bangladesh
have played a major role in reducing poverty. The headcount poverty index in
Bangladesh dropped from 52 percent in 1983-84 to 40 percent in 2000 (Hossain,
Sen, and Rahman 2000). Some of this decline is clearly attributable to the efforts of
the Bangladesh Rural Advancement Committee (BRAC), the Grameen Bank, and
other NGOs. One might also argue that poverty reduction was a result of trade
policy and growth in the private sector, but Sen and Hulme (2006) demonstrate that
almost 25 to 30 million Bangladeshis have hardly benefited at all from the growth of

the formal economy in Bangladesh-hence the importance ofNGO efforts to reach
the poorest. The impact of the 2008-09 financial crisis on the world's poor is still to
be confirmed, though it is estimated that between 55 and 90 million more people
live in extreme poverty as a result (United Nations 2009).

In assessing the role ofNGOs in poverty reduction, one can examine four main
dimensions: their structure, the space in which they operate, the values they advo
cate, and their impact on policymaking (Anheier 2004, 29-32). The focus of this
chapter is on the values and impact of NGOs-that is, their ability to advocate for
values that promote equity and their role in giving voice to the poor, in lobbying
policymakers, and in expanding poverty-related service provision. This task is dif
ficult because empirical studies yield ambiguous results. For example, NGOs often
succeed in extending services to the poor and in improving their livelihoods; but
the long-term social, economic, and political impacts of these projects are question
able. Nevertheless, it is possible to collate the available evidence along three
approaches to poverty reduction by NGOs, namely: pushing for structural and
social change via advocacy, lobbying the government for pro-poor reforms and
changing government policy,and providing for basic needs via service delivery.

2. NGO ADVOCACY FOR GLOBAL

POVERTY REDUCTION

In recent years the success of well-mobilized campaigns around debt cancellation,
landmines, and fair trade has demonstrated the role that advocacy can play in pro
moting anti-poverty policies internationally. Coates and David (2002, 530) argue
that "advocacy work has become the latest enthusiasm for most agencies involved in
international aid and development:' The use of advocacy work at all levelsby NGOs
is due to a number of factors. First, their understanding of poverty and deprivation
has deepened as they have come to realize that despite decades of foreign aid, the
deeper causes of poverty have yet to be tackled. Secondly, the context in which they
operate has changed as a result of the growing size and capacity of NGOs in the
South. Asa result, "Southern NGOs and social movements have become more asser
tive in challenging power structures within their own countries and increasingly at
the international level"through active advocacy campaigns (Coates and David 2002,

531).Thirdly, the role of Northern NGOs is shifting in the light ofthis development,
making new and more effective advocacy campaigns possible in the form of coali
tions of different organizations working across local, national, and international
levels-Jubilee 2000, the global campaign for debt cancellation, is a good example
(Edwards and Gaventa 2000).

However, have these campaigns had any impact on poverty reduction?
Answering this question is difficultbecause the changes resulting from advocacy are
nonlinear and long-term. Advocacy depends on cooperation, which is why its



394 THE ACHIEVEMENTS OF CIVIL SOCIETY CIVIL SOCIETY AND POVERTY 395

impact cannot be assessed by focusing on one organization alone, and attribution is
almost impossible above the project level, especially because most of the forces act
ing on poverty are not controlled by NGOs or are susceptible to advocacy strategies.
But there are certainly examples ofNGOs that are using advocacy to change poverty
policies and reshape patterns of aid and investment in a positive direction. Take,for
example, the case of Shack Dwellers International or SDI.

SDI was established in 1996 as an international network of organizations from
eleven countries representing more than one million of the urban poor, mostly
women, to advocate for their rights and end coercive means of slum clearance.
However, SDI does not occupy the leadership of the network; instead it plays a sup
portive role in monitoring public policy, mobilizing members, and creating new
information resources through settlement surveys and the mapping of slums. SDI
develops "leadership amongst the urban poor so that they themselves can lead the
negotiations with the state and its agencies to extend and obtain entitlements"
(Patel, Burra, and D'Cruz 2001, 47). Its main activities focus on building and
strengthening community-based organizations of the urban poor and helping them
to find and implement community-led solutions to housing and livelihood prob
lems. The network uses saving-and-credit schemes to help members with housing
loans, nurtures social capital, and supports them in their negotiations with local
authorities and central governments, especially over security-of-tenure and the
provision of adequate housing and infrastructure (Batliwala 2002, 403-404; Patel,
Burra, and D'Cruz 2001, 47).

SDI's success has been well documented in the literature and is demonstrated in
its growing size, its widespread impact on the lives of its members, and its ability to
successfullyadvocate for change in housing and urban development policies at local,
national, and international levels, including the investment policies of the World
Bank (Patel, Bolnick, and Mitlin 2001; Mitlin and Satterthwaite 2004b, 288; Batliwala
2002,407). Its success is due to at least four reasons. First, SDI enjoys high levelsof
legitimacy through representation because of its democratic nature, strong internal
accountability systems and the constant reinvention of its relationships with grass
roots actors (Edwards 2001, 148; Batliwala 2002,406). Secondly,SDI has gained wide
international recognition and has become a partner with the United Nations Centre
for Human Settlements (Habitat) and the Global Campaign for Secure Tenure, but
its main focus is on responding effectivelyto the specific needs of the urban poor in
each locality (Patel Burra, and D'Cruz 2001, 52; Satterthwaite 2001, 135-138; Edwards
2001,149). Thirdly, SDI's success is due to the use of knowledge and research to sup
port its advocacy activities, knowledge that "is conceived as embedded in the lives
and experiences of the poor themselves" (McFarlane 2006, 294).Fourth, SDI has cre
ated an empowering mindset among its members that encourages them to fight for
their rights, making "community-based organizations the leading force in the strug
gle against poverty, with NGOs playing a supportive role, helping link people's orga
nizations with mainstream governmental or private institutions, and acting as
researchers and fundraisers" (Patel, Burra, and D'Cruz 2001, 48). The case of SDI
thus demonstrates the importance of international partnerships, mutual learning,

knowledge exchange, and community empowerment as strategies through which
NGOs can promote poverty reduction through advocacy.

Advocacy movements bring the poor's struggles to public attention, spread the
"politics of hope" and inspire the poor and disenfranchised by showing that change
is possible. Rather than conventional approaches to advocacy in which NGOs gen
erate campaigns on behalf of the poor, the success of SDI and others like it shows
that effective advocacy rests on strengthening the bargaining power of the poor
themselves to defend their rights and enhance their capacity for organization
and collective action. As Mitlin and Satterthwaite (2004b, 282) explain, "poverty
reduction requires more than an official recognition of the poor's needs. It has to
include strengthening an accountable people's movement that is able to renegotiate
the relationship between the urban poor and the state (its political and bureaucratic
apparatus at district, city and higher levels), and also between the urban poor and
other stakeholders." One of the challenges that NGOs face is their reluctance to
accept that groups of the poor often develop as alternatives to professionally driven
solutions. It is therefore essential that when operating in the advocacy domain,
NGOs view their role mainly as supporters and facilitators and do not "take on what
individuals and community organizations can do on their own" (Mitlin and
Satterthwaite 2004b, 283). NGO advocacy can best help the poor not by speaking on
their behalf, but by helping them to express their voices, articulate their needs and
defend their rights effectively.

3. CHANGING GOVERNMENT POLICY

NGOs can influence government to adopt pro-poor reforms through a number of
strategies. First, by monitoring the allocation of government resources in favor of
the poor-for example, by calling for participatory and gender-based budgeting.
Second, by facilitating public debate around poverty-related problems so as to influ
ence policy design, build new alliances, gain new supporters, and encourage policy
makers to establish programs that address these problems. For example, in Peru
indigenous peoples have the right of prior consent before economic activities take
place on their lands as a result of the efforts of indigenous peoples' movements and
their NGO partners (Bebbington et al. 2009, 11). Many NGOs work with local gov
ernments to gain acceptability, and use a nonconfrontational approach to ensure
that their suggestions are listenedto (Mitlin and Satterthwaite 2004b,286).Therefore,
NGOs operating in this domain are also usually pragmatic and seek to cooperate
with political parties who have a pro-poor agenda. Through partnerships with state
agencies and by establishing a supportive institutional environment, NGOs can
successfully scale up their initiatives to ensure their sustainability and reach.

The successofNGOs in affectinggovernment policy depends on a number of fac
tors, including the politicalcontextand the role of external actors in the formulation of
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poverty reduction strategies, and the policy capacities of NGOs themselves. The par
ticipation ofNGOs in policy processescan become tokenistic because"although NGOs
areworking effectivelyto deliverservicesand care to poor and vulnerable groups ... they
lackthe structures and mechanisms to work at the policylevel"(Hughes and Atampugre
2005,13). To improve their performance in the domain of policy change, it is therefore
important to build NGO capacity to understand policy processes,access information
more effectively, and improve their monitoring and evaluation skills. To effectively
lobby government for policy reforms, it is also necessary that NGOs build partnerships
and bridge the gaps that often exist between their staff,local communities, and policy
makers, and form stronger alliances with other organizations in civil society (Hughes
and Atampugre 2005,19).

As an example of these processes at work, take NGO participation in Poverty
Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs). Endorsed in September 1999,PRSPs are "policy
documents produced by borrower countries outlining the economic, social and
structural programmes to reduce poverty, to be implemented over a three-year
period" (Stewart and Wang 2003, 4). Although NGOs were mainly invited to par
ticipate in the PRSP process, they have tried to use these spaces to lobby for pro
poor reforms. In Bolivia, for example, the central government initiated a "national
dialogue" and linked it to the PRSP process. As a result, nationwide consultations
took place at the municipal, departmental, and national levels focusing on the pro
vision of services to the poor in the first PRSP and on the importance of employ
ment, productivity and commodity chains in the second (Molenaers and Renard
2002,5-7; Curran 2005, 4-5).

Bolivian NGOs faced a number of challenges in using the PRSP process as an
effectivespace to lobby for policy change due to the limited time frame ofthe process,
the limited information available, the language in which the PRSPswere written, the
lack of state commitment, the limited organizational capacities of NGOs, and their
failure to form a unified front (Stewart and Wang 2003,12-14; Surkin 2005). In many
cases,NGOs were excluded from the design of frameworks and merely participated in
"precooked" proposals for policy change (Stewart and Wang 2003,15, Fraser 2005, 326;
Curran 2005,5;Eberlei 2007,13). As a result, the consultation process raised expecta
tions and led to frustration and social unrest when the state failed to meet them.
NGOs expressed their frustration by sending a formal petition to the government
expressing their disapproval of the PRSP document (Curran 2005,4-9).

Nevertheless, there are two significant achievements of NGO participation in
the PRSP process in Bolivia.The first is the establishment of a "social control mecha
nism" which allows NGOs to monitor the allocation and implementation of debt
relief funds, and to follow up on the implementation and reformulation of the PRSP.
The second is the Law of National Dialogue, which institutionalized NGO participa
tion in policy formulation at the local level (Curran 2005,8-9; Molenaers and Renard
2002,8). NGO participation in these deliberative processes gradually "turned their
attitude from 'Protesta' (protest) into 'Propuesta' (proposal)" (Molenaers and Renard
2002, 8). The PRSP process was therefore an entry point through which NGOs
pushed the development process forward in a pro-poor direction.

4. SERVICE DELIVERY TO THE POOR

Rahman (2006) argues that "the NGO sector as a whole has shifted away from its
initial focus on promoting political mobilization and accountable government, to
the apolitical delivery of basic services" (Rahman 2006, 451). NGOs face problems
because the services they provide are often unsustainable due to their dependence
on external funding, the difficulties of going to scale, and their inability to recover
costs through user charges. Evaluating the performance of sixteen NGO projects in
the area of rural poverty reduction, Robinson (1992) concludes that "three-quarters
of the projects were successful and had an impact in alleviating poverty" (Robinson
1992,30), but NGOs faced a number of limitations on their service delivery projects
including their inability to reach the poorest (Robinson 1992,30-34). Effective ser
vice delivery requires an integrated approach whereby NGOs work with commu
nity groups to improve their conditions while nurturing their relationship with
local government (Mitlin and Satterthwaite 2004a, 18).Otherwise NGO service pro
vision may undermine government responsibility to provide adequate and efficient
services to the poor (Collier 2000, 122), leading to a "franchise state" in which cru
cial public services are run by private programs (Rahman 2006, 455).

When these positive conditions are met, NGO service provision can be extremely
effective in both the short and the longer terms. In their mapping of South African
social movements, for example, Mitlin and Mogaladi (2009) point out that these
movements were concerned with solving concrete problems related to poverty
reduction, such as shelter, human rights, labor, gender, and the environment. To
address these problems, they focused mainly on service delivery, especially the res
toration ofland to those who have been evicted (Mitlin and Mogaladi 2009, 21-22).
NGOs contribute to urban poverty reduction by "often fulfilling the role that gov
ernment agencies should provide-for instance, provision of water, waste removal,
healthcare or the support of centres that assist particular groups (such as centres for
street children)" (Mitlin and Satterthwaite 2004a, 18).In general terms then, the role
of NGOs in service delivery should be complementary to the government and sup
portive to local communities. NGOs operating in this domain should emphasize
the long-term effects of their projects by asking "how will this have to work in the
future, after we leave?"(Collier 2000,121). The answer to this question is crucial not
only for the continuity of the services provided, but also for the sustainability of
their poverty-reducing impacts on targeted communities. The case ofthe Bangladesh
Rural Advancement Committee (BRAe) demonstrates how an NGO can success
fully and sustainably provide a comprehensive package of services to the poor and
even to the poorest.

Many NGOs help the poor directly through service provision, but BRACoccu
pies a particularly important position as "the developing world's largest NGO in
terms of the scale and diversity of its intervention" (Chowdhury and Bhuiya 2004,
371). Founded as a charitable organization in 1972 to help in Bangladesh's reconstruc
tion after the country's liberation war, its humanitarian efforts were later expanded
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to provide more permanent solutions to the problems of vulnerable groups (Lovell
1992, 23; Chowdhury Mahmoud, and Abed 1991, 4; Rahman 2006, 454). BRAe's
development strategy stresses the importance of empowerment and conscientiza
tion, encourages participation and self-reliance, and adopts sustainable and people
centered approaches with a special emphasis on women and the poorest (Stiles2002,
842;Lovell1992, 24-33). This organization is worth careful examination because "it
turns standard notions about development, business, poverty alleviation, and man
agement on their head. And it confronts the idea that the drivers of development in
poor countries must inevitably come from abroad" (Smilie 2009, 3).

Through its innovative services in education, health, agriculture, and income
generation, BRAC has succeeded in bringing about lasting change in the lives of
millions of poor people (Hulme and Moore 2010; Mustafa et al. 1996;Husain 1998).
Four million children (70 percent of them girls) have graduated from its Non
Formal Primary Education program (NFPE) (Lovell1992, 48-50), and "its extensive
network of schools ... provide [s] more non-formal education than the government"
(Stiles2002,843).Millions benefit from BRAe's innovative community-based health
care services and BRAC cooperates with the government to improve the national
health system, with an emphasis on women's health and child survival programs
(Lovell1992, 58;Afsana and Rashid 2001, 79; Streefland and Chowdhury 1990,263).
BRAC also helps the poor through rigorous research that enhances the productivity
of their enterprises, for example through new systems of chick rearing, poultry vac
cination, and improved cattle breeding (Smilie 2009,3). BRAe's poverty reduction
program depends on creating an enabling environment for the poor by promoting
gender equity and human rights; enhancing the poor's access to education, health
care, housing, adequate technology, minimum income, and employment; and
ensuring their entitlement to food and assets (Chowdhury and Bhuiya 2004, 373
376).Through the Rural Development Program, BRACnurtures the entrepreneur
ial capabilities of the poor, while its Rural Credit Project serves the graduates of this
program and helps them not simply by extending credit, but also by encouraging
their collective activities (Chowdhury Mahmoud, and Abed 1991, 11). Its micro
credit schemes have made loans totaling more than $1 billion.

BRAe's most important contribution to poverty reduction is the Income
Generation for Vulnerable Group Development Program, which aims at using "a
combination of food aid, savings and training in activities with low capital require
ments as a means of enabling the marginalized to climb the ladder out of ultra
poverty" (Halder and Mosely 2004, 387). The program has been very effective in
reaching the ultra-poor and has successfully"deepened the outreach of its poverty
reduction activity and achieved impressive results" (Matin and Hulme 2003, 647).
Although BRAe's main focus is on service delivery, it is "gradually moving beyond
a 'supply side' approach, concentrating on the delivery of services or development
projects, to a 'demand side' emphasis, helping communities articulate their prefer
ences and concerns so as to become active participants in the development process"
(Clark 1995, 593). The main reason for BRAC's unprecedented achievement in
reducing poverty is the diversity and complementarity of its activities, which do not

depend only on micro-credit, but use different paths to reduce poverty and vulner
ability through income generation, asset building, and addressing immediate
consumption needs (Matin, Hulme, and Rutherford 2002, 286-287). BRAe's com
prehensive programs, innovative service delivery projects, empowerment strategies,
people-centered approach, and focus on the poorest are the main reasons for its
remarkable success in poverty reduction.

5. SYNERGIES AND LESSONS LEARNED

Each of the three strategies reviewed in brief above interacts with the others. For
example, service delivery can create the necessary knowledge base for advocacy and
policy change, since NGOs will be in a better position to collect the information
required to advocate for pro-poor policies. However, when they operate in service
delivery mode, NGOs also need to be careful not to adopt an exclusively needs
based approach that neglects the poor's human rights, and fails to challenge the
structures and policies that brought about these deprivations in the first place.
Given these mutually reinforcing linkages, an integrative and collaborative approach
is the best way for NGOs to use the data and experience they gain through service
provision to call for wider policy changes in favor of the poor and advocate for
structural transformations that can help sustain these gains over time. NGOs can
also focus on building the local organizational capacity of the poor, strengthening
their ability "to work together, organize themselves, and mobilize resources to solve
problems of common interest. Organized communities are more likely to have their
voices heard and their demands met" (Narayan 2002,vii). But these strategy mixes
are also dependent on the nature of the political environment in which NGOs oper
ate, especially the effectivenessof the state.

The experiences reviewed in this chapter demonstrate that the success ofNGOs
in promoting poverty reduction is dependent on a number of factors. First, the
quality of the relationships between NGOs and the poor is crucial: "the extent of
success also depends upon the extent to which such organizations have resources or
decision-making powers that can support urban poor groups, and on the space
given by such organizations to urban poor groups in defining priorities and devel
oping responses-or, more fundamentally ... in actually conceptualizing participa
tion" (Mitlin and Satterthwaite 2004b, 289).

Second, poverty is multidimensional, and therefore requires the adoption of a
multifaceted strategy. For example, to address inadequate incomes, NGOs need to
provide the poor with relevant training and the skills required to access better-paid
jobs, widen their possibilities for self-production, extend the safety net through
public works programs, and lobby for policy change in the provision of better and
cheaper services. Inadequate and unstable assets can be addressed through emer
gency and asset building credit schemes, nurturing social capital for communal
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access to resources, and improving the poor's access to housing, health, and educa
tion. To overcome the problem of inadequate shelter, NGOs can help the poor to
access new land and reduce building costs in addition to lobbying government to
legalize informal settlements. Deteriorating infrastructure and social services can
be addressed by increasing the capacity of local governments. The poor lack secu
rity, which is why NGOs need to lobby for the establishment of social safety nets,
especially for the most vulnerable groups. Finally, through advocacy and policy
reforms, NGOs can also protect the rights of the poor, enhance their bargaining
power and help them overcome their lack of political voice.

Third, NGOs must personify the values they stand for. While calling for
democracy, development, and social justice, NGOs need to demonstrate that their
organizations adopt these values in their own activities and in their relationships
with grassroots groups. Their role should be one of facilitating community-led
solutions to ensure the sustainability of poverty reduction efforts. Fourth, the suc
cess of NGOs in tackling poverty depends on their adoption of an integrated
approach that combines elements from all three strategies into a mutually sup
portive mix that is appropriate and effective in each context, combining practical
and strategic actions by focusing on concrete, short-term solutions while also
addressing the long-term dynamics that perpetuate poverty. Finally, knowledge
and mutual learning are crucial for enhancing the effectiveness of NGO roles in
poverty reduction. Knowledge helps NGOs not only to design more effective pov
erty reduction policies but also to enhance their bargaining power and credibility
when calling for pro-poor reforms.

6. CONCLUSION

Although NGO achievements in the field of poverty reduction are not always easy
to identify, it is clear that their efforts can help to disseminate a "politics of hope"
and an empowering mindset that inspires the poor and helps them to voice their
demands. NGOs should not lead this process, but they can act as facilitators in ways
that leave enough space for the poor to articulate their own needs. If NGOs are to
playa more effective role in poverty reduction, they need to overcome a number of
limitations. First, they need to move away from a needs-based to an integrative
approach that respects the rights of the poor and helps them to improve their living
conditions in sustainable ways.Service delivery programs managed by NGOs should
not replace government services, but rather complement and strengthen them-as
is the case with BRAe.

Secondly, successfuladvocacy for the rights of poor people is based on adequate
knowledge and deep understanding of their needs, context, and demands. Third, the
impact ofNGOs on policy change islimited so long as they maintain a competitive and
mistrustful relationship with their governments. NGOs need not only to cooperate

with government, but also to coordinate their own activitiesand thus create a unified
front that can lobby for sustainablepro-poor national policies.To do so, they need to
build their own capacitiesand improve the skillsrequired to engagein policy dialogues,
work with grassroots organizations, and develop and articulate credible alternative
policy choicesthat can help to improve the livesof the poor.
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CHAPTER 32

CIVIL SOCIETY AND PEACE

JENNY PEARCE

CIVIL society has come to playa central role in the post-Cold War peace and peace
building agendas, mirroring its trajectory in the fields of development and democ
racy.As many have noted however, civil society is both a normative concept and one
that can be empirically observed (Howell and Pearce 2001).The associational con
tent of this concept can be valued but it can also be counted. Associations can
become part of policy and practice, categorized, and funded. The problem arises
when the normative and empirical aspects of civil society are elided in an effort to
create a neutral tool for application across different contexts. In this process, civil
society becomes used as a collective noun, aggregating multiple and diverse forms
of associationallife and assuming that what "it" ought to be is the same as what "it"
is. In fact any claim to universality is difficult to sustain given the origins of this
concept in the Western Enlightenment, and can easily become vacated of meaning,
as Colas (1997,39-40) has pointed out: "devoid of context, no longer linked to a
particular period or a precise doctrine, gushing out of everyone's mouth at once,
'civil society' acceded at the end of the 1980s to a sort of empty universality. Now
that it has become a label for all sorts of goods, and in certain cases even a mask for
intellectual emptiness, 'civil society' allows people to speak without knowing what
they are saying, which in turn helps them to avoid arguing with each other:'

Despite these strictures, this chapter argues that the concept of civil society is
significant for peace and peace-building, and that it is most useful when articulat
ing the importance, and defending the possibility, of public disagreement and dis
cussion when constructing shared ideas of the good society. Its normative power
lies not in the specific values which different traditions attach to the concept, but in
the general value of aspiring to such a society created through the contested values
of what "good" actually means. Potentially, civil society has a deep affinity with
"peace," another important idea that is often treated in uncontroversial terms as
simply "the absence of war."If, on the other hand, peace is conceptualized as a highly

complex idea that pertains to the human endeavor of building conditions in which
societies can live without violence, it is evident that, like civil society, peace is a site
of disagreement as well as the capacity to reach agreements themselves. Peace is "an
activity of cultivating the process of agreeing" (Cox 1986,12).

The first section of this chapter argues that civil society is conceptually rel
evant precisely because it concerns a plurality of visions that are articulated in a
plurality of ways, all of which ultimately contribute to the peaceful interactions
of human beings. However, this argument must not be confused with empiri
cally observable patterns of associationallife that do not necessarily point in this
direction at all, in fact quite often the opposite. Distinctions between the "civil"
and the "uncivil" therefore need to be explored and, it is argued, retained. The
affinity of civil society with peace and peace-building becomes clear only if this
distinction is clearly understood. A commitment to nonviolent forms of human
interaction, for instance, must surely define a boundary for the idea of civil soci
ety if it is to be meaningful to understandings of human progress. Section 2
focuses on these key distinctions. Section 3 makes the case for maintaining an
explicitly normative, but not hegemonic or homogenous understanding of civil
society which aspires to distinguish itself from an uncivil "Other" by exploring
the contribution of associations to peace-building in practice. Recognizing the
legitimacy and significance of associational dynamics outside of the state has
been of vital-though controversial-importance in efforts to build new norms
for peace in the world, counter violent actors, and build peaceful outcomes after
peace agreements. Civil society is therefore a vital conceptual source of agree
ment-building around such norms.

1. CIVIL SOCIETY AND PEACE:

A NATURAL AFFINITY?

It is frequently argued that civil society and democracy reinforce each other. Is this
also true of peace? What is it about the normative reading of civil society which
makes this a pertinent question? A good starting point for this discussion is to clar
ify what "civil" might refer to. Dictionary definitions of "civil:' from the Latin civis
or "citizen:' contain three main meanings: polite or courteous; concerned with the
law in noncriminal cases;and ordinary, as in not military or religious. All three defi
nitions point to the assumption that certain kinds of human relationships counter
strife and bad behavior, and create a milieu of positive sociability that is indepen
dent of the forces of coercion and religious authority. There are also echoes of
ancient Greek ideas about virtue here, and of the duties that good citizens share
with one another. The Aristotelian version of these ideas added the participation of
the citizen into the picture as "one who is entitled to share in deliberative or judicial
office" (Aristotle, 1981, 87).The Greek polis was itself a response to war and the need
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for villages to come together for mutual protection and to overcome dissension
between families or clans.

The first meaning of civil refers to polite or courteous behavior. During the
Western Enlightenment, this idea became associated with an emergent ideal of
"civility." At the time, however, this ideal developed in the context of an early
expansionist Europe and its efforts to distinguish itself from the "uncivilized Other"
of the worlds it encountered. Adam Ferguson wrote that "the epithets of civilized or
of polished properly refer to 'modern nations; which differ from 'barbarous or rude'
nations principally because of their discretionary use of violence" (quoted in Keane
1996,20). The emergent European civil society was counterposed in this way to the
"barbarian" and the "savage" of the so-called new worlds. In the 1930S, Norberto
Elias explored the civilizing process in Europe in terms of how Western societies,
which in the early Middle Ages were ruled by numerous smaller and greater war
riors, became the "internally more or less pacified but outwardly embattled societies
that we call States" (Elias 2000, xii). He connected this process in Europe to both the
formation of states and the diminishing of intra-elite violence. As the nobility lost
their war functions, so economic and social interdependencies emerged and man
ners of social interaction were refined among elites. This culture filtered through to
other social groups and, as the institutions which enforced the state's monopoly of
power become more effective,greater levelsof security in social life generated stron
ger social interdependencies. Martin Elsner (2001) has traced the decline in elite
violence which ensued, and the rise of economic incentives to reduce violence and
support an effective state monopoly over its use. A long-term decline in adult and
male-on-male violence was accompanied by a "cultural model of the conduct of
life, reinforced and reproduced through social institutions" (Elsner 2008, 301).While
levels of homicide and interpersonal violence did decline in Europe, they did not
disappear.

A parallel process witnessed the rise of organizations and movements against
different forms of violence, from the abolition of slavery in the nineteenth century
to organized campaigns against domestic violence and child abuse in the late twen
tieth century and beyond. Voluntary associations have played a very important role
in de-sanctioning different forms ofviolence in these ways,and a strong case can be
made that "empirical" civil society, and not just the state, has contributed greatly to
the task of peace-building, understood as the process of building the conditions in
which people can live without violence. Equally, the notion that the state unam
biguously limits violence by persuading society of its right to monopolize its use has
proven to be highly problematic. States themselves have been responsible for acts of
extreme violence in their attempts to put down revolts, preserve elite rule or ethnic
domination, and pacify populations.

A second meaning of civil lies in its association with the rule of law,and in par
ticular with noncriminal disputes. At its origins, civil society referred to that form
of association which upholds and promotes the regulatory mechanisms which
enable citizenship to be a meaningful exercise, and which protect individuals from
arbitrary acts of force. Eighteenth-century Europe was locked into a very limited

understanding of citizenship and the law, which in practice were highly skewed
towards the protection of property and wealthy white men. It was through the
actions of new associations, forged first of all in the workplaces of the industrializ
ing world, that emergent ideas of civil and political rights were democratized in a
struggle which lasted into the twentieth century, and which continues in many parts
of the world today. This initial struggle in Europe expanded from male workers in
trade unions to associations which represented other sectors of society such as
women, and black and ethnic minorities. However, it was not these mobilizations
per se which articulated the idea of civil society. Rather, it was the way in which the
interests of particular groups were defended, not against other groups, but in the
name of deepening democracy and the rule of law for all. The democratizing and
regulating character of empirical civil society has contributed to the diminishing of
arbitrary state violence in Europe and elsewhere. Human and civil rights groups,
and legal reform organizations, have made a huge contribution to the reduction of
violence and to peaceful social interactions, as well as to democratization per se.

The third meaning of civil refers to the "ordinary" arena outside of the state,
and originally constructed around autonomy from military and religious power.
This came to be a very important dimension of the concept of civil society at its
birth-as an arena which would tame absolutism and despotism-as well as its
rebirth in the late twentieth century in the course of challenges to authoritarian,
totalitarian, and militaristic states. Here, the normative concept of civil conjures up
the participation of everyday citizens in seeking freedom from arbitrary authority
and other forms of coercion, an idea echoed in the peace movements that have
organized against militarization and the weapons of war, as well as against war itself,
over at least the last one hundred years.

What does this discussion tellus about civilsociety?As a normative concept, civil
society focuses attention on all the violence- reducing, civil,and civilizingcomponents
of human interaction. At the veryleast, it suggests a prima facie case for a connection
with peace. However, its claim to some form of universality and relevance across cul
tures and societies is seriously undermined by its association with the particularities
of the Enlightenment and the project ofWestern liberalism. Eliaswas not, in fact, sug
gesting that the Western trajectory was superior to others, or that it was complete,
even though the discussion often seems to point to such claims. Ernest Gellner, for
example, explicitly argued against the idea that ritual-based and communal groups
belong in a conceptualization of civil society: "Whatever Civil Society turns out to be
it is clearlysomething which is to be contrasted with both successfuland unsuccessful
Ummas, and also with ritual-pervaded cousinly republics, not to mention, of course,
outright dictatorships or patrimonial societies" (Gellner 1994, 43). Instead Gellner
turned to "modular man;' who combines individualism and egalitarianism and is able
to move into and out of his chosen social bonds without societal sanction, while still
being able to construct effective social cohesion against the state.

Gellner's thinking is also relevant to the affinity between civil society and peace.
When "modular man" is emancipated in the way Gellner suggests, the individual
pursuit of self-interest, which was unleashed simultaneously with the rise of the
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market economy, generates new forms of competition and conflict in society as the
moral bonds of communities of neighbors and kinship are loosened. Liberalism has
not dealt very well with the conflict, antagonism, and radical disagreement that
result (Mouffe 2005), in particular with group as opposed to individual claims to
rights (Kymlicka 1995), but nor has it been very good in cultivating agreement, par
ticularly moral agreement, as Alasdair MacIntyre (2007) has argued. In liberal
thinking, civil society is seen as the way in which societies hold together in such
contexts by reconciling the pursuit of individual self interest with the notion that
society must be more than a set of individuals, but not, crucially, by building the
common good.

It was not inevitable that liberal views of civil society would dominate. A paral
lel and very powerful idea of civil society emerged around cooperation and mutual
ism (Black 1984). While such ideas were eventually marginalized, they have been
kept alive in various understandings of societal self-organization such as coopera
tives, and in political ideas such as anarchism and some forms of socialism to this
day. This suggests an alternative thread, even in the West, to the liberal concept of
civil society-one which stresses a different set of values to individual freedom as
negative freedom, of protection against the despotisms of either the state or the
majority, and of values which promote the pursuit of the common good.

Although both understandings of civil society potentially contribute to the
human project of civility, rule-bound governance and freedom from oppression
these providing a framework which enable people to livewithout violence-it is this
other thread in civil society thinking which points to the components of the concept
which aspire to promote the interests of all rather than those of the self-interested
individual or advantaged groups of individuals, and thus construct the conditions
for people to live without violence. The contesting values which flow through the
civil society debate are precisely the reason why one version of this concept cannot
be privileged over all the others. However, civil society does offer a means for address
ing these competing values through the associational dynamics that operate inde
pendently from the state, the market, and the family,so longas they are embedded in
the ultimate value of pursuing shared norms as a necessary goal. Peace is precisely
such a goal-universal in its aspiration, but deeply contested in its content.

2. CIVIL SOCIETY AND VIOLENCE

The adjective "civil" can be attached to war or it can be attached to society, and the
fact that many forms of associational life are rarely civil in the senses discussed
above highlights the need to distinguish the normative aspects of civil society from
empirical realities. Ofcourse, the empirical must also be used to explore the norma
tive potential of a concept. From his historical studies, Michael Mann has drawn the
conclusion that "civil society may be evil":

In civilsociety theory, democracy, peace and tolerance are said to result when
individuals are engaged in vibrant, dense social relations provided by voluntary
institutions, which protect them from the manipulations of state elites (Putnam
1993,2000). This is naive. Radicalethno-nationalists often succeed precisely
because their civil society networks are denser and more mobilizing than those of
their more moderate rivals.This was true of the Nazis ... and we see later that it
was also true of Serb, Croat and Hutu nationalists. Civil Society may be evil"
(Mann 2005, 21),

There is no doubt that people associate for multiple purposes including violence, and
there is ample evidence that associations have been the means by which violent pur
poses and uncivil actions have been nurtured in pursuit of revolutionary, nationalist,
and fascistgoals.After 1925,the extreme Right in Germany permeated the associational
culture of "bourgeois and workers," which had been predominantly liberal or socialist
before 1914. In other words, "the Nazis conquered German civil society from within"
(LudwigHoffman 2006, 83). Associationallife has to be studied empirically to compre
hend these processes.However, this vital empirical work should not be confused with
the normative idealwhich the concept ofcivilsocietyhas represented in its many meta
morphoses in political sociologyand philosophy. Therefore, we must unpack what it is
that makes civil society"civil"as much as that which makes it "evil:'

Social bonds exist in all societal contexts and are part of our humanity. In west
ern liberal discourse, civil society contrasts the senses ofbelonging and identity that
are fixed at birth with those of free association and the search for new identities in
different associational modalities. In so doing, liberalism leads naturally to ideas
about emancipated individualism and the capacity for independent and critical
social action. At the same time, it seeks to distinguish itself from the bonds of soli
darity and belonging which characterize societies which have not embraced the
project of modernity, or which find themselves caught up in this project but at a
disadvantage. The appeal of the liberal concept of civil society is that it emphasizes
cross-cutting interests, so moving people closer to a less sectarian world view. The
danger is that it dismisses all other bonds as unable to contribute to this process by
their very nature, although they may in fact be a source of civility and peaceful
interaction because they are based on alternative values to liberalism which may be
more robust in promoting cooperation and solidarity.

Ethnic heterogeneity is correlated in statistical analyses with an increased pos
sibility of civil war and violence (Hegre, Ellingsen, Gates, and Gleditsch 2001).

However, particularistic solidarities are not inevitably a source of violence or solely
a source of "cousinly ritual," as Gellner expressed it. They can provide precisely the
kind ofsolidarities which protect people from adversity, as well as underpinning the
cooperative values that are important to a more positive view of peace. Some par
ticularistic groups may tend to look inward, precisely because the outside world is
hostile in some way, or because they are protective of time-honored hierarchies.
Others are hybrids, seeking to support their own group while engaging with the
wider world. Overall, it may not be the mode of associationallife that really matters
(as Gellner implied) but the values which lie behind it.
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During the 1990S and 2000S, it became commonplace for participants at civil
society conferences to remind people that the bombers who blew up a federal build
ing in Oklahoma City in 1995 were members ofAmerican bowling clubs, undermin
ing the argument that only primordial ties generate violence as well as Putnam's
emphasis on the positive social capital that bowling clubs supposedly generate
(Putnam 2000). However, it should be pointed out that the Oklahoma bombers were
not acting to defend their bowling club, and it was not the bowling club per se which
generated the bombers. Timothy McVeigh, the driving force behind the bombing,
was a disturbed ex-soldier. His mother had left his father at the age of ten; he was
bullied as a child and fascinated by guns; and he was deeply affected by his experi
ences in the first Gulf war (BBC News 2001).McVeighemerged out of the socializing
process of a particular subculture in the United States, and today there are many
forms ofviolence in the West that reflect an ongoing, unresolved tension between the
way people fashion their individual life journeys and their interdependencies, which
are replete with inequality, discrimination, and competition. High levels of violence
are strongly correlated with high levels of inequality (Wilkinson and Pickett 2009).
Individualistic forms of sociability can also generate conflict and violence.

From the forgoing, it is clear that civil society cannot be about every kind of
social bonds or the trust that they generate, since trust can form among people who
embark on acts of extreme violence. In fact all forms of sociability can generate the
trust which Putnam and others have done so much to link with civil society.
Therefore, trust can be used for adverse purposes too, as Putnam himself came to
acknowledge: "AI Qaeda, for instance, is an excellent example of social capital,
enabling its participants to accomplish goals they could not accomplish without
that network" (2007,138).So what is it about the nature ofsocial bonds that strength
ens the relationship of civil society to peace?

This question is often addressed in terms of the kinds of social capital that are
generated through associational interactions. "Bonding" social capital is contrasted
with "bridging" social capital, with the former bringing together people who are alike
and the latter bringing together those who differ in some important way. Putnam
(2007) suggests that these two forms of social capital are often erroneously counter
posed to each other, as if high levels of bonding can never be compatible with high
levels of bridging, but this depends on the values at stake. Civil society can diminish
violence and build the kind oftrust associated with peace only when it activelycontrib
utes to the conditions for nonviolence, encourages nonviolent forms of social interac
tion, and promotes processes for imagining and constructing the common good across
social and other divides. This was the conclusion ofAhutosh Varshney's (2002) impor
tant study of ethnic conflict and civic life in northern India. Cross-communal civiclife
played a vital role in ensuring that triggers to conflict amongst Hindus and Muslims
did not erupt into extreme violence in some cities in the region, but did erupt where
similar civicinteractions were absent. Such civicvalues do not necessarilytranslate into
either bonding or bridging. Instead they are anchored in building certain kinds of
human interactions and relationships. It is in this sense that Karstedt (2006, 58), in an
essayon the relationship between democracy and violence,argues that it isuniversalistic

bonds that matter when exploring this relationship-not an empty universality but
one which explicitly promotes inclusionary and egalitarian values: "The associational
bonds that develop within civil society provide mechanisms of outreach and general
ized cooperation that can counterbalance individualistic practices ... Trust relation
ships are produced through universal bonds and the inclusionary mechanisms of
democracy, with democratic institutions as equally strong providers and enforcers of
these bonds. These vital socialbonds are endangered by processes like social inequality
and ethnic and religious divisionsthat factionalize society:'

Civil society as a normative concept is not "evil;' since it contains the potential for
building peaceful societies. However, empirical associations do not inevitably con
tribute to either peace or violence.It is only by building distinctions into the concept
that we can enable civil society to be an impetus to peace-thinking and a stimulant to
peace-building in practice. The concept must encourage us to imagine the possibility
of peace as a common good, and a worthwhile goal. This runs the risk of constructing
"uncivil" society as a dichotomous Other to its apparently benign "civil" sibling, and
the real world is not usually so clear-cut. Nuance and complexity have to be invoked,
and a lot of discussion and intellectual effort invested in deciding preciselywhat makes
civilsociety civilin different contexts. However, by insisting on the distinction between
civil and uncivil, attention is drawn to the danger of evacuating civil society of its
content. Civil society must be invested of meaning, not emptied through particular
experiences that masquerade as a universalizing discourse, or through a failure to give
it a clear normative direction. The civil dimensions of the concept emerge clearly
when examined in the light of their potential opposites. Therefore, civil society is
worth retaining as a value-laden ideal, at least until something better replaces it. This
is because it highlights the civil and nonviolent values that are essential to a project
like peace-building. In this sensealso, civil society provides a tool with intellectual and
normative precision that can be used against states that oppress and repress civil soci
ety organisations in the name of their legitimate monopoly of violence. A normative
conceptualization of civil society challenges such abuses morally and enables civil
society organisations to offer justified resistance in the world as it is.

3. CIVIL SOCIETY AND PEACE-BUILDING

Can civil society as a normative ideal illuminate the practice of peace-building? The
complexity underlying the norm-building aspects of empirical civil society has
already been acknowledged, but recognition of such complexity has rarely accom
panied efforts to harness civil society for peace-building at the end of the twentieth
and the beginning of the twenty-first centuries. Instead, peace-building became
associated with what has been called the "liberal peace" (ParisI997; Richmond 2005),
a partial vision based on neoliberal market values which many believe to have intro
duced new sources of division and competition into fragile societies recovering
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from prolonged war and violence. This has led many to abandon civil society as an
ideal, precisely because it became associated with this vision. But rather than aban

doning the concept completely, I argue that it should be retained and its normative
content revitalized to embrace the contingent possibilities that empirical civil soci

ety participation in peace-building implies.

In 1992, in the wake of the end of the Cold War and in a moment of renewed
optimism, the then-United Nations Secretary General, Boutros Boutros Ghali, out

lined his "agenda for peace:' in which post-conflict peace-building became a core
element of international action. This new agenda coincided with the revival of civil

society ideas in Eastern Europe and elsewhere. Peace thinkers such as John Paul

Lederach (1997) were influential in drawing attention to the importance of civil
society actors in ensuring that peace processes did not only involve armed parties at

war. An unprecedented explosion of activity ensued among civil society organiza
tions, many ofwhich emerged with a dedicated portfolio of activities and interest in

peace-building, encouraged by the international donor community.
As these activities began to be scrutinized and evaluated, however, they were

often found to be wanting. As well as theoretical critiques of the entire enterprise,
there were many specific criticisms of concrete practice in particular countries and

contexts (Belloni 2001; Orjuela 2003; Pouligny 2005; Pearce 1999; Pearce 2005).

Pouligny (2005,499-500) sums up the arguments of these critiques as follows:

Ultimately,most outsiders tend to reduce the main characteristics and richness of
any civil society: its diversity. In our frequent quest for homogeneity, we tend to
seek a "consensus" or a "common view";however, this does not exist in any
society,and certainly not in a post-war period. A so-called common belief is
neither necessarynor even desirable for remedying the real problem: a long
contradictory process of defining a new social contract. Historians and sociolo
gists have shown us that such processes rarely unfold in sanctified harmony but
are rather the outcome of successive negotiations or, indeed, of concrete struggles.
Neither can they result from "dogmatic voluntarism" alone. Yet, most donors and
agenciescontinue to believein such a process,as shown by the creation and
sponsoring of a countless number of consortiums and platforms-not to
mention the multiplication of coordination meetings of all kinds that, amongst
other consequences, justify the complaints of leaders of local organizations that
they no longer have time to actually work!

Rather than facilitating activities in each context that supported civil society actors to

open up new spaces, build relationships in and across society, and advocate to the
state, these actors have been drawn into implementing particular models of peace by

the availability and steering effects of funding. For example, a three-year study of civil
society and peace-building by Paffenholz (2009, 2010) took a functional view of

civil society's role in peace-building in order to put more empirical flesh on this criti
cal debate. It identified seven such functions: protection, monitoring, advocacy, social

ization, social cohesion, facilitation, and service delivery. It also used a wide definition
of civil society which included traditional and clan groups as well as profes

sional associations, clubs, and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), but its

understanding of peace-building was quite narrowly focused on the five to ten years
after the end of large-scale organized violence. The study took a more measured view
of the contributions of civil society organizations in such contexts than the overly

optimistic claims of the donors, specifying the phases and moments in which civil

society actors, as opposed to other actors, can playa positive role. It represents a new
generation of efforts to understand the empirical potential of civil society organiza

tions in particular contexts and moments of postwar recovery, and argues that they
can indeed playa significant role alongside other actors. In this way, the study and

others like it help to redeem the relationship between civil society and peace-building,

demonstrating with precision the positive roles that some civil society organizations
play while criticizing others which, for example, remain elite-based and distant from

the main body of society, offering apolitical solutions to deeply political problems.
In Guatemala, for example, donor funding poured into the country in the wake of

the Peace Accords of 1996, creating a well-funded sector of urban-based NGOs. Some
of these NGOs became effectiveadvocates for security sector reform and human rights

protection, but with limited connections to the mostly indigenous and impoverished
rural dwellers who had borne the brunt of army massacres during the country's pro

tracted civil war (Howell and Pearce 2001). The state itself was increasingly under
mined from within by criminal and parallel powers, and was unable to implement the

reforms proposed by civil society organizations. Yet on the margins of donor funding

circles, people did not stop organizing to protect their communities from mining com
panies, demand land reform, and promote the rights of indigenous women, for exam

ple. Some NGOs did manage to retain their roots in these struggles, enabling them to
survive the subsequent decline in donor funding, albeit with difficulty.

The example ofGuatemala highlights the need to distinguish between the roles of
specific forms of organization at particular moments in time in enhancing the poten

tial for fostering the conditions that encourage people to live without violence over
the long term. Peace-building, at least in the sense discussed here, may be less about

highly focused initiatives and more about contingent activities in the civil society

arena which open up societies to competing ideas and values reflecting the complexity
of the search for peace. They might involve challenges to the gender relationships and
expectations of masculinity which perpetuate the male-on-male use of violence

responsible for the vast majority of deaths and injuries in the world. They might ques
tion the assumption that violence in the private sphere is not a problem for the public

policy arena. They might build space for new social actors or previously excluded and
subordinated groups to feel part of the debate about the future of their society. They

might question forms of wealth production, the distribution of resources, and the
nature of security provision. They might, in other words, generate debate about the

nature of the common good in any particular context. Enhancing our knowledge of
civil society as a value-producing and value-contesting arena and how it transforms

each society's understanding of the meaning of, and potential for, peace, could pro
vide much sharper conceptual tools for recognizing when empirical civil society is

truly able to move people in these directions. Such an unashamedly normative inter
pretation of civil society may challenge some of the liberal meanings attached to this
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concept, but it would also move us towards a shared ethical and moral interpretation

of peace-building. Civil society, like peace, could once again become part ofthe politi

cal world, in which societies move towards nonviolent ways of addressing their differ

ences and building the conditions required to live without violence.

4. CONCLUSION

This chapter has argued that conceptually, civil society has an affinity with the idea

of peace, since both revolve around the process of constructing the common good.

Peace must be understood positively as the process of building the conditions for

human beings to live without violence, as well as negatively-as the absence of war,

for example. In this process, empirical distinctions must be made between those

forms of sociability that promote violence and those that build peace, contrasting

civil to uncivil society. Civil society can then be defined in terms of the values which

correlate positively with the goal-directed activities of peace-building. Such ideas

are complex, and the values involved require ongoing public debate and disagree

ment. Universality must be constructed through a complex process of conflict and

contestation in empirical civil societies. There will be no guaranteed outcomes, but

striving for an outcome is a goal in and of itself. In this task, the normative content

of civil society-the shared norms of the "good society"-are essential to the proj

ect of a common humanity. They must be defended if we are to preserve the space

and independence that are necessary for associational life to play its full part in

peace-building effectively.
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CHAPTER 33

CIVIL SOCIETY AND POWER

JOHN GAVENTA

CAN civil society transform power relations, and if so, how and under what condi
tions? These questions are not easily answered. Much depends on what one means
by civil society and one's understanding of power, concepts on which there is little
consensus. Even when agreement exists on the meanings of these concepts, further
debates revolve around complex empirical issues: when is power transformed, and
how do we know it when we see it? Generalizations around these questions are dif
ficult and perhaps even dangerous, since civil society, power, and transformation
are deeply embedded in specific social and political contexts, rooted in historical
processes, and often dynamic and contested in theory and in practice.

Given these challenges, the goals of this chapter are limited. Section 1 briefly
recounts the meanings of civil society and argues that each carries with it a parallel
understanding of power and its components. Section 2 examines the changing
forms and spaces of power, as well as the levelsacross which they occur, and explores
some of their implications for civil society in practice. The third section of the chap
ter explores important, though inconclusive, empirical evidence of civil society's
transformational role. Ultimately, the conclusion suggests, the issue must become
more focused on questions of power for whom, civil society of what kinds, and
which forms of transformation are desirable or desired.

1. CIVIL SOCIETY AND POWER

While there are multiple of definitions of civil society, three broad understandings
stand out in the literature: civil society as a description of types of actors, as a public
sphere or arena, and as a set of norms and values which promote a "good" or more

"civil" society (Edwards 2009). Each approach also carries with it a different set of
assumptions and-implicitly or explicitly-a parallel approach to the understand
ing of power.

In the first of these definitions, civil society is a seen as a set of nonstate, often
nonmarket actors, most commonly including grassroots and professional associa
tions, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), labor unions, churches, and social
movements. The assumption isoften that such civil society organizations will serve
as a counterforce to the unchecked power of state or market actors. Such organiza
tions are seen as agents of empowerment through which citizens develop their
capacities to become aware of their rights and agency, mobilize to act, and pursue
democratizing or social justice aims. While there are many examples of such roles
in practice, the literature is also filled with examples of the opposite behavior
pointing to the role that civilsociety organizations may play in legitimating, rather
than challenging the status quo, as well as to huge variations of power within and
between civil society actors themselves (Bebbington, Hickey, and Mitlin 2007;
Shutt 2009). .

Despite these variations, understanding civil society as a set of actors fits neatly
with an actor-oriented approach to the understanding and analysis of power. In this
view,perhaps most famously articulated by Steven Lukes in his seminal work Power:
A RadicalView (1974), power may be understood as the power of A (one actor or set
of actors) over B (another actor or set of actors). "To put the matter sharply;' Lukes
writes, "A may exercisepower over B by getting him to do what he does not want to
do, but he may also exercise power over him by influencing, shaping or determining
his very wants" (1974,23). From this perspective, understanding civil society's trans
formational role would involve, therefore, examining when civil society organiza
tions and actors are able to shape or alter the actions, agendas, or norms of other
actors, such as states and markets. Such an approach can also be used to examine
the nature of power between and across civil society organizations, such as in
debates on whether larger international NGOs dominate or crowd out smaller com
munity-based associations, or how decisions are shaped within coalitions and social
movements. Note also that while Lukes's approach is very actor-focused, it also
includes the power of actors to shape norms and values.

The second definition of civil society focuses on its role as an arena, space, or
sphere in which public action occurs. This approach draws heavily from other theo
rists in the tradition of Habermas, who examines the nature of deliberation in the
public sphere, and from Gramsci,who saw civil society as an arena standing in ten
sion with "political society;' and which could be a force for hegemony and counter
hegemony. To discuss civil society as an arena immediately raises questions about
how power shapes the nature of deliberation inside it, as well as the boundaries
which surround it. Hayward (1998, 2), for example, challenges the actor-focused
approach and argues for "de-facing power" by reconceptualizing it as "a network of
social boundaries that constrain and enable action for all actors." She argues that
freedom is the capacity to "to participate effectivelyin shaping the boundaries that
define for them the field ofwhat is possible" (1998,12), drawing heavily on Foucault's
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work that challenges the idea that "power is wielded by people or groups by way of
'episodic' or 'sovereign' acts of domination or coercion. Instead, Foucault seespower
as dispersed and pervasive. 'Power is everywhere' and 'comes from everywhere: so in
this sense is neither an agency nor a structure" (Foucault 1998, 63, quoted by Pettit
2010). Rather, "it is a kind of ,metapower' or 'regime of truth' that pervades society,
and which is in constant flux and negotiation:' Power is also a form of ensuring
conformity in society, as seen in Foucault's studies of prisons, schools, and mental
hospitals where people learned to discipline themselves and behave according to
established norms that are communicated through dominant forms of discourse.
For Gramsci, civil society was an also arena where ideas and beliefs were shaped,
especially through knowledge organizations such as the media, universities, and
religious organizations, which in turn could both challenge dominant ideas in a
counterhegemonic way and also "manufacture consent" and reproduce domination
(Gramsci 1971).

In this approach, power is also linked to norms and values, but its key determi
nants are discourse, knowledge, and culture. Those who seek to understand civil
society's role through this framework therefore focus on the nature of discourse and
deliberation within and around the public sphere, as well as the nature of contesta
tion inside it. For Chandhoke (2005,3) for example, civil society, as distinct from
society as a whole, "can be conceived as that part of society where people, as rights
bearing citizens, meet to discuss and enter into dialogue about the polity. It is in this
sense that civil society is absolutely indispensable for democracy in its promise of
an engaged citizenry."Chandhoke points out that the nature of deliberation within
this arena may serve to re-enforce, as well as to challenge, established inequalities, a
point developed by Cornwall and Coelho (2006), who interrogate in practice
whether we can see participatory public spheres as "spaces of change." Others are
even more skeptical about the possibility that civil society can transform power
relations. Drawing on Foucault and others, for example, Lipschutz (2007, 225)

argues that, far from being transformative of power, much of global civil society is
"a central and vital element in an expanding global neo-liberal regime of govern
mentality. Global civil society is constituted out of social relations within that
regime and ... helps to legitimise, reproduce and sometimes transform internally
that regime, its operation and its objectives."

The third definition of civil society as a set of values-including notions of
solidarity and social capital, tolerance and respect for pluralism, courage and
voluntarism-is heavily contested, with critics pointing to the "uncivil" aspects of
some civil society associations, to growing intolerance, and to voluntarism and
empowerment asneoliberal values which can serveto weaken state-based approaches
to achieving the common good. This approach also carries with it a parallel under
standing of power, understood in terms of the purposes for which it is used. One
common understanding sees power as "oppressive" or as "power over" others.
Others, however, see power as productive, as the power to bring about positive
change, mutually constructed by multiple actors, and not a zero-sum game of win
ners and losers. This approach carries with it a focus on power with (similar to civil

society concepts of building horizontal power through associations, networks, and
coalitions), and power within, in which power refers to a recognition of one's inter
nalized sense of agency and empowerment. In this sense, civil society's role in trans
forming power relations may be seen not only in how it confronts negative "power
over:' but also in how it co-constructs a new society with others (Eyben et al. 2006;

Rowlands 1997).
However, for many theorists of power, the norms and culture of the "new" or

"good" society are themselves intertwined with and part of power, not separate
from it. In exploring the relation between culture and power, Bourdieu, for exam
ple, develops the concept of habitus, meaning "the way society becomes deposited
in persons in the form of lasting dispositions, or trained capacities and structured
propensities to think, feel and act in determinate ways" (Wacquant 2005, 316, cited
in Navarro 2006, 16). Actors and their practices are both shaped by and help to
shape these dispositions. AsHaugaard (2002,229) summarizes, "in this sense power
is both interpersonal and systemic. Because individuals exercise it over each other,
power is negative, but equally, since strategy entails habitus, order and culture, is
simultaneously positively constructive."

Hence, for each approach to civil society-as an actor, arena, and set of
values-there are parallel ways to understand and analyze power. Each approach
finds within it examples of civilsociety both as transformative of power and also as
shaped by and constitutive of it. While these broad schools of thought are useful,
more specific tools are required to analyze the workings of power in any given
context.

2. THE CHANGING NATURE OF POWER AND THE

CHALLENGES FOR CIVIL SOCIETY

Whatever conceptual approach isdeployed, it is clear that the nature and manifesta
tions of power are changing, with strong implications for civil society. The rise of
concepts of co-governance, which link states and societies in new forums (Ackerman
2004), or of public-private partnerships, social enterprise, and "philanthrocapital
ism" (Edwards 2010), mean that neat divisions between civil society, market, and
state begin to give way, leading to a focus on "networked governance" or networks
of power rather than on single actors alone (Hajer and Wagenaar 2003). With the
rise of global governance and new sites of authority, the analysis of power must also
address the multitiered and multilayered spheres that are emerging, and their inter
actions, rather than focus on anysingle public sphere (Bererenskoetter and Williams
2007). And with the growth of knowledge and expertise, social media, and the inter
net as tools of "soft power" for winning "hearts and minds" (Lukes 2007), more
attention must be paid to how values and cultures of power and powerlessness are
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constructed and maintained, as well as resisted and challenged. As Beck (2005,3-4)

writes, "politics is no longer subject to the same boundaries as before, and is no
longer tied solely to state actors and institutions, the result being that additional
players, new roles, new resources, unfamiliar rules and new contradictions and con
flicts appear on the scene. In the old game, each playing piece made one move only.
This is no longer true of the new nameless game for power and domination."

In a long tradition of work on power and democracy, power is often under
stood in its visible forms, by focusing on who participates in, and benefits from, the
shaping of decisions in public arenas. In an earlier work based on experience in an
Appalachian valley where quiescence rather than voice seemed to be the response to
high levels of inequality, I challenged that view, drawing upon Lukes's three "faces"
or "dimensions" of power that sought to explain not only the visible, but also the
hidden and invisible forms of power (Gaventa 1980). More recently, I have argued
that these faces of power constitute but one continuum or dimension. When con
sidered in relationship to civil society, power can also be understood in relation to
the spaces or arenas of power from the claimed to the closed, as well as to the levels
of power, from the local to the global. Linking these three dimensions of forms,
levels, and spaces, one can construct a "power cube" in which power shapes and is
shaped by each dimension, and in which power can simultaneously be used as a
form of resistance as well as domination (Gaventa 2006).

This approach has already been used by civil society actors to analyze the pos
sibilities and pathways for transforming power in their work (Participation, Power
and Social Change Team 2010). While one can approach this task from any dimen
sion of power, it is important to recognize that each dimension is only part of the
picture, and is constantly interacting with the others. Byunderstanding the interac
tive nature of power in this way,we can also begin to assess the transformative pos
sibilities of civil society in challenging power, as well as how civil society itself is
shaped by power relations of various kinds.

The first dimension of the power cube focuses on the forms of power, as they
affect what voices and issues emerge and predominate in the public sphere. The first
form (or what Lukes referred to as "face") of power refers to visible power and is
closely linked to theories of how pluralist democracy is supposed to work. It may be
seen, for example, through analyzing who wins and who loses in the public arena,
such as town meetings, legislative councils, village councils, or other settings. Yet as
power theorists confirm, power is rarely fully visible. Equally important are forms
of hidden power which help to shape the public agenda, organizing some actors,
issues, or values into the public arena and onto the agenda while discouraging or
preventing the inclusion of others (Bachrach and Baratz 1962). As Schattschneider
(1960,105) put it: "whoever decides what the game is about decides who gets in the
game:' But even more insidious than the power to control the agenda through the
suppression of voices and issues, argued Lukes (1974), is the power to keep issues
from arising at all through the shaping of values and consensus, or the internaliza
tion of forms of powerlessness such that conflict does not arise in the first place
what we now know as invisible power (VeneKlassenand Miller 2002; Gaventa 2006).

These latter forms of power connect to Gramscian ideas of hegemonyor to Foucault's
understanding of how knowledge is used in disciplinary waysby shaping the bound
aries and norms of public discourse.

For civil society actors and organizations that seek to promote transformation,
each dimension of power has produced an array of political repertoires. Public are
nas are full of interest groups, NGOs, professional associations, social movements,
and others who use advocacy to debate, influence, and shape decisions on key pub
lic issues. Sometimes, such groups are critiqued for becoming more and more pro
fessionalized, encouraging a model of speaking for rather than with or by the people
directly concerned. Other traditions have focused on mobilizing popular participa
tion through people-based advocacy designed to challenge the hidden faces of
power which keep certain voicesor issues off the agenda (Clark et al. 2002). A third
tradition has focused on challenging how power shapes ideas and socializes people
to internalize a sense of powerlessness-as seen, for example, in the awareness
building and popular education work of Paulo Freire-inspired conscientisation pro
grams or in feminist approaches that start at the personal level to build power "from
within." Others have argued that only when all of these repertoires come together
through advocacy, mobilization, and awareness-building does transformative
change begin to occur.

While such approaches focus on the forms ofpower and how to challenge them,
the second dimension of the cube looks at the spaces of power, at whereas well as
how power is made visible.As with the forms of power, one can think of a contin
uum of types of spaces. From the perspective of civil society actors, many decision
making spaces of the state and the market-and indeed of civil society actors
themselves-remain highly closed, removed from public scrutiny and participa
tion. At the other end of the spectrum are claimed or created spaces of engagement
such as voluntary associations, social movements, and local debating or cultural
groups, which ordinary people themselves create. Lying between these two posi
tions are an increasing array of "invited;' "cogovernance," or "hybrid" public spaces
in which citizens engage states and markets through formal or informal consulta
tive and decision-making mechanisms (Cornwall 2002).

Each of these types of spaces is filled with, and is reflective of, the power rela
tions that surround them, and each is associated with distinct traditions of civil
society action that try to challenge how power is manifested. Campaigns for greater
transparency, freedom of information, and public accountability have tried to open
up spaces that were previously closed, while other approaches have urged the
responsible exercise of power within these campaigns themselves. At the other end
of the spectrum a huge literature exists on the contribution ofpeoples' associations,
social movements, and cultural groups to citizen empowerment, countering hege
monic ideas, and contesting power, as well as critiques of the forms of power and
exclusion that develop within these spaces themselves. Increasingly, studies of
hybrid public spaces are asking important questions about who participates and
deliberates within them, what issues reach the agenda, and whether more participa
tory forms of governance which link civil society and the state in new ways lead to
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different and more democratic outcomes than more elitist approaches (Spink et al.
2009). Here too growing evidence exists that transformational change comes not
through a single strategy or in a single space,but through alliances and mechanisms
which link "champions" on the inside of closed spaces with pressures from outside,
a conclusion which challenges the notion that civil society mobilization by itself is
a sufficient condition for progressive change (Green 2008; Gaventa and McGee
2010).

These spaces of power-from closed to "claimed"-are cross-cut by the differ
ent levelsof power and the dynamics that exist between them, constituting the third
dimension of the power cube (Gaventa 2007). A growing literature on global gover
nance warns of the dangers of focusing only on the "local;' or the "national" in a
globalizing world, requiring consideration of the role of global or transnational
civil society in emerging political regimes (Edwards and Gaventa 2001; Batliwala
and Brown 2006). To some extent the debate on the levelsand sites of power is not
new. For many years, those concerned with this subject have argued about where
power is located. Feminist scholars have challenged the focus by political science on
the search for power in the public sphere, arguing for the primacy of power rela
tions at the intimate or household level. Some argue that participatory practice
must begin locally, because it is in the arenas of everyday life that people are able to
resist power and construct their own voice. Others argue for the importance of the
nation state and its role in mediating power relations, suggesting that the possibili
ties of local spaces often depend on the extent to which power is legitimated and
regulated nationally. But for many, the study of power can no longer be focused
only on one particular level or place. As Held and McGrew (2003,11) write, for
example, "the exclusivelink between territory and political power has been broken.
The contemporary era has witnessed layers of governance spreading within and
across boundaries:'

For scholars and activists concerned with change, this reconfiguration of politi
cal power also has enormous consequences. On the one hand, the globalization of
power has created a vast array of political opportunities beyond the national level in
which civil society actors can engage, by demanding greater transparency and
accountability, participating in policy formulation and monitoring, and pressing
for formal mechanisms for redress (Scholte 2002). But not only do these shifts open
up broader possibilities for action by relatively powerless groups at anyone level,
they also create new opportunities through the interaction of the different levels
themselves. Those seeking to act on local or national injustices may choose to con
front those perceived to be responsible by acting at other levelsof power, in order to
exercise their voice and express their demands. Keck and Sikkink (1998, 13), for
example, demonstrate how advocacy networks may employ a "boomerang pattern;'
in which "state A blocks redress to organizations within it; they activate networks,
whose members pressure their own state and (if relevant) a third-party organiza
tion, which in turn pressure state A."

However,just as new levelsand spacesbring opportunities for civilsociety actors
to engage with and confront power relations, so they also raise new challenges

concerning civil society's own power and legitimacy. Increasingly in the civil society
literature, questions are asked about representational issues such as "who speaks for
whom" across boundaries, and about possible disconnections or tensions between
civil society actors at the global,national, and local levels (Batliwala 2002; Van Rooy
2004). Demands for accountabilityamong other state and nonstate actors have led to
corresponding pressures for civil society organizations to strengthen their own
accountability as well. Gaventa and Tandon (2010,4) find that "for some citizens,
there are new opportunities for participation in transnational processes of action,
resulting in the emergence of a new sense of global citizenship and solidarity. Yet for
many other ordinary citizens, changes in global authority may have the opposite
effect,strengthening the layersand discourses of power that limit the possibilities for
their local action, and constraining-or at least, not enabling-a sense of citizen
agency:' Much depends, they argue, on the forms of mobilization, the role of media
tors, and the politics of knowledge that shape the possibilities and practices of citi
zenship in response to changes in the global landscape.

While looking at each dimension of power, it is equally important to under
stand the constant and dynamic interaction of these forms, spaces, and levels of
power with each other. The spaces of power affect whose voice and knowledge are
visible inside them, while mobilization across the levels of power can serve to
strengthen certain voices in the public arena and create new forms of exclusion for
others. Totransform power fundamentally suggests that actors must be able to work
across forms, spaces, and levels simultaneously--a scope and range of action that
few civil society organizations can accomplish alone. Ultimately, such an analysis
suggests, a key challenge for civil society is how to develop more democratic and
cross-cutting alliances which alsoaddress questions of representation and account
ability. From this perspective, the power of civil society to foster change is deeply
linked to how it engages with issues of its own power within, with, and over others.

3. THE TRANSFORMATIVE POTENTIAL

OF CIVIL SOCIETY
.......................................................................................................................

At least in the world of international development, there has been an implicit
assumption over recent decadesthat greater participation by civil society actors will
lead to outcomes that are positive.At the same time, the evidence surrounding this
assumption, and the conditions under which it is correct, are mixed-with some
arguing for the empirical virtues of civil society engagement and others stressing its
risks and failures. In the larger literature on civil society and democracy one sees
similar debates, with some pointing to the contributions of civil society to deepen
ing democracy (e.g., Wainwright 2005), and others warning of the darker side of
civic engagement. In attempting to shed light on these debates, Gaventa and Barrett
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(2010) draw from one hundred casestudies of citizen action across twenty countries
to answer the following question: "What difference does citizen engagement make?"
Using a meta-synthesis approach, they coded over 800 examples of citizen engage
ment in associations, social movements, and campaigns, or participatory forms of
governance with the state, which produced both positive and negative outcomes.
While the study does not focus on power per se, it provides a useful framework
through which to explore how these forms of citizen action have contributed to
broader processes of social and political change.

On the one hand, the study offers a fairly positive narrative. Of the 800 out
comes coded, 75percent were considered "positive" in terms of their contribution
to strengthening democracy and development. On the other hand, the study
issues strong warnings about the risks of engagement; for every type of positive
outcome, there are parallel or mirror images which can also be much more nega
tive. The first important outcome of citizen engagement sounds almost tautologi
cal, but it confirms an argument long found in thinking on participation and
democracy: citizen action serves to create "better citizens" (Pateman 1970).

Engagement is itself a way of strengthening a sense of citizenship, and the knowl
edge and sense of awareness necessary to achieve and activate it. It can also
strengthen the practices and efficacy of citizen participation through more effec
tive action, the transfer of skills across issues and arenas, and the thickening of
alliances and networks. These, the study argues, are not only "intermediate" out
comes, but they are also ends in and of themselves, and they help to measure the
health of civil society and the dispositions and efficacy of the citizens who ani
mate it. For example, Kabeer, Mahmud, and Castro (2010) explore the impact of
membership in civil society organizations in Bangladesh and find clear evidence
of how it helps to build awareness of rights and political capabilities among the
citizenry-but also that it does not always do so. Much depends on the style of
mobilization undertaken by the organizations themselves. Those that focused
only on service delivery or the provision of micro credit, for example, were found
to have little impact on political empowerment, whereas those that took a broader
social mobilization approach were seen to bring about change in political and
social as well as economic arenas.

In turn, greater awareness among citizens, coupled with stronger citizenship
practices, can challenge the status quo more effectively, helping to contribute to the
building of more responsive states which can deliver services, protect and extend
human rights, and foster a culture of accountability. They can also contribute to a
broader sense of inclusion among previously marginalized groups in societyand-at
least potentially-increase social cohesion across different communities. Strong
examples may be seen, for example, in efforts by the Treatment Action Campaign in
South Africa to challenge national policies as well as public norms on HIV/AIDS
(Friedman 2010), and in the work of the freedom of information movement in
India, which not only changed the law, but also helped to empower thousands of
ordinary citizens to use the law for independent action (Baviskar 2010).

However,while providing compelling evidence of the positive outcomes of citi
zen engagement, the study also recognizes that such participation is not always used
for positive purposes. It can lead to a sense of disempowerment and a reduced sense
of agency, or to new knowledge dependencies, or to re-enforced exclusion due to
new forms of awareness. Although engagement can contribute to strengthened
practices of participation, at other times participation is perceived as meaningless,
tokenistic, or manipulative. In other instances, it can contribute to new skills and
alliances,but which are used for corrupt or other nonpositive ends, or are captured
by elites,or raise new issues of accountability and representation. Participation can
challenge state power but can also come up against bureaucratic "brick walls" and
reprisals, including violencefrom state actors against those who challenge the status
quo. And new spaces for civil society engagement can reinforce old hierarchies
based on gender, caste,or ethnicity; and contribute to greater competition and con
flict across groups who compete for recognition and resources in new ways.

4. CONCLUSION
.......................................................................................................................

As these findings make clear, civil society engagement is not in and of itself inher
ently transformative, though it has transformative potential. The studies from
which they are taken go on to point to a number of factors that affect the degree to
which this potential is realized. First, the nature and quality of mobilization and
associational strategies matter greatly, not just the size or density of civil society
organizations alone. Second, the ability to develop links and alliances with reform
ers inside the state and other institutions is critical, since civil society groups can
rarely achieve major change alone. Third, changes in globalization, including the
rise of new forms of communications and networking beyond borders, pose new
opportunities for action, while also offering new barriers to inclusion. As section 2

concluded, the capacity to link action and activities across spaces, forms, and levels
of power is necessary because transformation requires multidimensional and com
plex approaches to change, not a single magic bullet.

While these emerging lessons are important, more work is obviously needed. A
key task for the future-for theorists and practitioners alike-is to move beyond
simplistic debates about the "virtues" or "failures" of civil society. Through more
rigorous empirical work, we need to develop higher-order and more nuanced theo
ries of the ways in which states, markets, and civil societies interact in different
regimes to explain differential outcomes. In turn, far more robust understandings
are required of how concepts and practices of civil society intersect with theories
and manifestations of power, and of how, and under what conditions, civil society
actors, arenas, and valueswill transform, rather than reproduce, unjust and unequal
power relations.
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CHAPTER 34

CIVIL SOCIETY
AND THE MARKET

SIMON ZADEK

ENCOUNTERS with business and the market have been woven throughout the his
tory of civil society for at least three hundred years, but the pace and intensity of
these encounters has increased dramatically since the fall of the Berlin Wall and the
birth of corporate social responsibility in the late 1980sand early 1990S. Some see
markets and civil society as natural allies,mutually dependent and working together
to resolve social problems. Others see them as necessary antagonists, creating change
out of conflict to avoid the co-optation that might strip them of their distinctive
strengths and values. And a large and emerging middle ground finds inspiration in
combining elements from both these views, celebrating the birth of new institu
tions that can no longer be categorized as belonging to one sector or the other. Can
and does civil society transform markets, and if so how and to what long-term
effect?

This chapter answers these questions by exploring three levelsof effects of con
temporary forms of civil society action on the behavior of market actors, and evalu
ating their social, environmental, and economic impacts. The tactical level of action
concerns itself with the specific results of such efforts, such as a campaign against a
corporation; the strategic level asks whether a more ambitious agenda and potential
for change has been sacrificed in return for less substantive tactical successes; and
the systemic level explores whether the underlying conditions for civil society action
on market transformation are themselves shifting in the light of experience and
broader global changes. If so, what are the implications of this shift? These three
levelsof action are woven through the analysis that follows,which begins by setting
the debate in context and explaining the rise of "civil regulation;' and then provides
a brief summary of civil society's impact. Sections 3 and 4 explore new economic

CIVIL SOCIETY AND THE MARKET

and geopolitical developments that complicate and enrich the encounter between
civil society and the market, and section 5 concludes by re-evaluating the results of
these encounters in the light of these new developments.

1. CIVIL SOCIETY AND THE MARKET

Civil society has always sought to influence markets and reshape their impact
(Korten 1995). Contemporary experience should be appreciated in that context, but
it must also be explored for its specific forms and outcomes (Zadek 2007). Since the
late 1980S, the landscape of civil society engagement with business has been trans
formed, with many more, and more diverse, civil society actors, more extensive and
intimate engagement between what historically were often oppositional forces, and
more complex civil society strategies and tactics designed to affect the drivers of
change, from traditional public pressure through to codesign with business, and
even coinvestment and coproduction of innovative products and processes with
potential for more benign societal impacts. Changing geopolitics are playing an
increasingly important role, with the growing presence of civil society and business
actors from the South mixed in with the voices of their governments and their
underlying political cultures and institutional arrangements.

If ever a field of practice was in rapid flux, it is the relationship between civil
society and markets. With this flux have come profound disagreements over strate
gic options and their consequences. The professionalization of large parts of civil
society has brought with it not only pragmatic compromises necessary to satisfy
their need for resources, but also new patterns of social identity among practitio
ners and in their politics, values and lifestyles (Chambers 1993; Said 1996). Multi
billion-dollar programs to address health and education, for example, can only be
accessed or mobilized if engagement with business is preferred to tackling the more
profound challenges that concern ownership, governance, and the institutionalized
objectives of profit. And even where deals are struck and new standards set, old
battle lines are reopened when basic rights have to be renegotiated in the light of
new cadres of businesses that emerge from political cultures unafraid to reshape
priorities or even fundamental norms as enshrined in international conventions.

Whether or not to engage with business is no longer a useful question.
Engagement covers a diverse range of options, and nonengagement is an increas
ingly implausible proposition given the interdependence of civil society actions
with market-based technologies, communications pathways, and sources of exper
tise and resources (Elkingtol1and Hartigan 2009). Autonomy must be an objective
requirement of engagement, but it can no longer be synonymous with complete
independence or other framing conceptions of purity of approach or community.
The sheer range of these approaches belies comprehensive treatment in a chapter of
this length. Therefore, the emerging-and contentious-roles of civil society as
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market actors themselves through procurement, ownership, and social enterprise,
and their adoption of business-like institutional arrangements, processes, and cul
tures, are not considered here (Edwards 2010). My focus is on the successes and
failures of civil society's attempts to shape markets through what has been called
"civil regulation" (Zadek 2007).

2. THE SUCCESSES AND FAILURES

OF CIVIL REGULATION

Civil regulation, the capacity of civil society to change market rules through direct
pressure rather than the traditional route of lobbying for statutory changes, was
born out of a particular moment in corporate development and broader political
history (Vogel 2006). Neoliberal economic policies implemented during the 1980s
undermined the social contract between business and Western societies, a fragmen
tation that was reinforced because the feared counterpoint of the Soviet Union
could no longer be invoked (Gray 2000). At the same time, a rapid shift in the locus
of economic value from production up the value chain towards the brand, marked
out a period of remarkable success for Northern-based corporations across global
markets, driven in particular by the ethos of privatization that opened markets up
and at the same time further fractured the underlying social contract that was medi
ated by the state. Simultaneously, the rise of the Internet and the capacity of rela
tively resource-poor civil society organizations to mobilize media-friendly action
was matched by the emergence of the first generation of multinational nongovern
mental organizations (NGOs) such as Oxfam and the Worldwide Fund for Nature,
which mirrored the rise of their corporate counterparts as had labor unions in the
early development of industrial capitalism.

Civil regulation has largely relied on corporations' sense of brand vulnerability,
which perhaps ironically increases in highly concentrated, oligopolistic markets.' In
the second half ofthe 1990S, businesses increasingly yielded to civil society demands
before stiffening their position because of concerns about brand damage and asso
ciated financial losses. Campaigning was founded on several iconic cases, including
Shell's reversal of its decision to sink the Brent Spa Oil Platform in the North Sea in
the face of a media-savvy Greenpeace campaign, and the anti-Nike sweatshop cam
paigns that, to some, demonstrated all that was wrong with globalization and capi
talism in general (Zadek 2004). In some instances real damage was done by these
actions, reinforcing the view for a time that campaigns of almost any form were a
potentially lethal force. However, over the years this simplistic view has eroded with
more experience of what does and does not count in practice, and as important,
how best to inoculate the corporation against the force of civil society action. Nike
still faces a steady stream of actions by anti-sweatshop campaigners, yet no longer

reacts with the same fear that marked their earlier responses. Today, British
Petroteum (BP), once a leading corporate advocate of sustainability, feels it can
walk away from civil society-business coalitions such as the U.S. Climate Action
Partnership despite this being a "significant blow for the campaign to bring in car
bon dioxide emissions controls in the U.S.;' with little fear of redress from civil
society.'

Several changes underpin this shift in behavior. Through experience, businesses
have learned to distinguish where real brand threats exist. Competitive pressures
have intensified, making it harder for businesses to make changes that, even in
the short term, disadvantage them in the marketplace. And new, less campaign
vulnerable business leaders are emerging in the South, a point I return to below.
The most significant change, however, has been the development of closer relation
ships between business and civil society. Across many fields, their relationship has
evolved from their traditional roles as "poachers and gamekeepers" to one of
"uncomfortable bedfellows:' The Worldwide Fund for Nature has led the way in
creating global partnerships with individual corporations, including high-profile
agreements with the Coca Cola Company and the French cement giant Lafarge."
Labor activists have joined with their erstwhile corporate targets in forming inter
national, multicompany initiatives such as the Ethical Trading Initiative and the
Fair Labour Association.' Human rights activists and anticorruption groups have
joined forces with mining companies in the Extractive Industries Transparency
Initiative and the Voluntary Principles on Security and Human Rights." And health
activists sit together with the world's largest pharmaceutical companies through the
Global Alliance for Vaccines Initiative and other multi-billion-dollar partnerships
designed to deliver health servicesto poor communities."

Today,there are hundreds of initiatives that together have created a "soft gover
nance web;' spread across every market and issue from nanotechnology to fish.'
These initiatives have sought to reshape markets by blending voluntary rules for
business to follow, public and private finance, and the combined competencies of
civil society, business, and government in delivering innovative designs and imple
mentation practices. Some of these initiatives have achieved significant market pen
etration. The Marine Stewardship Council, for example, covers 10 percent of the
global wild fish catch, and the Equator Principles cover more than 80 percent of
cross-border project investments." Such collaborative ventures have influenced the
broader political narrative about public policy and international development. For
example, President Lula of Brazil signaled a new contract with business as part of
his election campaign's attempts to bridge the traditional gap between the Working
Party's historical constituencies and business, especially financial capital (Zadek
2006a).

Civil society has and does transform how business is done, of that there is no
doubt. Just as black South Africans boycotted white businesses during apartheid, so
Chinese consumers vilified and abandoned French-owned shops, at least temporar
ily, when French President Sarkozy met with the Dalai Lama in December 2008.9

Nestle, Nike, McDonalds, and Shell have joined a long list of global businesses that
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have visibly yielded to the perceived threat of damage to their cherished brand val
ues created by targeted campaigns by community groups, environmental and
human rights organizations, and labor unions. Such actions have clearly made a
difference. Greater corporate transparency, new codes of conduct, a mainstream
profession of social auditing that was considered exotic in the 1990s,IO and collab
oratively developed standards on everything from sustainable forestry to Internet
privacy have shaped corporate practices and improved the lot of workers in global
supply chains, communities located around mining operations, indigenous groups
protecting their bio-homes, and endangered species from whales to tree frogs.II It is
no longer possible to be a Western mainstream consumer brand and not commit to
labor and environmental standards down one's global supply chain, just as it would
be tough for any major Western financial institution funding major infrastructure
projects not to sign up to the Equator Principles. In such senses, the basis on which
business is done has been transformed, not merely the behavior of specific busi
nesses that have been targeted by public campaigns. Progress has clearly been made
through these new forms of collaborative governance (Slaughter 2005).

However, the disappointments have also been visible and troubling. An early
casualty was the Global Alliance for Workers and Communities, which was closed
down in 2004 after its main sponsors, the International Youth Foundation, Nike,
Gap, and the World Bank, accepted that the initiative had failed to gain traction
amongst the business, activist or development communities.P Far more disturbing
was the effectivecollapse in 2006 of the much-vaunted Atlanta Agreement to secure
child-free stitching ofleather footballs in Sialkot, Pakistan. This turn of events was
startling to many, if only because of the high-profile engagement of many interna
tional players in brokering and implementing the deal, notably the International
Labor Organization (ILO), the Savethe Children Fund, and the international labor
movement. More generally, these new forms of collaborative governance, at least in
their initial formulation, have succeeded in overcoming old impasses, but have only
rarely generated the level of transformational change required to address the chal
lenges at stake. Even those that addressed the roles of governments have had limited
impact to date. This is obvious when it comes to corruption. Many anticorruption
initiatives have emerged under pressure from civil society, governments, and some
times business itself, including the Extractive Industry Transparency Initiative
(EITI), the World Economic Forum-sponsored Partnership Against Corruption
Initiative (PACI) and initiatives driven by single institutions such as Transparency
International and the Soros-backed Revenue Watch Institute. 13 But corruption con
tinues unabated. In Nigeria alone, an estimated $400 billion in oil revenues since
the 1960shas been stolen by politicians and civil servants."

Hence, one can also conclude that civil society has failed to transform the basis
on which markets function, particularly the ways in which businesses profit from
externalizing costs onto the shoulders of others. After two decades of global action
on business accountability, the financial sector was still able to impose history's
largest-ever exercise in taxation without representation during the crisis of 2009,
destroying trillions of dollars of wealth in the process, accumulating trillions more

in public debt, and putting tens of millions of people out of work. Despite the
weight of public anger that resulted, the U.S.government failed to impose meaning
ful regulation on those who caused these problems, thus accelerating an underlying
shift of power from the North Atlantic to Asia and the Pacific. Similarly, a global
climate deal was not forged in Copenhagen in 2010, mostly as a result of the actions
of several thousand corporate lobbyists in Washington, nc. who successfully bur
ied what might have been the last opportunity for concerted action on climate man
agement' in exchange for a few additional percentage points in share values and
short-term profits (Gore 2008).Corporate capture of the regulatory process, at least
in the United States, is self-evident, rendering virtually irrelevant any theory that
conceives of the state as an effective gamekeeper.

In each of these cases, civil society was actively engaged, but proved largely
irrelevant in practice. It is true that organizations such as Ceres that represent many
civil society organizations and progressive businesses in the United States have suc
ceeded in persuading the Securities and Exchange Commission to mandate that
companies reportpublicly on material climate risks." But while this is a significant
milestone in the evolution of corporate disclosure and the place of the environment
in risk management, the evidence from earlier, comparable developments in U.K.
company law is that such successes do not readily translate into substantive changes
in performance. The global climate negotiations themselves were certainly ampli
fied, but arguably weakened by, the incoherence of civil society either as a serious
professional lobbying force or as a street-level platform for protest.

3. THE RISE OF NEW ACTORS
.......................................................................................................................

Realigning business responsibilities in society is never easy. Old ways are deeply
embedded in the fabric of markets and the psychology of those who create and lead
them. But such "old ways"are now themselves subject to a different challenge that
threatens to overturn the terms of the debate about civil society and market trans
formation. That challenge is provided by a new cadre of emerging economic and
political powerhouses, notably (and perhaps in order of importance) China, India,

Brazil, Russia, and South Africa.
Existing global businesses complain that emerging economy businesses are

competing unfairly by ignoring social and environmental standards. Emerging
economy businesses and governments in turn accuse the international media of
bias, and argue that sustainability standards institutionalize an uneven playing field
in favor of European and North American firms. Since such standards emerge in
most cases from the threat or actuality of destructive actions against business by
civil society organizations, the perception in the South is that they are in effect
policed by Northern NGOs on behalf of multinationals in the North. The good
news is that responsible leadership is far from being the preserve of the Northern
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business community. The Brazilian body-care innovator, Natura, for example, the
Indian conglomerate Tata, and South Africa's mining giant Anglo American are
among a growing number of iconic emerging economy companies that match or
exceed sustainability benchmarks set by the best practices of their Northern coun
terparts. The Global 100, a prestigious ranking of the world's one hundred most
sustainable, publicly listed companies, includes twelve emerging economy compa
nies in its list for 2010, up from zero in 2005.16

Leveraging such exemplary practices to the mainstream of the market requires
generally accepted standards, the same challenge that drove campaigning NGOs to
engage in the development of the first generation of sustainability standards in the
1990S. In this second round, the role of civil society in advancing such standards will
be key,but this time faced by the growing importance of business communities in
emerging economies. Civil society actors in Brazil and South Africa, for example,
have extensive experience in sustainability standards. Post-apartheid South Africa
has developed many voluntary social compacts between businesses, labor, civil soci
ety,and government, mainly focused on black empowerment, but also dealing with
pervasive social and economic challenges such as HIV/AIDS. Similarly, Argentina
and Brazil have advanced a raft of voluntary sustainability standards such as the
Sustainable Soya Roundtable."

Elsewhere the challenge for civil society is both greater and different. China, in
particular, will be hugely influential for the next generation of business standards in
international markets (Brautigam 2010). As one senior executive of a North
American company based in Shanghai commented in 2010, "China is developing
10,000 new standards with every intention of placing them at the heart of tomor
row's global markets-the question is not whether these standards will be influen
tial, but rather what will be in them.?" Yetunlike in Brazil and South Africa,Chinese
businesses and the Chinese government are both inexperienced in-and in the
main resistant to-engaging with civil society actors in the development of such
standards, let alone in their stewardship. There are exceptions: for example some
Chinese companies have signed up to existing civil society-business partnership
standards such as the Forest Stewardship Council and the Global Reporting
Initiative, and China is an active participant in the development of the International
Organization for Standardization (ISO)'s social responsibility standard (SR26000).
Yet as long as domestic experience of collaboration is weak, it is hard to imagine
engagement with civil society becoming core to how China does business
internationally.

Civilsociety's role in transforming markets is therefore further challenged by the
growing economic power of the South. A new generation of global businesses may
be less inclined to respond to civil regulation, especially if their domestic constitu
ents (both governments and consumers) are less engaged or are actively disassoci
ated with such issues. On the other hand, these profound geopolitical changes
empower civil society to engage with a growing middle class in emerging economies
in order to increase their interest and willingness to respond to the ethics of consum
erism and employment choices. Recent public opinion polls of Chinese citizens

indicate the rise there of the ethicalconsumer. Some 98percent of respondents to one
independent survey said they werelikelyto be more loyaland motivated as employees
if the company demonstrated a strong commitment to social responsibility, and
81 percent said they felt their choices as consumers could affectcompany behavior.19

4. BEYOND THE BUSINESS CASE

The business case dimension of thinking has been the single most important driver
behind mainstreaming the practice of corporate social responsibility, and lies at the
heartofhow civilsocietyhas soughtto act directly in reshaping markets (Schmidheiny
1992). At its most straightforward, the business case describes a pragmatic need to
convince corporations that it is in their narrow institutional interests to improve
their social and environmental performance, even where relevant legislation is
absent or unenforced. It is this approach that has allowed unlikely alliances to
develop across a spectrum of playerswith diverse political views and interests, from
the advocates of a free-market approach to those with a more radical change agenda
(Klein 2002)However,much of the business case debate is misguided. The view that
there is a stable relationship between, say,adhering to human rights and profitabil
ity is foolish. The much-vaunted positive impact of good corporate governance on
business success is seriously overrated, or else poorly specified and understood
(Zadek 2006b). There are many factors that mediate the relationships between con
text, drivers, enablers, and performance. Put simply, some businesses will work out
how to make money from, say, improved environmental performance, while others
will go bust in trying.

Civil society's business case approach has been predicated on the intensive
accountability of most businesses, especially publicly listed companies, to share
holders with a predominantly financial interest. In its modern form this approach
is associated with the failure of civil society in the 1970S and 1980s to successfully
advocate for either renewed economic nationalization or a shift in international
corporate governance towards more pluralistic accountability structures. In prac
tice, there have been some gains in this latter respect, with extended trench warfare
focused on definitions of materiality, public disclosure, and the rights of minority
shareholders that has significantlyincreased accountability to nonfinancial share
holders in some countries, despite the resilience of the underlying Anglo Saxon
model of fiduciary responsibility to financial capital.

However, this incremental, tactical approach to squeezing the last ounce of
public good out of the Anglo Saxonmodel of corporate governance may come to be
seen as a side-skirmish, or at least as an appetizer to more fundamental shifts that
may accompany the growing importance of emerging economy businesses and gov
ernments. Core to this shift is the extensive role of the state in the ownership of
economic assets in these countries. China's economy is dominated by state-owned
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enterprises, and the bulk of their international investments, notably in natural
resources, are undertaken by publicly directed enterprises. Venezuela and other
countries that pursue what might be called the "Chavez doctrine" are also focused
heavily on state ownership, though here through renationalization framed by a
vibrant political populism. Similarly, Russia has experienced a major backlash
against poorly executed, post-Soviet privatization, with its political leaders driving
a "grab-back" under dubious legal circumstances, linked to a subsequent opaque
ness in the effective control of state assets.

The energy sector, more generally, is swinging heavily towards public owner
ship internationally, with the historically dominant North Atlantic global energy
players rapidly dropping down the rankings by revenue and the all-important mea
sure of exploitation rights. Sovereign wealth funds, especially those of China and
the Middle East, are another major driver of the reemergence of state ownership of
economic assets. And of course there is the small matter of the renationalization by
Northern governments of failing financial institutions, notably in the United States
and the United Kingdom. While positioned as temporary ownership and probably
accurately described as such, there is no doubt that the ideology of private owner
ship for the public good has been severely damaged, opening the door to new civic
and political discourses and actions about market transformation.

State ownership in these diverse forms might be good or bad news for social
progress and sustainable development. In principle the state represents the public
interest and can and should behave with this principle in mind. Negatively, state
capture by the business community, or cruder forms of political and bureaucratic
rent -seeking using state-owned assets, might compromise or completely undermine
the progressive role of the state as an economic actor. With both options in play,the
ways in which civil society can transform markets will need to be reinvented or at
least continuously evolved. Some forms of civil regulation might still be possible so
long as state-owned companies are pushed to observe basic financial requirements.
But state protection might dilute the impact of these strategies, as was observed, for
example, in the Brazilian state-owned company Petrobras's refusal to respond to
civil society demands for health-related improvements to their retail energy prod
ucts." Conversely, more classical forms of civic and political action might prove
more productive in shifting the behavior of state-owned enterprises and the mar
kets they dominate, most obviously when such behavior can be turned into a major
political-and eventually electoral-issue.

5. CONCLUSION

In its traditional form, civil regulation achieves incremental changes in business
practices, but as it evolvesin the changing context described above, it may be able to
drive a wider redesign of economic institutions and how they are governed. Looked

at through the first lens, civil regulation describes a way for business to achieve a
comfortable accommodation to a negotiated set of norms. But through the second,
more speculative, lens, one can see the possibility of a relatively unplanned and
uncoordinated dismantling of distinct spheres of market and nonmarket action,
and indeed of the distinction between the public and private spheres themselves.

In terms of the three levels of action described at the outset of this chapter, civil
society has unquestionably had an impact at the tactical level on business behavior
and thereby on people and the environment. Thousands of companies have devel
oped or adopted collaboratively developed codes of conduct, and these codes have
impacted millions of their suppliers and tens, if not hundreds, of millions of people
working in global supply chains, along with their families and communities.
Furthermore, some of these voluntary initiatives have been embraced in statutes cov
ering corporate governance and reporting, stock exchange listing requirements, and
public procurement conditions." In the area of climate and carbon, such initiatives
have engaged from the outset with multilateral negotiations, and in the case ofbusi
ness and human rights, the United Nations is seeking to establish an international
framework that would (to date, uniquely), span international law, national regula
tion, collaboratively developed standards, and individual company behavior,"

Strategic impacts are more difficult to assess since they must compare actual
practice to alternative scenarios that did not come to pass. Large-scale opposition to
the fundamentals of free-market capitalism, perhaps signaled in venues such as the
World Trade Organization meetings in Seattle in 1999, have not prospered, at least
in Europe and North America. Smaller, radical skirmishes such as attempts to estab
lish a pluralistic model of corporate accountability in a renewed company law in the
United Kingdom have floundered, and the larger trend towards economic renation
alization has been reversed, or at least slowed down in some countries, by the global
recession of the late 2000S. In Brazil, for example, President Lula has protected pri
vate ownership and promoted almost every aspect of liberalized markets, and in so
doing has weakened labor unions and other countervailing civil society groups.
Brazil's home-grown, and now internationalized World Social Forum has sought to
represent the real economic alternative to neoliberalism, but in practice it has largely
shown itself, at least to date, as having a fragile intellectual, political, and economic
grounding and potential.

Ironically, the systemic future of market transformation may be driven by forces
largely antagonistic to civil society itself. Despite the Brazilian experience high
lighted above, the new generation of political leaders that is emerging from the
South has strong views about the limited role of civil society and the heightened
role of the state in the context of markets designed to support national agendas and
political interests. The Copenhagen climate talks probably marked the last time that
such leaders allow themselves to be implicated in so unruly and unproductive an
enterprise that sought to integrate civil society into an intergovernmental process.
This experience will challenge the security of future open-source engagements by
civil society in addressing major societal issues, at least in their current forms. If
there is a serious systemic alternative to Anglo Saxon style economics, it is more
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likely to involve greater state control over, and engagement in, capital markets, and
higher levels of state ownership and other less direct forms of control over eco
nomic assets.

Yet these directions, in some ways exactly what civil society has been calling
for, are likely to come with a high price tag in terms of the erosion of human rights
by more authoritarian states. They do not necessarily signify that markets will
internalize social and environmental costs and benefits, and they are unlikely to
empower civil society itself. Such a bittersweet scenario is not, of course, the only
available future. Strategic gains could be forthcoming if the more engaged, collab
orative pathways that have secured tactical successes could be eased into use in
emerging nations, and these gains might eventually be converted into systemic
change. After all, such approaches can be more effective modes of control than
top-down models because of their flexibility, dynamism, and distributed responsi
bilities and investments, and this may make them attractive even to authoritarian
and semiauthoritarian governments These features lie at the core of criticisms
about their value as vehicles for radical change, and potentially constitute a source
of strength in edging new political and economic elites to engage in the pursuit of
improved livelihood strategies and the promotion of human rights. The dilemma
of this pathway is most obvious for the human rights community, but can also be
seen in other spheres (Sen 2000).

There are, then, a host of tactical, strategic, and systemic impacts and implica
tions that emerge from the experience of civil society in seeking to shape business
behavior and markets more broadly. Simply put, civil society engagement has deliv
ered real and positive results, but it has not yet achieved the scaleor depth of change
required to lever a systemic impact, and even these potential systemic impacts may
have effects that are unintended and possibly undesirable from a civil society point
of view. Moreover, more of the same is unlikely to deliver better results, largely
because conditions in the global economic context are changing so much. Therefore,
civil society tactics and strategies must also evolve, rooted in a considered view of
how civil society groups will function in a world with new and/or more extreme
sustainability challenges,a clear need for business to be part of the solution and not
merely not part of the problem, and a dramatic change in the cast of powerful
political and economic interests that are seeking to shape tomorrow's agenda and
how it might be advanced.

NOTES

1. "Ironic" in the sense that conventional economics holds that it is in these
markets that the consumer surplus is most effectively captured by rent-seeking
business, yet they have proved the most vulnerable to civil regulation, and have been
the location of most modern innovations in the role of civil society in shaping changes
in business behavior.

2. See the Financial Times, February 16, 2010.Available at http://blogs.ft.com/
energy-source/2010/02/16/conocos-leave-from- uscap- underlines-congress-failure- to-act/,

3. Seehttp://wwf.panda.org/what, we_do/how_we_worklbusinesses/corporatesupport/
business_partners.
4. See http://www.isealalliance.orgl.
5. See http://www.voluntaryprinciples.org/.
6. See http://www.gavialliance.orgl.
7. See www.iseal.org.
8. See Litovsky et al. (2008).
9. See http://www.dalailama.com/news/post/287-sarkozy-defies-china-with-dalai-

lama-talks.
10. See the early path-breaking cases in Zadek et al. (1997).
11. See the reviews in Rochlin, Zadek, and Forstater (2008) and Zadek (2008).
12. See Radovich (2006).
13. See http://www.unglobalcompact.orglaboutthegc/thetenprinciples/anti

corruption.html.
14. See http://www.financialpost.com/news-sectors/energy/story.htmliidetxsoosr.
15. See the Securities and Exchange Commission 17CFR parts 211, 231, and 241

[Release Nos. 33-9106; 34-61469; FR-82] Commission Guidance Regarding Disclosure
Related to Climate Change (www.sec.gov/rules/interp!201O/33-9106.pdf)..

16. See http://www.globahoo.org/.
17. See http://www.responsiblesoy.org/.
18. From a personal discussion with the author.
19. See http://www.nationalgeographic.com/greendex/.
20. See http://www.ethos.org.brlDesktopDefault.aspx?TabID=3715&Lang=pt

BR&Alias=Ethos&itemEvenID=5069.
21. See http://www.isealalliance.org/.
22. See http://www.business-humanrights.orgiSpecialRepPortaIlHome.
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