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THE NONPROFIT SECTOR

STEVEN RATHGEB SMITH

THE role of the nonprofit sector in society is on the rise throughout the world
(Salamon, Sokolowski and Lis 2004; Salamon 2010; Phillips and Smith zon). In the
United States, nonprofit organizations playa central role in providing key public
services,often with government funding. Widespread attention has been devoted to
the importance of faith-based and neighborhood organizations in addressing
important social problems. The administration of President Barack Obama has
established a federal Office of Social Innovation to support emergent nonprofit
organizations with proven records of effectiveness, and in the United Kingdom,
public-private partnerships with community and nonprofit involvement form a key
component of the "Big Society" envisaged by the political coalition between
Conservative and Liberal Democratic parties that came to power in 2010, just as
they were a decade earlier under the "Third Way" policy agenda of "New Labor,"
though the specificsof policy implementation obviously vary.The European Union
has placed engagement with civil society at the heart of its pursuit of democratic
legitimacy, integration, and enlargement (European Commission 2001; Dunn zou).
Sotoo have many countries in transition, where legal,policy,and regulatory reforms
are linked to processes of modernization and democratization, and where civil soci
ety organizations are establishinga stronger role as more stable democracies develop.
Even countries that have long ignored or openly repressed civil society groups are
taking steps to develop new nonprofit and charity legislation. Political rhetoric
abounds, but it has also been accompanied by substantial reform in many countries.
The result has been both an expansion of and a wide variety of reforms in the non
profit sector, especially in relation to the roles that nonprofits play in service deliv
ery. This chapter explores the place of the nonprofit sector in the broader field of
civil society, analyzes a number of different theories which aim to account for the
rise of nonprofits, and highlights an emerging set of issues and dilemmas that arise
from the ways in which nonprofit organizations are being positioned.
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1. WHAT Is THE NONPROFIT SECTOR?

A connecting thread that runs through many different definitions is that civil soci
ety is the space ofvoluntary association and activity that exists in relative separation
from the state and the market (Cohen and Arato 1992; Barber 1998; Salamon,
Sokolowski, and List 2004). As noted by Putnam (1993), a vibrant civil society is
characterized by a rich mixture of voluntary groups that provide ongoing opportu
nities for citizen engagement and participation in associational affairs, as well as
more broadly in the public policy process. Nonprofit organizations (or "nonprof
its") form a specific category of associationallife in civil society, and are usually
defined by their high level of formality in terms of legal registration, by the prepon
derance of external funding in their budgets (as opposed to membership support),
and by their roles as intermediaries that sit between grassroots constituencies and
communities, and government and other agencies. Nonprofits constitute an impor
tant element in the ecosystems of civil society, but the two should not be conflated.

Robert Putnam's (1993; 2000) widely publicized work argued that voluntary
associations can produce cooperative social networks, or social capital, which in
turn can promote more effective government, higher levels of economic develop
ment, and a more satisfied citizenry. Putnam's work also calls attention to the role
of nonprofit organizations in supporting civil society more broadly. The attraction
of nonprofits also reflects the growing worldwide interest in civic and community
service, including volunteering. In the United States, the Serve America Act of
2009 could potentially fund over 250,000 paid "volunteers" through the federal
Corporation for National and Community Service. In the United Kingdom, the
Home Office issued a white paper on police reform in 2010 that called for the
greater use ofvolunteers in public safety (Home Office 2010). More broadly, David
Cameron, who was elected as Prime Minister in the same year, made plans for
sharply increased levels ofvolunteering among the population to anchor his vision
of the "Big Society." Overall, volunteering appears to be growing worldwide, espe
cially among young people (McBride, et al. 2004; 2006). Most, but not all, volun
teering occurs in the nonprofit sector.

In the United States, high-profile nonprofits such as Teach for America, the
Harlem Children's Zone, and YouthBuild have received widespread attention for
their focus on outcomes and improved program performance, which, it is claimed,
distinguishes them from more traditional civil society groups. Many innovative
nonprofits in the United States and elsewhere have also generated interest as a
result of their mix of nonprofit and for-profit elements. These so-called social
enterprises tend to rely in part on fees or on earned income, and they actively par
ticipate in the market economy as a way of helping the users of their programs to
advance (Alter 2010; Light 2008; Bornstein 2007; Crutchfield and Grant 2008;

Cordes and Steuerle 2009; Nicholls, chapter 7 in this volume). Outside of the
United States, similar organizations are also on the rise, including microcredit
groups such as the Grameen Bank.

Global social and demographic trends are also shaping the role of the nonprofit
sector, with the aging of the population in many countries creating sharply higher
levels of demand for community care programs including home care, home health,
and transitional living. Support for work opportunities for the disabled, the unem
ployed, and the disadvantaged has led naturally to rising interest in community
living and workforce development programs, in which nonprofits usually playa
central part. Indeed, except in a small number of highly repressive regimes such as
Myanmar and Cuba, the absolute size of the nonprofit sector has increased signifi
cantly over the past twenty years in all parts of the world, though substantial differ
ences exist in the relative importance and character of the sector in different
countries. For example, over 14 percent of the labor force works in the nonprofit
sector in the Netherlands compared to 7.1 percent in Sweden and less than one per
cent in Poland (Salamon, Sokolowski, and List 2004: 19). In the developing world
these variations are much wider, ranging, for example, from 1.2 million nonprofit
organizations in India to between 15,000 and 20,000 in Egypt (Kienle and Chandhoke,
chapters 12 and i4 in this volume). What explains these cross-country differences?

2. THEORIES OF THE NONPROFIT SECTOR

a. From Welfare States to Social Origins

One key reference point for understanding cross-national differences in the non
profit sector is the literature on the development of the welfare state. In particular,
Esping-Andersen (1990) argued in his influential book that welfare state regimes
could be classified into three different categories: liberal, corporatist, and social
democratic. Liberal regimes include countries such as the United States, the United
Kingdom, New Zealand, and Australia, and are characterized by minimal social
support from the state and extensive means-testing. Corporatist regimes include
Germany and the Netherlands and typically offer extensive social benefits through
a mix of market and state mechanisms for support, with the state often working in
conjunction with market organizations such as employers. Social democratic regimes
are committed to universal benefits largely provided by the state, with a deliberate
disconnect between eligibility for social benefits and the market (sometimes known
as "de-commodification"). Countries in this category include Denmark, Sweden,
and Norway.

Esping-Andersen's profoundly influential welfare state regime typology was
based on his research into income maintenance programs such as pensions and
unemployment insurance. Relatively little attention was devoted to nonprofit orga
nizations. Salamon and Anheier (1998) addressed this gap in their "social origins"
theory, which draws on Esping-Andersen as well as the work of Barrington Moore
(1966). Social origins theory details four different nonprofit regime types: liberal
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regimes such as the United States,with low government social welfare spending and
a large nonprofit sector; social democratic regimes such as the Scandinavian coun
tries, with extensive state services and smaller numbers of service-providing non
profit organizations; corporatist regimes such as Germany, with broad-based social
benefits and a long tradition of state-supported organizations in an extensive non
profit sector; and statist regimes such as Japan, in which the government exercises
substantial power and autonomy but rarely on behalf of lower-income groups so
that both social benefits and the nonprofit sector tend to be limited (Anheier and
Salamon 2006).

Hence, the key components of the social origins theory are the following: first,
an inverse relationship between the extent of social spending and the size of the
nonprofit sector; second, the critical importance of key historical moments in a
country's history that establish specific institutional configurations that influence
the development of the nonprofit sector, including the relationship between church
and state and the role of the working class in state formation; and third, a focus on
service agencies, as opposed to sports clubs, choral societies, and other types of
largely volunteer organizations which receive little revenue from public or private
sources. Furthermore, nonprofit revenue is divided into three basic categories: pri
vate philanthropy, fees, and government funding.

Also relevant to any understanding of the historical development of the non
profit sector's service role is the research of lens Alber (1995), who proposed a model
and a set of propositions to explain differences in social service provision across
Europe, based on research into elder care services.Alber's model identifies four key
institutional variables that influence the structure of social services:the type of reg
ulation; the structure of financing; the public/private mix of providers; and the reli
gious structure of the country. Further, he links the type of providers to consumer
power. For example, German social services are dominated by large nonprofit pro
viders linked to religious institutions and receiving large-scale funding from the
state. This arrangement reflects the heterogeneous religious culture of Germany
and, as a result, the reliance on large religious providers to supply social services to
different religious communities. Bycontrast, Denmark, Alber notes, is a religiously
homogeneous country, and therefore religiously based providers have never estab
lished the strong presence that evolved in Germany or the Netherlands. As a conse
quence, the expansion of health and social services in twentieth-century Denmark
was channeled into the public sector.

Understanding the relative importance of nonprofit organizations within the
welfarestate is of increasing significancegiven the shift that is taking place-to vary
ing degrees in different countries-from cash assistanceto servicesprovided by non
profit and for-profit organizations in areas such as poverty assistance and
unemployment. In the United States, for example, the landmark welfare reform leg
islation of 1996 led to a marked decline in cash assistance and a substantial increase
in funding for nonprofit social service agenciesproviding an array of programs such
as workforce development (Allard 2009; Smith 2011).Similar shifts have occurred in
many other countries including the United Kingdom, Australia, and New Zealand.

Nonprofit organizations are now firmly established on the front lines of social policy
implementation, and are critical to the life-chances of much of the citizenry, espe
ciallyin times of acute economic crisis and high levels of unemployment.

b. The "New Public Management"

Perhaps one of the most important influences in the changing size and role of the
nonprofit sector has been the adoption by many countries of the New Public
Management agenda (NPM)-a term that refers to the restructuring of public
management using market-oriented strategies to provide for social needs and
increase the effectiveness, efficiency, and responsiveness of public services (Rhodes
1996; Hood 1991; Lynn1998; Osborne 2006; Osborne, Mclaughlin, and Ferlie 2002).

These strategies include competitive contracting for services, public-private part
nerships, the use of vouchers among purchasers, and the introduction of more
consumer choice. The shift to NPM has had profound effects on the size and role
of the nonprofit sector. Nonprofits have increasingly been funded through con
tracts to provide vital public services, from community care to substance abuse
treatment to home health care for the elderly (Smith 2010). Therestructuring of
the state has in turn drawn nonprofits into greater engagement with the public
policy process, especially through intermediary associations that represent large
numbers of local organizations such as the National Council of Voluntary
Organizations (NCVO) in the United Kingdom and the Maryland Association of
Nonprofits in the United States. In some countries, such as the United Kingdom
and Australia, this evolving relationship between government and the nonprofit
sector has led to the adoption of formal "compacts" that provide a structured
forum for the discussion and resolution ofmutual areas ofconcern (Plowden 2003;

Casey,et al. 2010).

The emphasis on citizen engagement and responsiveness within the tenets of
NPM has also spurred governments to promote the representation of neighbor
hoods, ethnic groups, or approaches to service delivery in the policy process. As a
result, neighborhood-based and other specialized nonprofits have increased sub
stantially in many countries, and in some, such as the United States, they provide
an opportunity for citizens to participate in the governance of the services they
receive. In addition, many newer nonprofit service agencies are linked to immi
grant groups or disadvantaged populations, and they often partner with govern
ment agencies as part of a broader approach to addressing problems such as HIV/
AIDS, affordable housing, economic development, and community care. NPM is
also closely linked to the devolution of public programs to lower levels of govern
ment and society, a shift that has led to a more prominent role for nonprofits
which are often seen to be closer to their communities. Finally,NPM is also part of
a broader movement to improve the performance and effectivenessofgovernment.
The increased utilization of nonprofits is an integral component of this effort since
they are assumed to be more innovative and effective than traditional public pro-
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c. The Limitations of NPM and Theories of the Welfare State

To be sure, marked differences still exist across countries in the position of the non
profit sector. First, it is apparent that the institutional logic of a welfare state
regime-an important underlying assumption of the Esping-Anderson typology
has important and enduring effects on welfare state development and therefore on
the sector's size and positioning (see alsoAlber 2010). The public-private mix affects
the trajectory of the welfare state, and fundamental reforms are required to change
its funding and organizational dynamics. Despite the pressures of NPM and other
new ideas on social policy, for example, the service-providing nonprofit sector in
Scandinavian countries such as Denmark and Sweden remains relatively small
(Henriksen and Bundesen 2004; Svedberg,and Olsson 2010). Bycontrast, the num
ber of nonprofit public charities in the United States that are tax-exempt and can
accept tax deductible contributions has more than doubled in the last fifteen years
(NCCS 2010).

Second, the enormous influence ofthe welfare-state regime typology has tended
to minimize the importance of nonprofit organizations in other fields such as the
arts, sports and recreation, and social clubs. For example, Sweden has a small non
profit socialwelfarepresence but a very sizablesegment ofthe population is engaged
in nonprofit sports clubs and their activities (Norberg 2010; Lundstrom and
Wijkstrom 1997; Kuhnle and Selle1992). And in the United Kingdom, philanthropy
has emerged in the last twenty-five years as a key force in the world of arts and cul
ture (Pharaoh 2010). Trade unions also tend to be excluded from consideration as
nonprofit organizations because of the dominance of theories of the welfare state.
But as noted by Norberg (2010), labor unions in Sweden are one of the key forms of
voluntary participation by the citizenry. In the U.S.context, social clubs are consid
ered to be part ofcivilsociety more broadly defined, especiallyasa result ofPutnam's
work on the importance of voluntary organizations such as choral societies in
building social capital. However, labor unions have remained largely absent from
discussions of the nonprofit sector despite their tax-exempt status.

Third, the welfare state regime typology has difficulty in capturing the evolving
situation of the nonprofit sector in Eastern and Central Europe, Russia, and many
developing countries, whose authoritarian and semiauthoritarian regimes had
banned nonprofit organizations from providing significant servicesor representing
citizen interests. The advent of democracy in many of these countries has wrought
profound shifts in the position of nonprofits, fueled in part by the influence of
NPM as well as outside funding institutions including European and American
philanthropic foundations. However,many countries have wrestled with finding an
appropriate legal and regulatory framework for nonprofits and a satisfactory model
for their role in society. Poland, for example, continues to debate the merits of a
German-style corporatist framework consisting of close cooperation between gov
ernment and large umbrella nonprofit organizations, as opposed to a British model
that is more reliant on private philanthropy (Krzyszkowski 2010). In Hungary, the
government has struggled to balance the goal of more efficiencyand accountability

with the goal of engaging nonprofit organizations and civil society in the policy
process (Kuti 2011).

Overall, despite the pressure for policy.convergence that stems from NPM and
other forces, each country's institutional legacy has had a major influence on the
role of nonprofits and the relationship between government and the nonprofit sec
tor in particular. More specifically, the structure of government and the system for
funding the provision of social services influences the opportunities for nonprofit
formation and affects their ongoing relationships with the state. This conclusion
builds on theories which suggest that the institutions of government influence the
goals and priorities of private actors and organizations. In this model, nonprofit
organizations are formed based on the mix of incentives they face from government
as well as other societal institutions (Pierson 2004; Smith and Lipsky 1993). As the
nonprofit sector grows, it creates a supply of organizations that then affect the
implementation choices of government officials. Importantly, however, regime
characteristics also blur and mix with the so-called pillars of the welfare state
markets, the state, the family, and the community-so that countries such as Poland,
the United Kingdom, Australia,and the United States come to rely on the interac
tion of these pillars in surprising and increasingly complicated ways (Goodin and
Rein 2001).

3. COMMON ISSUES AND DILEMMAS

The growing prominence of nonprofits throughout the world has raised similar
policy and management issuesfor government and the nonprofit sector itself.First,
the economic crisis of 2008-10 has had profound effectson government and private
funders, although the severityof this impact varies substantially across countries. In
the United States and the United Kingdom, the crisis has produced a wave of fund
ing cutbacks, forcing many nonprofit agencies to reduce services, sometimes drasti
cally. The severity of these cutbacks has been exacerbated by reductions in funding
from foundations and private donors. The withdrawal of foundation support from
the new democracies of Eastern and Central Europe has added to these effects.

Second, nonprofits are facing increasing demands for accountability and
improved performance. Public funding programs in many countries including the
United States, the United Kingdom, Australia, New Zealand, and Germany now
require performance contracts which tie reimbursement for nonprofits to the meet
ing of specified indicators and results such as placement in permanent employment
(Smith and Smyth 2010; Zimmer and Smith 2010; Lyons and Dalton 2011).

Importantly for agencies receiving public funds, performance contracting can sig
nificantly change the incentives for nonprofit agencies to serve certain types of cli
ents, and can force agencies to alter their program models in order to meet
performance targets and their accompanying payment arrangements. Overall,
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government and private funders are placing much greater emphasis on evaluation
and performance measurement. Consequently, nonprofits face markedly higher
expectations in terms of their transparency and levels of reporting for their pro
grammatic and financial operations. The push for more accountability, combined
with ongoing financial pressures on nonprofits, means that they are engaged in
complex and sometimes contradictory relationships with other agencies in their
field. Funding cutbacks often prompt nonprofits to join together to influence public
policy, sometimes through formal coalitions and associations that represent their
interests. In some service fields, agencies have tried to promote voluntary means of
accountability and quality improvement, and cost-sharing strategies such as the
sharing of program locations and staff are attracting widespread interest, although
the actual number of nonprofits engaged in these strategies is relatively small.

Nonetheless, performance contracting and the sheer numbers of nonprofit
agencies in many communities encourage more competition for funding and for
"clients."This trend is reinforced by the shift to a greater emphasis on client choice
and responsiveness, another ripple effect of the New Public Management (Alber
2010; Phillips and Smith 2011; Lyons and Dalton 2011). Vouchers for services such as
child care and housing are one manifestation of these changes, but the increased use
of health insurance reimbursement such as Medicaid in the United States, where
funding is tied to the client, is another reflection of this trend. These policy tools tend
to be procompetitive since nonprofit agencies are no longer assured of their funding
levels, unlike under previous contracting arrangements. More competition is also
abetted by the growing inroads made by for-profit service providers in many fields
that were previously dominated by nonprofits, such as community care for the dis
abled and aged, hospitals, mental health care, and substance abuse treatment (Bode
2011; Smith 2011). For example, home care was provided almost exclusivelyby non
profit organizations in the United States in the 1970s; today, this field is dominated by
for-profit providers. In Germany, commercial hospitals have essentially taken over
the public facilities of the former East Germany (Zimmer and Smith 2010). In
Australia, recent governments have actually favored for-profit organizations, result
ing in a long-term decline in the relativeservice role of nonprofits (Lyonsand Dalton
2011). The rise of for-profits in many service fields is due to several factors: growing
demand for services such as community care; the undercapitalization of many non
profits which erodes their ability or unwillingness to scale up to meet increased
demand; and the efficiencies that can accrue to larger for-profit agencies compared
to smaller community-based organizations, especiallyin more routine services such
as home care. Greater competition also places pressure on nonprofits to be more
commercial and market-oriented (Eikenberry and Kluver 2004; Bode 2011).

The surge in smaller, community-based nonprofits in recent years in an envi
ronment of increased competition and accountability has generated widespread
concern, and greater attention to issues of nonprofit capacity, infrastructure, and
sustainability, especially among funders (Smith 2011; Ryan 2001). Many of these
newer and smaller agencies have relatively small boards and staff, lack substantial
capital, and may be highly dependent on a relatively restricted revenue base. Many

are also at a stage in their organizational development at which they need to develop
a more sustainable financial plan. Capacity building is also vital for both govern
ment and the nonprofit sector because the changing political and funding environ
ment demands new skills from managers that were not previously emphasized,
including negotiation and conflict resolution, collaboration, outreach, openness,
and organizational development. Increasingly, nonprofit agencies are part of com
plex networks of public, nonprofit, and sometimes for-profit organizations, so a
detailed knowledge of how these networks operate and can be managed is essential
if services are to be sustained and effective.

Governments can provide help with capacity building directly and indirectly by
supporting nonprofits on important issues such as strategic planning, the develop
ment of business plans, and assistance with improving board governance. Towards
this end, some countries have established formal offices to work with nonprofit
organizations. Examples include the Office of the Third Sector (now Civil Society)
in the United Kingdom, and the Office for the Community and Voluntary Sector in
New Zealand. In the United Kingdom, the formal "compact" between government
and the nonprofit sector is properly staffed and provides a wide variety of support
services to local government and to nonprofit staff and volunteers. While compacts
like these have arguably provided a structured vehicle for the discussion of impor
tant issues, they will remain insufficient unless nonprofits are skilled advocates of
citizen interests. Nonprofits are valued for their potential to represent their com
munities and provide valued feedback to policymakers on important public policy
matters. Yet many encounter serious internal and external constraints to engaging
in sustained advocacy. Many agencies worry that advocacy will create legal and
political problems, given the restrictions on advocacy that are enshrined in legisla
tion in many countries. Serviceproviders may worry that advocacy will have a del
eterious effect on their relationships with government, including future funding
and regulatory decisions. Newer and smaller community organizations often lack
the resources and expertise to be effective advocates, and some nonprofit agencies
such as emergency shelters or food banks may not necessarily view political activity,
or even broad civic engagement, as priorities given their missions and program
goals (see Smith and Lipsky1993; Lewis 1999;Bass,Arons, Guinane, and Carter 2007;
Lyonsand Dalton 2011).

In essence, the challenge of nonprofit advocacy reflects the restructuring of the
state and the consequent increase in the service role of the nonprofit sector.
Inevitably, this role has created a complex relationship with government whereby
nonprofits are dependent on the state for funding and worry that their advocacy
will have a deleterious effect on future support. Fiscal crises and increasingly com
petitive environments for public and private funding tend to heighten these levels
of anxiety and lead to greater caution by nonprofits in their advocacy work. In order
to tackle this problem, nonprofits could usefully rethink their governance and fund
ing models to help promote sustainability and reduce dependence so that they can
hold governments accountable for their obligation to fund key public services.
But in order to cope with-and hopefully influence-these emerging funding and
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regulatory environments, nonprofits will need to be more creative and innovative in
their programming, organizational structures, and their relations with other
organizations.

4. CONCLUSION

Social and demographic trends, state restructuring, the push for more individual
choice in public service delivery, and the advance of the New Public Management
would appear to ensure that the nonprofit sector will become even more important
in the future. But these developments also create new risks and challenges for non
profits and for society as a whole. As service providers, nonprofits have complicated
relationships with the state, affecting their ability to be responsive to community
needs and act as conduits for citizen pressure. Issues of scale, capacity, and sustain
ability pose questions about the macro-level impact of nonprofit service provision,
and major differences within and across countries are likely to persist, despite pres
sures to conform to universal roles and standards. If it is to advance civil society and
not simply substitute for the state, the nonprofit sector will need to maintain a care
ful balance between dependence and independence, and find ways of blending ser
vice delivery with other roles such as advocacy and community organizing.
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DEVELOPMENT NGOs

ALAN FOWLER

SINCE the mid-1940S, nongovernmental development organizations (NGDOs)
dedicated to promoting long-term economic, social, and political progress have
proliferated across the world. Some, like Oxfam and World Vision, originated
in Europe and North America to work across international borders, but have
since spawned local entities with similar names and agendas. However, most
NGDOs are located in developing countries. Over the last twenty years, their
numbers, reach, and profile have expanded dramatically. Within the framework
of international aid and development cooperation, a specific discourse has
arisen around these organizations called "NGDO-ism," a discourse that gives
rise to important questions about NGDOs, civil society, and social change
(Hilhorst 2003).

This chapter traces the emergence of NGDOs from relative obscurity to a sub
stantial presence in the international development community, a process that
became more complex over time as NGDOs were conflated with a new discourse of
civil society on the one hand and challenged by a human rights perspective on the
other. Taking the long view,their history has been one of abrupt punctuations in an
otherwise mutual, but nonetheless asymmetric, adaptation between government
and NGDO practices and organizational behaviors, a process that has favored gov
ernment and now threatens to dislodge NGDOs from their position in favor of
support to new civic actors. Reflecting growing uncertainties about an emerging
"world disorder;' the chapter concludes by outlining some speculative future sce
narios for NGDOs and their work.

The formation of the United Nations (UN) in the aftermath of the Second World
War provided both the label and a formal starting point for what today are known
as NGOs. Alongside the GeneralAssembly and Security Council, the new UN struc
ture included a forum-the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC)-dedicated
to debate on economic and social issues. Long prior to this event, a number of
transnational religious and "charitable" organizations had been working in such
fields. To enable these and similar entities to be accredited as participant-observers
of government debates at ECOSOC, forty-one were accorded consultative status as
a nonstate institutional category of a nongovernmental organization (NGO) in
1947. This label has both remained and expanded into a complex, and often per
plexing, global discourse far beyond its origins in the United Nations.

There are two critical points to bear in mind from this brief history. First, the
formal label "NGO" was applied only to entities working internationally, which is
no longer the case. Many organizations that are understood and legally defined as
NGOs are domestic in their intentions and relationships. Second, whether gaining
consultative status or not, NGOswere preoccupied with social and economic issues
that, with the advent of foreign aid some fifteen years later, gained the additional
attribute of being formally "developmental:' These factors enabled a willy-nilly
adoption by,or application of, the label "NGO" to entities that mayor may not have
any tangible affinity with the interventions, logic,or practices of foreign aid, a prob
lem that has led to much analytic confusion that is discussed below.

Dissatisfaction with the catch-all nature of the negative descriptor "nongovern
mental" abetted a terminological evolution including private voluntary organiza
tions (PVOs) in the United Statesand voluntarydevelopment organizations (VDOs)
in India; as well as nonprofit organizations (NPOs), third sector organizations
(TSOs) and, more recently, civilsociety organizations (CSOs) worldwide. All these
terms overlap with the attributes of NGOs as originally understood. This plethora
of classifications is explored by Tvedt (1998:13-15) in terms of legal, financial/eco
nomic, functional, and structural-operational typologies. He argues for an agreed
definition that can be relied on cross-nationally. However, there remains no univer
saldefinition, nor a robust or uncontested "positive" characterization ofwhat NGOs
or NGDOs are, what they do, and why they exist across the world.

Furthermore, a distinction is too seldom made between NGOs or, for that mat
ter, NGDOs that serve third parties or external stakeholders (i.e., beneficiaries, tar
get groups, and constituencies) and those that were established to serve their
members, or to do both. Byand large, however, NGDOs function as intermediaries
between resource providers and those in populations whose ill-being justifies the
organizations' existence (Carroll1992;Fowler1997,26).Unless stated otherwise, this
"positional" characterization in resource channels or chains from "developed" to
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"developing" countries-the North and the South-is used throughout the discus
sion that follows.

Also complicating matters is the thirty-year role of international aid in propa
gating NGDOs as a policy towards recipient countries. Regimes across the South
have introduced legislation that often apply the label "nongovernmental" to all sorts
of civic organizational forms and purposes in order to distinguish them from for
mal or informal enterprises and cooperatives.' Consequently, to a disproportionate
degree, NGDO-ism prevails in official thinking, public and professional discourse,
and practical imagery in terms of the interpretation of civic associations across the
world. Legislative action has also stemmed from the infiltration into NGDO-ism of
"pretenders" with self-seeking agendas or as ways for governments to attain "arms
length" control over civic actors. These motivations have given rise to a range of
pejorative acronyms such as BRINGO (BriefCase NGO), MONGO (my own NGO),
GONGO (government NGO), PONGO (Political NGO) and many more (Fowler

1977,32).
Allied to these definitional problems are significant levels of uncertainty about

the global numbers of NGDOs, especially given the problematic division between
NGDOs and NGOs who are not involved in development. For example, of the esti
mated 277,000 "Hobbled NGOs" in Russia,' very few are NGDOs. Uganda alone
boasted some 7,000 NGDOs in 2007 against 500 in 1992.Of India's estimated 1 to 2
million NGOs, very few are NGDOs registered to receive foreign aid, which is a legal
requirement. Efforts at multi-country mapping of nonprofit and civil society orga
nizations are only partial in their coverage and they are not consistent in their
results, inviting caution about both classification and generalization in this arena
(Salamon et al., 1999, 2004; Heinrich and Fioramonti 2007). There are also signifi
cant uncertainties about the amount of financial resources mobilized around
NGDOs, since the multiplicity of channels involved, incentives to under- or over
report, and many other factors preclude the calculation of robust economic num
bers. Estimates of NGDO funding or disbursement range from $15 to 25 billion
annually (Fowler 1997,133-136; 2000, 4), with an ever-increasing proportion from
official aid allocations, accelerated by finance for post-conflict reconstruction.
Moreover, there are signs of a skewed distribution of budgets and staffing. The six
largest international NGDOs (INGDOs) alone are credited with an aggregate turn
over in 2008 of $7 billion, while employing some 110,000 staff worldwide (Ronalds
2010).The Bangladesh Rural Advancement Committee (BRAe) had an annual bud
get in 2010 of $700 million and a staff complement of 130,000 people. Yet there are
also many thousands of small and medium-sized organizations that are legally reg
istered as NGDOs, some relying exclusively on volunteers. Nevertheless, taking
these caveats into account, an estimate running into the hundreds of thousands of
NGDOs operating globally would not seem unreasonable.

Against this cautionary backdrop, this chapter confines itself to a composite
reading of the universe of NGDOs, understood in the following normative terms,
which in practice may not all be found in every case: NGDOs (a) are separate in
legitimacy and governance from governmental bodies; (b) acclaim and utilize the

tenets of international aid as a substantive basis for their existence;' (c) gain direct
or tax-based public support, in part because they are not established to generate
wealth for their "owners"; (d) operate at any or all levels of socio-political organiza
tion from the individual, family, household, and local levels to transnational and
global concerns, presence, and relationships; and (e) are not partisan in the politics
of their endeavors. These attributes offer a lens through which the nature and evo
lution ofNGDOs and NGDO-ism can be explored in the sections that follow, start
ing with their "articles of faith:'

2. A FALSE PROMISE OF ALTERNATIVES!

The late 1970S can be regarded as the period when NGDOs started to lose the "secu
rity of obscurity" and enter the realm of recognition and embrace by the official aid
system. Their entry was premised on the developmental value of being positively
different to government and its community-oriented practices. The original notion
of being "alternative" has been both a creed and a point of reference for defining
and assessing NGDOs, though proving to be a mixed blessing that remains to this
day (Bebbington, Hickey, and Mitlin 2008).

Throughout the 1970S, some International NGDOs (INGDOs) had been agitat
ing to be seen and heard by the official aid system (Lissner 1977). Infused by cam
paigning for de-colonialization and agitating against military regimes, their
arguments were twofold. First, the origins of INGDOs had informed a people
oriented approach to social change that had been honed over the years of pre- and
post-independence engagement in developing countries. This experience offered
valuable comparative advantages over government in micro, or community,
development-articulated, for example, in Brown and Korten's (1989) seminal
paper which spelled out for international bureaucrats what Tendler (1982) had
described as NGDO "myths" or "articles of faith" (Tvedt 1998, 128). By this she
meant self-referential premises ofwhat NGDOs are and do which make them more
effective in "soft" development initiatives that revolve around people, rather than
"hard" technologies such as the creation of physical infrastructure. It is beyond the
scope of this chapter to list and explore these myths in detail, other than to highlight
the notions of people-centeredness, participation, and partnership as substantial
sources of their comparative social value in development work. The critical point is
that these myths and their later refinements provided a functional-technical metric
against which NGDO performance was tracked and assessed throughout the 1970S
and 1980s.This optic marginalized, but could not dispel, a more political interpreta
tion of what alternative could mean, a perspective reinvigorated by global events
that are discussed below.

Second, being and offering alternatives was not couched only in terms ofopera
tional functioning, but also in terms of bringing a different perspective and theory
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of change to the table that was premised on international solidarity. Articulated
especially strongly in Latin America, this anti-dependencia view focused on how the
liberal, capitalist economic system itself caused the underdevelopment it was pur
ported to solve (Lehmann 1986).A radically different theory of the causes of, and
remedies for, global poverty could and would inform NGDO strategy and practice,
though their actual willingness and ability to pursue such an agenda has also been
subject to dispute.

Arguments among NGDOs about what economics for development should
look like emerged at a time of significant shifts in the domestic politics of donor
countries, loosely termed the Reagan-Thatcher era of the 1980s. Through their
dominance of multilateral institutions and bilateral agencies, the anti-"big govern
ment;' pro-private sector policies of donor countries fed into changes in the foreign
aid system. Consequently, recognition of nonstate development actors like NGDOs
became an institutional imperative for foreign aid. For example, within its External
Relations Department the World Bank established an NGDO office in 1982. The
expansion of "private" aid supply channels matched an increase in demand driven
by structural adjustment policies that were exacerbating poverty. As carriers of
"alternatives;' how did NGDOs respond to the move towards a pro-business ideo
logical agenda?

The answer is that NGDOs resolved the moral issues stemming from their roots
in "caritas," philanthropy, and voluntarism in favor of their own economic growth
as a proxy for performance. Simply put, a caritas mentality means that a failure to
raise as much money as possible is an affront to poor people and hence is unaccept
able. Of course, negotiation on funding conditions is necessary,but in the last anal
ysis, for most NGDOs most of the time, the "moral imperative" of growth wins out
because it also makes "business sense."The prevalence of businessmen and women
on the governing boards of large NGDOs is an ongoing reflection of this reasoning.
It responds to an implicit assumption that NGDO staff are "amateurs" who require
"guidance;' in which professionalism is equated with adopting techniques from
business management (Edwards and Fowler 2002). Moreover, as in other walks of
organizational life, continuity and viability are normal expectations for staff and an
enduring demand on leadership. The original NGDO mantra of "working oneself
out of a job" as a measure of success was alwaysa somewhat fictional aspiration.

A predisposition towards growth was abetted by the pro-NGDO policies of
official aid and a rapid increase in resources, which fuelled a substantial increase in
numbers, particularly in the South. The form and project-driven functioning of the
organizations that were created corresponded to Northern role models, with varied
degrees of affinity for local forms, norms, and practices. In some settings NGDOs
appeared as suspicious foreign bodies. In others they were considered as variations
on existing forms of organizing in which communities distributed resources for
social ends. Of general significance, however, was the formation of an institutional
type and scale that was not proportional to the local resource base. As a result, aid
dependency was created, and remains a characteristic, of Southern NGDOs in a
system of "partnerships" in which calls for their sustainability are not met with

investments that would make this a reality. Further, the deep origins of Northern
NGDOs in voluntarism seldom emerged in the less well-endowed circumstances of
the South. Consequently, NGDO-ism evolved as a form of social entrepreneurship
and employment-seeking, on occasion doing harm by undermining pre-existing
coping mechanisms and institutions (Holmen 2010).

The donors' pro-NGDO policies of the 1980salso introduced an official coopta
tion of NGDO language, with interpretations of concepts such as "empowerment:'
"transformation," "participation:' and "partnership" becoming increasingly state
centric. Some donors introduced internal reforms to make these rhetorical concepts
more substantive in their own work. But, concomitantly, accessto foreign aid became
increasingly dictated by officialperspectives and requirements which tended to stan
dardize NGDO practices, thus eroding their potential comparative advantages and
their vocabulary (Wallaceet al.1998). These coercive features of the aid chain have
remained in play, reflecting the continued asymmetries of power between NGDOs
and donors (Wallace et al. 2006). Finally, in addition to serving certain functional
needs designed to improve development performance, on occasion NGDOs also
provided donor countries with an informal presence in countries ruled by anti
Western regimes during the Cold War era. Consciously or not, NGDOs served the
implicit geopolitical agenda of aid allocation to promote Western interests.

In retrospect, the 1980s were a "golden era" for NGDO expansion and accom
modation within the official aid system, but one that had mixed long-term conse
quences. By and large, it can be argued that for both internal and external reasons,
the formative period of NGDO-ism tilted NGDOs towards an apolitical economy
of their own development. Contention around economic models and politics was
not wholly jettisoned. Tacit acceptance of the donors' neoliberal economic solu
tions to poverty reduction was accompanied, for some NGDOs, by an agitatory,
reformist, critical engagement towards the main players in the foreign aid system
that gained traction at the beginning of the twenty-first century. By the end of the
1980s, NGDOs had come of age.They were now an acknowledged presence on the
international development landscape, and some had global ambitions (Lindenberg
and Bryant 2001).The notion of alternatives described above still held sway (Drabek
1987),but with relativelylittle by way of substantive evidence to test it or experience
of government discomfort with their roles in the foreign aid system. This situation
was to change markedly in the 1990S.

3. REVISIONISM AND RECONCEPTUALIZATION
.......................................................................................................................

The evolution of NGDOs over the past twenty years can be explained in terms of a
continuation of earlier systemicprocesses, but within less benevolent environments
that stem partly from critical evaluations of NGDO achievements and partly from
disruptive "punctuations" in the global order. Previous trends and unexpected



THE FORMS OF CIVIL SOCIETY
f

DEVELOPMENT NGOs 49

discontinuities have interacted in complex ways that are far from resolved, subject
ing NGDO-ism to much uncertainty in the future. Four systemic trends have altered
the generally positive NGDO trajectories of the 1970S and 1980s.

First, throughout the 1990S, studies and conferences on NGDO-ism and
NGDO performance gave rise to increasing skepticism about their value-added
and comparative advantages (Edwards and Hulme 1992,1995; Sogge 1996;Smillie
1995; Hulme and Edwards 1997; Hossain and Myllyla 1998).Summative evaluations
ofNGDO performance at the end of the twentieth century could find no unequiv
ocal support for the proposition that high expectations had been realized in prac
tice (Fowler 2000a; Riddell 2007). The overall picture was one of occasional marked
successes; some positive but scattered micro-level results; and generally very mod
est, uneven achievements. Little could be found in the way of systemic results in
micro-development that was attributable to NGDOs as a distinct type of entity. In
addition, the scale of their outreach to the poor was not particularly significant,
and serious doubts had emerged about their ability to reach the very poor and the
poorest.

Second, there was growing frustration within the NGDO community about the
willingness and ability of Northern NGDOs to be authentic partners with their
Southern counterparts by devolving, or at least sharing, power and decision making
(Fowler 2000b). Compounding this trend was a strategic shift in many INGDOs to
reposition themselves in relation to the decentralization of donor financing directly
to the South. One result was to squeeze out local NGDOs from the foreign aid scene,
which was already moving towards budget support to governments, tied to com
petitive bidding for donor-financed contracts. This led INGDOs to initiate pro
cesses to "localize" themselves on the one hand, while "federating" into more
coherent transnational actors on the other. In sum, there was increasing evidence
that Northern NGDOs were not living up to their own relational rhetoric (Edwards
2005). Instead they were seeking self-continuity by adjusting their geopolitical
economy at the cost of solidarity as originally understood.

Third, and partly in response to Southern NGDO criticism, Northern NGDOs
started to reduce their operationality and shift their focus towards national and
international policy advocacy. The latter function has emerged with some success,
as seen in the achievement of the anti-debt coalition, the International Coalition to
Ban Land Mines (van Rooy 2004) and numerous national policy processes (Court
2006). This transnationalization ofNGDO-ism gained momentum in global policy
debates, increasingly framed in terms of a discourse around "global civil society"
(Edwards and Gaventa 2001; Batliwala and Brown 2006). However, policy success
invited greater government discomfort and a backlash against participation by enti
ties that were seen as unaccountable, leading to a quest for stronger accountability
in the late 1990S and early 2000S (Fox and Brown 1998).This remains a challenge for
NGDOs, as evidenced, for example, in the adoption of codes of conduct to allow for
self-, rather than state-, regulation.' The discomfort this created among Southern
governments was a precursor to their behavior towards NGDOs in reaction to
major disruptions in international relations as discussed below.

t
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Fourth, and potentially most far-reaching, the last twenty years of NGDO-ism
have witnessed a confused displacement of identity and self-understanding which
has many different origins. One was the emergence of a different "alternative" dis
course on development premised on the logic of universal rights, rather than the
logic of achieving a different economic model as it had been envisaged in the 1970S.
The idea grew that inadequate NGDO performance during twenty years ofsatisfying
basic needs could be redressed by concentrating on the causes of development prob
lems, not their symptoms. Adopting power-related, rights-based approaches to
development work was seen as the key to this reorientation. However, implementing
this agenda remains a challenging, risk-strewn path. Notwithstanding high levels of
commitment, marrying the logicof rights to the satisfaction of immediate needs has
proved difficult to achieve in NGDO development practice (Elliott, 2008).

Compounding these evolutionary pressures was a further change that stemmed
from the abrupt, disruptive implosion of the Soviet Union. This event reinvigorated
attention to civil society-a political category that, like rights, relies on citizenship
as the defining relationship between a polity and a state. The triumphalist euphoria
of Fukuyama's The EndofHistory and the widespread adoption of civil society lan
guage opened new avenues fora more overt aid agenda around good governance
and democratization (Clark 1991). Without much in the way of conceptual rigour,
NGDOs and NGDO-ism were relocated by donors-and often repositioned
themselves-in this new discourse, which called for different competencies in
"building" civil society (VeneKlasen 1994). Paradoxically, one positive outcome of
this unanticipated evolution was the stimulation of roles that NGDOs could play in
the emerging ecologies of civil society as advisers, bridges, and nodes of networks,
as well as intermediaries for resources that became available, particularly for demo
cratic consolidation in post-Soviet countries (Pratt 2003).

Locating NGDOs in civil society meant that the parameters for judging their
capacity and performance were shifted towards "small-p" politics. Consequently,
throughout the 1990S, significant funds were allocated towards promoting and con
solidating civil society, often with a naive projectized approach that generated per
verse effects (Ottaway and Carothers 2000). This approach permeated NGDO-ism
still further. Liberal perspectives about civil society were propagated by Western
governments, rather than by NGDOs articulating for themselves what it might
mean to be part of civil society, however they understood that term. This lapse was
characteristic of a generally self-disempowering reactive stance among NGDOs
along the lines identified by Goldfarb (2006), in not being able to define and address
new situations proactively, a form of behavior that abets their subordination to
other civic actors that are driven "from below."Though too easily labeled as "social
movements;' these actors are often driven by a political entrepreneurship of the
local that NGDOs are too often self-constrained to embark on, or are able to sup
port, without distorting their purpose and identity.

A third major convulsion for NGDOs during the 2000S can be traced to the
global "war on terror" that arose in response to the terrorist attacks on the
United States on September 11, 2001. Important features of the NGDO operating
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environment changed almost overnight. One effect was the more active alignment
by donors of development aid with diplomacy and defense: the three-dimensional
triad of foreign relations (Beall et al. 2006). The reallocation of aid towards conflict
areas such as Iraq and Afghanistan recalibrated where Northern NGDOs would
focus their efforts and potential for financing in relief and reconstruction. However,
there is increasing evidence that the allocational choices of Northern NGDOs
already followed in the slipstream of their official funders, since their geographical
distribution of aid correlates more highly with their governments than one would
expect from a perspective of autonomy (e.g., Koch 2009). That NGDOs follow
donor geo-priorities was not new; it simply became more obvious.

Reflecting the backlash of earlier years, the global war on terror has re-enabled
governments everywhere to introduce legislation which curtails the space for civic
agency. For NGDOs, this has proven to be a relational "stress test" (Fowler and Sen
2010), particularlywith their counterparts in the Middle East.For example, Southern
NGDOs work on the frontlines of anti-terror policies and domestic laws, and hence
carry greater risks in embarking on rights-based approaches than their Northern
partners. The South-North solidarity that had been built up over previous years
faced serious challenges as Northern or International NGDOs complied with
domestic rules and security-related tests of their overseas activities. Internal and
external pressures on NGDOs to revert to the relative safety of increasing poor peo
ple's access to social services and material empowerment increased considerably,
exemplified in the United Nations Millennium Development Goals. The demand
for greater effectiveness in harmony with the policies of the official aid system under
the Paris Agenda is another example of these pressures at work (Booth 2008). Thus,
for NGDOs, the end of the first decade of the twenty- first century was characterized
by shrinking room to maneuver and cooptation into the mainstream foreign aid
system. How might these forces play out in the future?

4. NGDOs AND THE CERTAINTY

OF UNCERTAINTY

The end of the second millennium produced a plethora of predictions about
NGDOs and NGDO-ism in the twenty-first century (Edwards and Sen 2000; Lewis
and Wallace 2000; Fowler 2000C). Unforeseen disruptions in the past ten years, cul
minating in the near-collapse of the global financial system and the form of capital
ism it supports, testify to the fallacy of prediction, scenario-building, and other
forms of clairvoyance. Perhaps the only firm "futures" assertion is that the uncer
tainties associated with the interaction between technological advances, multi
centric geopolitics, the volatile economics of globalization, and the impact of
climate change, will continue to increase. A not unreasonable speculation, therefore,

would be that states everywherewill become increasingly preoccupied with a basic
raison d'etre of attaining and maintaining stability, domestically, and internation
ally. Overtly or otherwise, foreign aid will b.e framed and applied with this new real
ity in mind, and the allocation of official aid to different countries will reflect this
political calculus.

Unlike civil society groups that are not dependent on foreign aid-which can
disruptively agitate for change-NDGOs will find it difficult to embark on direc
tions that differ from those which governments and official aid agencies expect, or
will tolerate. Obviously, though, NGDOs could pursue "social justice" as a strategic
contribution to a stabilizing imperative. Alternatives based around redistribution,
inclusion, and civic action are all possible means to this end. Assuming the continu
ation of the "slipstream" character of much NGDO-ism, a point of reference for the
future could also be the quality of the environments of the populations with whom
they choose to work, loosely understood as the "stability" characteristics of nation
states that merit international aid. This measure can also accommodate recent sce
narios that have informed a "new humanitarianism;' which is certainly a strategic
option for some NGDOs (Feinstein Centre 2010). This analysis posits conflict set
tings that call for a trifurcation of humanitarian action: one approach that requires
total impartiality; another in which aid is an instrument deployed to affect conflict
outcomes; and a third in which "failed states" lack robust or stable governance. The
risks and implications of each are very different-for example, for NGDOs that
interface with the military and security services.

In the case of development policy after the Millennium Development Goals,
unless NGDOs quickly and seriously invest in their own transformation, their
future scenarios will reflect expectations of what they do as harmonized comple
ments to official foreign aid under different country conditions. Such organiza
tional transformations are not considered very likely (Ronalds 2010), in part because
they involve better ways of recognizing and equalizing power relations, both in
development practice and in relationships within NGDO-ism itself (Groves and
Hinton 2004). Transformation also requires a rethinking of growth as the metric
which counts most of all. NGDOs that cannot take these steps, especially from the
North, will be less well positioned to counter their continued incorporation into the
officialmainstream. Instead, they are likely to face increasing dependency on official
aid priorities and stabilizing policies, and increasing pressure to satisfy the expecta
tions they will bring. The general point is not to predict which scenario NGDOs will
follow, but to suggest that international NGDOs may need to cope with macro-in
stability dynamics, while Southern NGDOs should be supported to deal with micro
variations of instability within their countries.

A stability-driven picture of NGDO-ism in the years ahead will be subjected to
many aid-related dynamics. Examples include the increasingly important behavior
of mega-philanthropies, the role of diaspora transfers, and the rise of new bilateral
donors such as China, India, and Brazil. Another dynamic already in play is the
displacement of NGDOs by other civic actors and their agency, a trend that has
nothing to do with foreign aid. These energies are often driven by citizens who
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engage in changing society as a political project, not as a technical exercise (Fowler

and Biekart 2008). Perhaps, therefore, the future ofNGDO-ism is really in the bal

ance, not in the sense of their continued survival, but in the sense of their declining

proportional relevance, resilience, fit, and embeddedness in civil society at large.

NOTES

1. See www.icnl.org and www.ijcsl.org.
2. See http://archives.chicagotribune.com/2008/may/07/news/ chi-russia-civil_rodriguez

mayor.
3. This formulation includes "pretender" NGDOs as well as those who are antagonistic

to the ways in which aid is both conceived and functions, and demanding its reform, replace
ment, or ending altogether. Foreign aid is still their point of reference.

4. See www.oneworldtrust.org/csoaccountability.
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CHAPTER 5

GRASSROOTS ASSOCIATIONS

FRANCES KUNREUTHER

VOLUNTARY associations are often assumed to be synonymous with civil society and
an engaged democratic citizenry. As the numbers and scope of voluntary associa
tions have increased, civil society advocates have cited evidence that such associa
tions advance the public good directly (by addressing issues such as poverty,
inequality, and environmental degradation) and indirectly (by bringing people into
democratic life individually and collectively). Associations provide spaces in which
people can practice civic engagement and address problems that are unlikely to be
resolved by government or the for-profit sector.

This chapter examines a subset of these associations that work primarily at the
local level to promote strong grassroots participation in civil society. The chapter
reviews the definition and scope of these associations and their relationships to
other civil society groups, especially in the United States, and introduces another,
overlooked, category of associations that are committed to the public good called
"social change organizations" or seos. seos include grassroots associations and
community organizing groups, and also other organizations that seek to change the
underlying systems and structures of power in society. The chapter concludes with
two examples that show how new alliances between these different types of grass
roots association are emerging to link local work with larger efforts to build civic
voice-a crucial task for the future.

1. THE THEORY OF GRASSROOTS ASSOCIATIONS

Grassroots associations are a subset of the associational universe and in many ways
they capture the ideal of civilsociety. These are groups where people come together
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voluntarily to advance a concern or interest, solve a problem, take an action, or con
nect with each other based on something they share in common. Grassroots associa
tions are characterized by more democratic and lesshierarchical forms of governance
and accountability, the predominance of volunteers as opposed to paid staff, and
a local focus, factors which distinguish them from nonprofit, staff-driven organiza
tions (Smith 2000). A grassroots association can be a self-help group such as a chap
ter of Alcoholics Anonymous (AA),an after-school program organized by parents, a
storefront church, a neighborhood soup kitchen, a choral society, a block associa
tion, and many, many more, and because such groups are largely run by volunteers,
their participants must accept or negotiate the terms on which the group organizes
its purposes, activities, responsibilities, and outcomes. Keyto these groups is the fact
that those involved enter and leave voluntarily. Like others who promote their ben
efits, Smith asserts that most grassroots associations are light on ideology but strong
in their commitment to teaching people the skillsof democracy and participation.

The local, volunteer-driven character and small size of most grassroots associa
tions often makes them hard to identify and quantify. In the United States, studies
often rely on data collected by government agencies that require formally incorpo
rated groups over a certain size to provide information about their finances and
operations. This means that smaller groups are often overlooked, despite the fact
that they number over 7.5 million in the United States alone (Smith 2000). However,
it is precisely these characteristics-small in scale, voluntary, and local-that make
grassroots associations so popular among advocates of civil society. By organizing
around common interests, grassroots groups provide one way to address the isola
tion and sometimes overwhelming responsibilities that face individuals and fami
lies in the contemporary world. People come together to learn, act, share, discuss,
and enjoy.Associations do not simply meet social needs, they also provide skills that
help individuals to engage in the political and economic system, and build increased
capacity at the local level for citizen interaction in democratic societies.

Grassroots associations are the often unrecognized places where a community's
strengths can be identified and mobilized. Kretzmann and McKnight (1993) have
pointed to the importance of acknowledging that all communities, even those that
have serious social and economic deficits, are rich in associationallife, a richness
that helps to compensate for their lack of formal support systems and resources.
The appeal of grassroots associations as the building blocks of civil society is that
they offer venues in which people can convene across the lines of income, race, gen
der, geography, and other potential divides, in order to articulate and advance the
interests they hold in common.

2. THE PRACTICE OF GRASSROOTS ASSOCIATIONS

These presumed advantages are often idealized, however. Although the number of
grassroots associations has increased significantly on a macro level over the last few

decades in the United States and elsewhere, economic inequality-an indicator of
less rather than more democracy-has widened (Bartels 2008). Furthermore, if
these associations are entry points for democratic practice and civic engage
ment, why have their numbers grown while the most direct expression of civic
participation-voting-has declined? One reason is that, although at the micro
level, the internal decision-making processes of grassroots groups may be less hier
archical and more democratic, these conditions support but do not guarantee par
ticipation in formal and informal politics.

Without paid, professional staff to make decisions and take action, the group
must set their own direction, and decisions at volunteer-run organizations are less
likely to be oriented towards the funding sources that are required to keep staff
driven organizations afloat. Grassroots associations may be places in which people
can practice their civic involvement, but they are not necessarily spaces where delib
eration and civic leadership are learned. A small local group with paid staff that is
viewed by the community as a grassroots group may be democratically run, while a
mostly volunteer-led affiliateof a larger federated group may be subject to decisions
enforced by the national organization. One example is the Girl Scouts in the United
States, where the national headquarters has been working to increase the group's
overall effectiveness.The results may be mostly positive, but led to internal contro
versy when a decision to merge two affiliates was made over the objections of the
local community (Boyand Girl Scouts 2008). Grassroots associations may be domi
nated by a volunteer founder or founding group that makes all major decisions, and
volunteers in grassroots organizations may choose not to be engaged in decision
making processes at all.A person who joins a grassroots group as a friend to public
parks may be perfectly content to pick up trash one day a month.

When one looks closely at the contributions of these groups, they do provide
sites for citizens to express their interests, needs, and concerns, and at times they
build the practices of civicengagement, but the link between grassroots associations
and an engaged civil society is less clear. The right to association can benefit the
common good, but is a chessclub anything more than an association that is engaged
in a private purpose? An association such as AA, which is frequently cited as an
example of a group that is formal, voluntary, and grassroots, benefits society by
helping individuals to stay alcohol-free, create networks of support, and become
productive members of society, but does participation necessarily translate into
involvement beyond the group itself? Does AAbuild civil society outside of its own
private spaces? Does the organization work for the public good above and beyond
the needs of its individual participants?

The debate over whether grassroots associations are expressions of civil society
in these broader senses also depends on the relationships between civil society, the
state, and the market. For example, the devolution of U.S. government functions
over the past thirty years has resulted in nonprofits increasingly acting as private
contractors to the state, taking on responsibilities that are required either by law or
by social contract (Salamon 1995; Van Til 2000). In these circumstances, grassroots
associations may differ from other nonprofits in their volunteer and locally driven
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orientation, but they also fill gaps left behind by a diminished public sector. In this
context, do people in a community come together to establish more after-school
activities because they are "civically engaged:' or because cuts to public schools
mean that government no longer accepts responsibility for running these much
needed programs, or because parent groups want to be more involved in
government-sponsored activities in order to make them more accountable to their
interests, or a mixture of all three?

In addition, the existence of grassroots associations adds value to a community,
but that value is not equally distributed. Although associations cross all income
boundaries, they may be more frequently used by-and be of greater benefit to
the wealthy, who already have more civic voice and power (Verba, Schlozman, and
Brady 1995). For example, wealthy homeowners who form an association are more
likely to influence laws, regulations, and policies than a tenants' association in a
low-income community. A grassroots association in which local citizens come
together to improve their schools, or clean up their neighborhoods, is easier to form
and maintain in some communities than others, with income as a prime differenti
ating factor. This is not to say that low-income communities lack grassroots associa
tions, but there are more factors that militate against their inception, ongoing
existence, and impact. It is precisely because of continued inequalities ofwealth and
power and their disproportionate impact on civil society that a subset of grassroots
associations called "community organizing groups" are important. They use the
unequal distribution of influence and resources as their starting point for engaging
with communities.

3. COMMUNITY ORGANIZING: CIVIL

SOCIETY AND POWER

The visibility and popularity of community organizing groups increased in the
United States when President Barack Obama identified himself as a former com
munity organizer during his election campaign in 2008, but community organizing
has a decades-long history and now a global presence. Community organizing
groups have an explicit goal of addressing power and inequality by engaging people
who have little influence as individuals, but who can gain voice and influence by
working more closely together. Like other grassroots associations, community orga
nizing groups are formal associations that stress democratic decision-making and
the involvement of unpaid staff. Like social movements, most rely on mobilizing
people to work collectively in order to accomplish their goals. Most organizing
campaigns are not overtly ideological, but seek specific changes that focus on a
public issue-from the need for a traffic light to protect children in the neighbor
hood, to closing liquor stores in order to reduce crime, to opening up schools to
greater parent involvement and oversight.

Community organizing has a long history of mobilizing resources to fill unmet
needs that range from building community capacity for self-help to solvingcommunity
problems by shifting relationships of power. In its earlier manifestations, the field was
primarily focused on local development, social planning or social action (Betten and
Austin 1990). Today, community organizing is most frequently associatedwith the work
of SaulAlinksy, who isknown worldwide for the model he codified and promoted in the
United States in the mid-twentieth century. Alinksy's background in the labor move
ment ofthe 1930S taught him howworkers with little power used "controlled conflict"to
gainbasic rights and influenceon issues such as wages, hours, and workplace conditions
(Betten and Austin 1990). Applyingthese techniques to white working-class neighbor
hoods in Chicago,Alinksyfocused on how the "have-nots" could gain power byworking
together. Change happens, he believed, through confrontation, using the strength of
collective action to forceconcessionsfrom politicians and other policy makers. Though
Alinksywas a fan ofde Tocqueville and acknowledged the importance ofassociations in
making change,he alsobelievedthat "change comes from power and power comes from
organization. In order to act,people must get together" (Alinsky1969,113). In Alinsky's
model, organizerswork through local associations such as churches, labor unions, book
clubs,and others to build up their numbers. The Industrial Areas Foundation founded
by Alinksy continues this tradition today through faith-based organizations in many
parts of the United States (Warren 2001).

The landscape ofcommunity organizing has passed through a variety of modi
fications over the past fifty years. Many groups have adapted Alinsky's techniques,
while keeping the emphasis on building power and changing power relations. For
example, the United Farm Workers organized individuals (not organizations with
constituencies) often through house meetings, and members were offered mutual
benefits. The Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN)
evolved out of welfare rights organizing, focusing on reaching the very poor.
Feminist critiques of Alinsky's emphasis on the public sphere recognized the need
to organize in the private sphere in order to address issues such as domestic abuse.
Others have promoted organizing in ways that take account communities of inter
est, especially race, where issues facing communities of color are highlighted and
addressed. (Sen 2003; Jacoby-Brown 2006; Minieri and Gestos 2007).

These different approaches persist to this day.Smock (2004) identifies fiveproto
types: power, community-based, civic, women-centered, and transformative. The
styleof organizing promoted byAlinksy is the basis of the power model that empha
sizes the need for confrontation. Community-based organizing, on the other hand,
addresses the lack of infrastructure and capacity building in low-income communi
ties and looks to solutions from the State. Civic organizing stresses the need for public
order in order to stabilize and build safe communities, while women-centered groups
organize in ways that challengethe divide between the public and private spheres in
offering safespaces and support. Transformative organizing focuses on how to rethink
the ways in which public and private institutions operate in order to address the root
causesofinequality. Smock'sanalysisseparates groups according to the problems they
are ultimately trying to solve. Groups that use power models see organizing as a tool
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of democratic pluralism, in which the goal is to enhance a community's ability to
access more power and influence. Groups that stress transformative organizing are
looking for changes that ultimately address the institutional injustices that are embed
ded in larger systems. More recent work by Su (2009) explores the differences that
exist between groups, following Alinsky, that organize within systems in order to
obtain a larger "piece ofthe pie;' and those, following the popular education approach
of Paulo Friere, that raise consciousness about the deeper problems of State and mar
ket institutions that must be addressed to change or enlarge the "pie" itself.

Social movement organizations also use community organizing strategies to
create mass-based power for change (Ganz 2009), as in South Africa's anti-apartheid
movement for example, where organizing took place not only within South Africa
to mobilize support but also to inspire a worldwide divestment campaign which
targeted governments and corporations. But not all community organizing groups
are linked to movements. Most, like other grassroots associations, are confined to
local communities, and even when they enjoy significant successes their results
rarely add up to large scale, mass-based movement building across localities that
creates significant social change.

Two basic tenets remain key to most community organizing practices today. The
first is to identify common issues that affect a group of people and encourage them to
address these issues collectively. The second is to move individuals and their private
interests towards a common identity and a shared platform from which they can act
together in this way (Chetkovich and Kunreuther 2006). Community organizing is
therefore centrally concerned with preparing people to engage in the public sphere,
especiallythose who are marginalized in the democratic process. In theory, organizing
takes its cue for action from the individuals who are experiencing the problem, so that
the issues are identified by the community and reflect their needs. In practice, some
organizing efforts focus on a particular campaign that willbenefit a community, and
then members are enlisted to participate. Hence, community organizing can enhance or
undermine equality,fairness,and sustainable development, because the organizing pro
cesscan be used by any group of people to bring about the changes they desire. In the
United States,for example, the recent TeaParty movement has used the Alinskymodel
to hold politicians accountable during town hall meetings held in their local communi
ties,but in support ofvaluesand policiesthat Alinskywould neverhaveendorsed (Stellar
2009). Hence, it is the combination of the formsof organizing with the normsof social
change or socialjustice that is most important to long-term results.

4. SOCIAL CHANGE ORGANIZATIONS: CREATING

THE GOOD SOCIETY

If grassroots associations are too broad to be equated with a particular vision of the
good society and community organizing is too narrow, a third group of social

change organizations has arisen at the intersection of these two categories to offer a
way to reconcile the dilemmas they evoke. Social change organizations (SCOs) are
voluntary associations in local communities that address systemic issues in order to
increase the power of marginalized groups, communities, or interests (Chetkovich
and Kunreuther 2006). Over the past twenty years, the term social change organiza
tion has become commonplace among practitioners in the voluntary sector, but it
is barely recognized in the academic literature on civil society, nonprofits or social
movements. Community organizing groups are a subset of SCOs when they oper
ate at a time or in a place where no mass-based social movements exist. Other social
change organizations deliver services, engage in advocacy, and fight legal battles to
solve problems caused by larger policies or systems. These are groups that are com
mitted to a vision of the good society in which those with little influence because of
their income, class, caste, immigrant status, race, gender, or sexual orientation are
supported to build their voiceand engage in a variety ofways to address imbalances
of power.

Unlike grassroots associations, however, social change organizations may have
a majority of paid staff, but they are also characterized by their commitment to
involve their constituents in determining the direction of the organization and its
work. This commitment extends to organizational leadership, which must manage
both the operations of the group and the inclusion of the voices of staff members
and constituents, even though internal governance structures range from tradi
tional hierarchies to collectivedecision making. If civil society is a space for associa
tion and engagement in the public sphere oriented towards a vision of the good
society that benefits all its citizens, then social change organizations are key
(Chetkovich and Kunreuther 2006). They work in local communities to address
critical issues such as environmental degradation, economic inequality, radical fun
damentalism, identity-based discrimination, service needs, and the denial of basic
human rights by states, though in practice their achievements indicate more success
with engaging local constituents than in addressing the roots causes of problems.
Like many grassroots associations, these organizations are entry points into the
public sphere at a local level,and it is in the local arena that they are able to make a
difference. However, the fact that many decisions are not made at a community level
often thwarts social change organizations' efforts to build their vision of a good and
just society.

Progress towards the good society is often seen in large-scale social movements,
from the civil rights movement in the United States to the rise of Solidarity in
Poland, which found support in civil society associations (Morris 1984; Walzer 1995).

But in the absence of transformative movements, social change organizations can
make systemic changes by joining forces in order to scale up their influence, work
ing together across their local interests or acting as affiliates of a national organiza
tion. In the United States, the latter model has had more success than the former,
but it has its own set of risks. National groups with local affiliates have a tendency
to promote their own agendas and reinforce top-down control through their size
and power (Piven and Cloward 1978), and it can be difficult avoid a command and
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control structure rather than building from the bottom up, from the local level to
the national. In addition, the affiliatesof national organizations may be torn between
loyalty to national and local efforts. Even the process of creating local organizations
may feel like an invasion of, rather than a support for, a community, especially if the
group was not invited in by constituents. There can also be unseen vulnerabilities,
as the case of ACORN in the United States demonstrates. Successful attacks on
ACORN from conservatives in 2008 and 2009 not only jeopardized its mission
(eventually leading to ACORN's disbandment), but also revealed a lack of internal
transparency and accountability over finance and board governance that were in
conflict with ACORN's public vision of social change (Cohen 2009).

Trying to scale up across different groups and localities through coalitions of
membership organizations has, until recently, seemed unmanageable in the U.S.
context, especially when they cross diverse issue areas, geographic boundaries,
identity groups, goals, and constituencies. But now there are new formations that
are attempting to do just this. Some are loose affiliations that raise funds together
for a broad common agenda, and others are more structured. Among the former
are the Pushback Network, "a national collaboration of indigenous, grassroots
organizations and networks committed to building bottom-up, state-based alli
ances that change both the composition and levels of participation of the
electorate."! The Pushback Network's members operate in eight states, and each
has its own approach to winning power for social change. Sharing information and
raising funds to support organizing and electoral work have been two important
components of the network's success. Hence, organizing above the local level is a

crucial ingredient of success.

5. SOCIAL CHANGE ORGANIZATIONS IN ACTION
.......................................................................................................................

a. The Right to the City

In 2007, a group of local community organizing groups formed the U.S.-based
Right to the City (RTTC), a national alliance that "seeks to create regional and
national impacts in the fields of housing, human rights, urban land, community
development, civic engagement, criminal justice, environmental justice, and more:' 2

With a core membership of thirty-seven "base-building" organizations in eight cit
ies, RTTC is affiliated with the global Right to the City movement that grew out of
the World Urban Forum in 2004. The agenda of Right to the City reflects its broad
vision "that everyone, particularly the disenfranchised, not only has a right to the
city, but as inhabitants, have a right to shape it, design it, and operationalize an
urban human rights agenda:'

Right to the City is a membership organization in which local organizing groups
with similar analyses and goals find waysof working together to have a larger impact.

Jon Liss (2009), the director and one of the founding members of Tenants and
Workers United, describes how the work of RTTC groups emerged in the void that
was left behind by the decline of labor unions in the United States (organizations
that historically tended to exclude people of color and women), the increase of
immigrant workers in the labor force, and the breakup of the "new left." In the
1980s, new, power-based organizing groups emerged to challenge Alinksy's "color
blind" approach. They concentrated on transformational work with members as
well as achieving concrete victories, but were unable to reach the scale required to
givelow-income communities, communities of color, and immigrant communities
enough power to make significant systems change. Right to the City is an opportu
nity to address these shortcomings by building cohesion and sense of collective
power, and developing a new generation of strategies around a shared ideology that
offers member organizations a strong sense of belonging as well as concrete accom
plishments on which to build their influence.

Liss is one of the members of the Right to the City working group on civic
engagement, a strategy that promotes voter education, counts disenfranchised com
munities in the U.S.Census, and pursues other forms of action focused on energiz
ing the public sphere. The working group members share information to strengthen
civicengagement efforts in their own regions, and offer ideas to other RTTC groups
across their different cities. For example, Tenants and Workers United has been
organizing in Virginia for the past twenty years. Three years ago, Liss and his col
leagues founded a sister organization called Virginia's New Majority to focus on
voter engagement. New Majority was incorporated under a different tax status than
Tenants and Workers; as a nonprofit, it is permitted by law to influence legislation
and engage in some forms of political activity. Tenants and Workers United, like
most organizations in the U.S. voluntary sector, is a charitable 501C3 organization
that must remain nonpartisan.

More explicitly,Virginia's New Majority is a group that aims to "expand democ
racy in terms of who participates and maximize what democracy can look like ... by
building a new common sense or understanding about politics, policies, culture,
and role of government ... that moves hundreds of thousands of people" (Liss 2009,
1). Yet for Liss, civic engagement work is different than community organizing.
While civic engagement has a broader reach, organizing still has a deeper impact on
those involved. For example, Virginia's New Majority visited 300,000 homes in a
two-year period, far exceeding the 10,000-15,000 homes reached by Tenants and
Workers each year. But Tenants and Workers was able to recruit 600 to 1,200volun
teer activists with a deep commitment to organizing and service programs, while
New Majority was only able to identify a few dozen new members. Trying carefully
to balance scale, depth and commitment to deep change, Liss's work reflects some
of the larger hopes and challenges of the Right to the City alliance and its
members.

The members of Right to the City share a common theoretical framework based
on French philosopher Henri Lefebvre's Le droitea la ville (for which the group is
named). This shared analysis gives the group its cohesion, offering the potential to
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be more than a series of individual organizations that share information with each
other. How and whether the members can really scale up their ideas and impact
within and across communities is yet to be tested, but the Right to the City model is
an important step forward for social change organizations, beyond allied relation
ships ("we like your work and you like ours") to the point at which strategic and
ideological partners engage with each other in the public sphere in order to create
the possibility of a good and just society.

b. Feminists Transformation Watch

While Right to the City aims is to strengthen local power as well as to work across
geographic boundaries in the United States, the Feminist Transformation Watch
(FTW) looks at how local grassroots efforts can be enhanced by working trans
nationally. Their methodology of building power in one locality by drawing on the
resources and experiences of others is illustrated in the collaboration between Las
Petateras, a Mesoamerican feminist group, and Just Associates, a U.S.-based inter
mediary that builds solidarity with women's groups in Mesoamerica, Southern
Africa, and Indonesia, and which is dedicated to supporting the capacity of women
to alter systems of power that perpetuate inequality and injustice. FTW is an inno
vative attempt to support women who are "questioning, confronting, and trans
forming power" to witness, document and bring attention to abuses of human
rights, and to support women on the frontline in these situations (Arroyo et al.
2008,2).

The FTW approach reflects an effort to "scale out" rather than scale up. It both
supports and draws attention to the importance of women's ability to participate in
the public sphere as visible actors, especially in countries where that ability is
severelyrestricted by repression or cultural factors. The process begins when women
in a given country issue a call for action that invites feminist media and interna
tional delegations to convene (virtually or in person) as witnesses to grassroots
efforts to challenge existing power structures. Subsequent steps include the
following:

• Designing and implementing a response to a particular situation affecting
women, such as systematic state-endorsed or state-tolerated violence against
women (for example in Ciudad Juarez and Oaxaca in Mexico).

• Calling on women and women's organizations from outside the country to
serve as witnesses, amplify the issues, and generate more protection,
especially in situations where protest is increasingly criminalized.

• Using the media, including radio and social networking, to reach out and
involve larger audiences (for example, special broadcasts directly from sites
of action where women call in from around the world and post statements
of support online).

• Using statements provided by a group of women Nobel laureates who have
been organized as strategic allies to spotlight or directly participate in FTW.

GRASSROOTS ASSOCIATIONS

• Documenting lessons learned-both the impact of the action and the
process of mobilization-in order to build the effectivenessof FTW and to
continue to address the local issues at hand.

The idea for the Feminist Transformation Watch began in Mesoamerica where a mul
tigenerational group of women from different countries and diverse backgrounds
met at a workshop to talk about the need to weave their efforts together to create a
stronger impact. Critical of the fragmentation and demobilization that stem from
NGO politics and policy-drivenforms of advocacy, they wanted to draw on the suc
cesses of earlier feminist movements that focused on grassroots activities to draw
attention to injustices against women. Since 2006 there have been eight Feminist
Transformation Watch activities in Nicaragua, Mexico, Guatemala, Costa Rica,
Honduras, and the United States, ranging from fact-finding on violence against
women in Guatemala to denouncing rights violations against pro-democracy activists
after a state coup in Honduras. The results have heightened the FTW groups' under
standing that there is a critical"erosion of already limited spaces of citizen participa
tion" and a "dismantling of the social fabric and worldviews that sustain and nurture
healthy and vibrant socialand political relationships" (Arroyo et al. 2008, 19).

The FTW model is not so much about aggregating civic influence as about cre
ating new waysof sharing power at and with the grassroots in order to highlight and
address sites of injustice through information sharing, creative intervention, com
munications, and the collective strength that is achieved by weaving all of these
elements together. LikeRight to the City, Feminist Transformation Watch is a young
civil society formation, yet it is already widely known and respected among Latin
American social movements. The evidence of FTW's long-term impact is not yet
clear,but a new levelof engagement is already occurring. Those involved have been
both excited by the possibilities and educated on the difficulties that small social
change groups encounter when crossing national borders in their efforts to involve
citizens in creating the good society.

6. CONCLUSION
.......................................................................................................................

Grassroots Associations are often equated with the ideals of civil society. They have
become the entry points for nonstate and nonprofit activity outside of family life
that provide much-needed opportunities for gaining civic skills and acting in the
public sphere. Community organizing groups are a subset of these associations that
focus on building the power and voice of disenfranchised communities, and social
change organizations stand at the intersection of these two sets of groups, explicitly
addressing the root causes of inequality but engaging in a wider range of strategies
and forms of association which attempt to balance scale,depth, and commitment to
deep-rooted social change.
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GRASSROOTS ASSOCIATIONS

All of these associations work primarily at the community level, and they have

often been viewed as too localized to address larger, systemic barriers to the good

society. But recent developments indicate that new approaches to working across

organizational and geographic boundaries may be more successful in creating

change on a larger scale and at a deeper level than before. These new formations are

still nascent and their impact is unclear, but their attempts to address inequalities of

power by increasing citizen voice are an indication that new routes to civil society

through grassroots associations are constantly opening up, and must be nurtured.

NOTES

1. Pushback Network's official website is http://pushbacknetwork.org.
2. Right to the City's official website is http://righttothecity.org.
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CHAPTER 6

...............................................................................................

SOCIAL MOVEMENTS
...............................................................................................

DONATELLA DELLA PORTA

AND MARIO DIANI

ALTHOUGH empirically, collective actors defined as social movements on the one hand
and as civil society on the other present several overlapping themes, in the social sci
ences these two fields of interest-both large and growing-have rarely interacted. In
fact, while in political and media discourse particular organizations, individuals, and
events are routinely described as stemming from one or the other, the social sciences
have stressed different core conceptualizations for each of these two phenomena.

This chapter explores the interactions between the social science literatures in
these two fields, and considers both differences and similarities in their conceptualiza
tion as well as in the actual evolution of the social actors that have been identified and
recognized as social movements and as civil society. The chapter begins by discussing
the analytical relationships between these two concepts, before moving on to illustrate

some of the tensions that have emerged in their interrelationships and concluding by
showing how these tensions have evolved over time and may be resolved in the future.

1. SOCIAL MOVEMENTS AND CIVIL SOCIETY:

BASIC CONCEPTS
.......................................................................................................................

It is fair to say that analysts of social movements--or perhaps, more precisely, those
associated with mainstream social movement analysis in North American (and
American-influenced) social science-have paid little attention to the concept of civil
society in their models (Snow,Soule, and Kriesi 2004). When they have done so, this has
been in the context of other conceptual debates such as that inspired by "social capital;'

r
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rather than in any explicit dialogue with social movement theory (Edwards, Foley,and
Diani 2001). This does not mean that there are no logical areas ofoverlap. Depending on
one's definitions, social movements may be seen as an integral component of civil soci
ety,and vice versa, associationallife and participatory processes within civil society may
be regarded as one instance of broader social movement dynamics. While there is no

space here for a systematic discussion of these two concepts (Diani 1992; Kumar 1993;

Edwards 2009), we can illustrate their relationships by looking at Diani's definition of
social movements as informal networks created by a multiplicity of individuals, groups,
and organizations, engaged in political or cultural conflicts on the basis of a shared col
lective identity (Diani 1992;della Porta and Diani 2006). Social movements are actually
just one possible mode of coordination of collective action within civil society. Their
peculiarity lies in the coupling of dense interorganizational networks and collective
identities that transcend the boundaries of any specific organization and encompass
much broader collectivities (Diani and Bison 2004). A good deal of collective action in
civil society may also take the form of instrumental coalitions, in which collaboration
neither relies on, nor generates larger identities. At other times, collective action is pro
moted by networks of like-minded people concerned with a specific issue or a broader
cause (think, for example, of communities ofpractice or epistemic communities), rather
than by organizations alone. Finally, collective action may take place within specific
organizations without stimulating the growth of broader networks and identities.

Given this complexity of forms, and the fact that there is neither awareness nor
consensus on the distinctiveness of the various types, it is no surprise that in practical
terms researchers who claim to be primarily interested in social movements or in civil
society end up with quite similar questions and empirical objects of analysis.For exam
ple, both lines of research share an interest in the mechanisms that facilitate or discour
age citizens' involvement in collective action as individuals (Marwell and Oliver 1993;

Wilson 2000; Diani and McAdam 2003). The two lines of inquiry also converge when
movements are regarded primarily as sets of organizations with similar or at least com
patible goals, rather than as networks of interdependent actors. If the focus is on volun
tary organizations as organizations rather than on their networks, then the distinction
between "social movement organizations" (the term favored by movement analysts),
"voluntary associations;' and "public interest groups" (the term favored by civil society
analysts) loses some of its relevance. There is much common ground in considering
how these organizational forms combine a quest for efficacy with a commitment to
decentralized, participatorystructures; how they coordinate resources; and other impor
tant issues (Kriesi 1996; Jordan and Maloney 1997;Anheier and Themudo 2002).

2. CONFLICTIVE AND CONSENSUAL

COLLECTIVE ACTION

Having identified some areas of convergence, it is also important to recognize where
these two fields of inquiry diverge. First, an emphasis on conflict is not as strong in
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reference to civil society as it is to social movements. Social movement studies have
since long stressed conflict as the key dynamic element of societies. The European
tradition in social movement studies has looked at new social movements as poten
tial carriers of a new central conflict in post-industrial societies, or at least of an
emerging constellation of conflicts. In the North American tradition, the resource
mobilization approach reacted to a then-dominant conception of conflicts as
pathologies. However, from Michael Lipsky (1965) to Charles Tilly (1978), the first
systematic works on social movements developed from traditions of research that
stressed conflicts of power, both in society and in politics: "Social movement actors
are engaged in political and/or cultural conflicts, meant to promote or oppose social
change. By conflict we mean an oppositional relationship between actors who seek
control of the same stake-be it political, economic, or cultural power - and in the
process make negative claims on each other-i.e., demands which, if realized,would
damage the interests of the other actors" (della Porta and Diani 2006, 21).

In contrast, analysts of civil society often focus on non- or less-contentious
forms of collectiveaction that givepriority to largely consensual issues and agendas
(Daly 2006; Edwards 2009): for example, campaigns promoting collective responses
to pressing public issues that most people recognize as important (such as environ
mental degradation or the persistence of inequality between industrialized and
developing countries). These campaigns are surely akin to coalitions if not to full
fledged social movements, since they involve multiple organizations and may also
generate long-term solidarities. Yetconflict is not necessarily central to them, since
civil society often acts in pursuit of goals defined broadly enough to make them
acceptable-if not top-priority-to large sectors of public opinion. In an effort to
bridge these two sectors of social life, social movement analysts have sometimes
talked of "consensus movements" to identify instances of collectiveaction in which
conflict was either absent or peripheral (Lofland 1989).

Similar considerations apply to social movement practices, which are often
defined as confrontational. Their tactics are disruptive in so far as, in order to cap
ture the attention of the public and exercise pressure on power holders, they need
to amplify their voice through a (more or less symbolic) challenge to law and order.
Social movements are characterized by their adoption of unusual forms of political
behavior. Many scholars pinpoint the fundamental distinction between movements
and other political actors in the use by the former of protestas a form of exerting
political pressure. Protest is defined as a nonconventional form of action that inter
rupts daily routines (Lipsky1965).

Over the last few years, the analysis of social movements has been approached
through the concept of contentious politics, defined as episodic, public, and collec
tive interaction among claim makers and their targets (when at least one govern
ment is a claimant, an object of claims, or a party to the claim and the claims would,
if realized, affect the interests of at least one of the claimants: McAdam, Tarrow, and
Tilly 2001). By contrast, research on civil society has stressed civility, defined as
respect for others, or tolerance, politeness, and the acceptance of strangers and their
views (Keane 2003).In many reflections on contemporary societies, an autonomous

I

civil society is referred to as being capable of addressing the tensions that arise
between particularism and universalism, plurality and connectedness, diversity and
solidarity. It is, in this sense, called to be "a solidarity sphere in which certain kind
of universalizing community comes gradually to be defined and to some degree
enforced" (Alexander 1998, 7). Linked to this understanding is a view of civil society
as the texture of cooperative and associational ties that foster mutual trust and
shared values, ultimately strengthening social cohesion (Putnam 1993). The implied
link here between reducing conflict and increasing social cohesion has been criti
cized by those who argue that the articulation and explicit management of social
conflict is essential for the survival of democracy (Mouffe 2005).

3. NEW SOCIAL MOVEMENTS, CIVIL SOCIETY

AND THE AUTONOMY OF THE SELF

If the social science literature stresses different conceptual elements in the defini
tion of social movements and civil society, empirical trends have increased their
overlap. One such trend is the growing importance of the concept of autonomy in
social movements, which has always been central to the definition of civil society.
Dubbed as the "most favored export from sociological theory into politics" by
Mitzal (2001) and "flattened out and emptied of content" by Chandhoke (2003), the
concept of civil society has been used as a synonym for associationallife and eman
cipation from authoritarian governments and corporate or commercial agendas.
Inspired in particular by new social movements and the movement for democracy
in Eastern Europe (Mitzal 2001), the revival of civil society in social theory in the
1990S coincided with the search for a space that was autonomous from both the
state and the market.

Since the 1970s, some social movements that have developed have been labeled
as "new,"to stress their distance from the working-class and nationalist movements
that had dominated industrial societies (Melucci 1996; Calhoun 1993). These
included movements on environmental issues, women's and other human rights,
gender and sexuality, peace and solidarity, as well as those advocating greater bal
ance in North-South relations. While all of these movements were vocal in the pub
lic arena and provided political representation either to deprived social groups,
unvested collective interests or both, they also contained strong elements that were
explicitly nonpolitical.

More specifically, the new social movements focused their action on areas and
issues that did not relate directly to the struggle for state power, but aimed instead
at increasing the autonomy of individuals in relation to various political and
institutional spheres. Some of these issues concerned the conditions under which
knowledge is produced and used, both in its scientific and professional sense.
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Environmental movements, for example, had a major interest in securing greater
freedom for researchers operating in public institutions to explore important lines
of research, such as alternative energy sources, that might not be relevant to estab
lished economic interests; or in granting researchers more freedom to speak out on
issues of public concern, such as the risks associated with new technologies, regard
less of the secrecy clauses that are often imposed by private companies that fund
research on these topics. Likewise, women's movements developed a strong dia
logue with certain sectors of the medical profession in areas like women's health,
responsible maternity, and freedom of reproductive choice.

Common to these and to other new social movements, therefore, was a particu
lar form of the struggle for autonomy that had been typical of civil society dynam
ics.In the examples cited above,autonomywassearched for in relation to technocratic
apparatuses and corporate control over knowledge production. But the notion of
autonomy was articulated in many other ways: by feminism, through its stress on
the need to develop autonomy from male domination within the family, or from
established institutions such as churches on moral and ethical matters; byenviron
mentalism, through the promotion of sustainable forms of social organization,
autonomous from the logic of private profit and from global economic interests;
and by gay and lesbian movements, in terms of autonomy from heterosexual cul
tural models and stereotypes. From these different angles, it is clear that the idea of
autonomy has become an important point of convergence between social move
ment and civil society theories and practices-for example, in the Habermasian
version of movements as reactions to the attempted colonization of life-worlds by
bureaucratic state and economic apparatuses, or in Melucci's (1996) view of move
ments attempting to redefine the relationships between individual and collective
experiences through the elaboration of"challenging codes:'

4. SOCIAL MOVEMENTS, CIVIL SOCIETY

AND SOCIAL CONFLICT
.......................................................................................................................

Since the 1980S, many of the new social movements have taken considerable steps
towards institutionalization and stronger ties to the political system. They have
become richer in material resources, gained better access to decision makers, and
become more and more focused on single issues. Indeed, an increasing focus on
single issues came to be seen as characteristic of social movements, vis-a-vis politi
cal parties and labor unions (Kitschelt 2004). In parallel, recent literature on civil
society has stressed the growing specialization of organizations on particular issues,
often addressed within specific international regimes. A "global civil society" has
emerged, consisting largely of organizations that are professionalized, institutional
ized, and focused around specific causes (Kaldor 2003).

This image of post-materialistic and single-issue actors was shaken during the
1990s,and broke down after the year 2000. Since that year, reactions to what activ
ists refer to as "hegemonic neoliberalism" have brought about a resurgence of inter
est in social issues, though blended with the concerns ofthe "new social movements."
Does this signify a return to a class vision of society-the frame on which political
sociology had been built in the past and whose recent waning has been considered
as one of the causes of its decline (Savage 200l)? In the social movement field, these
developments certainly indicate the limits of interpretations that stress the "institu
tionalization of class cleavages" or opposed postmaterialist to materialistic values.
And in relation to civil society,they draw attention to attitudes among civic groups
to the state and the market. However, the return of the social question cannot be
read as a return to old-style class politics, for two main reasons. First, social con
cerns are linked with other issues, and second, the movements that are emerging
tend to defend the autonomy of civil society, a position absent from traditional
visions of class politics.

In recent times, various streams of social movements can be interpreted as a
reaction to the retrenchment of the welfare state and to the increasing inequalities
that this has promoted, revitalizing the social dimension of conflict-a "class cleav
age" (Rokkan 1982)-that had appeared as pacified or tamed. If during the 1990S,
the free market was considered as a solution to public deficits and unemployment,
since the year 2000 the negative consequences of economic globalization have
become more of a matter of public concern. In its different meanings and under
standings, neoliberal economic globalization-or what Keane (2003) calls "turbo
capitalism"-is now perceived as the main target of both social movements and
civil society actors. In Europe, the end of the "mid-century compromise" between
capitalism and the welfarestate (Crouch 2004) brought social rights to the center of
these conflicts, albeit not without attention to new themes like environmental sus
tainability and gender that had emerged with the new social movements. These
conflicts also stress that, as scholars of civil society had observed a long time ago,
building a sphere of citizenship which is autonomous from the state and the econ
omy does require inclusive citizens' rights.

5. SOCIAL MOVEMENTS, CIVIL SOCIETY,

AND NEW FORMS OF POLITICS

Bybringing social rights back into the debate, these conflicts also stress the role that
politics has to play vis-a-vis the market. Politics has long been considered important
for constituting the norms and institutions of civil society, and ensuring the condi
tions of equality and freedom in which civil society can prosper. If for Habermas
the welfare state implies a risk that the life-world will be penetrated by the



74 THE FORMS OF CIVIL SOCIETY SOCIAL MOVEMENTS 75

administrative state, it also represents a defense of the life-word against penetration
by the capitalist economy. In similar vein, in 1992 Cohen and Arato had called for a
reflexive continuation of welfare policies to counter both the risks of colonization
by state power and the re-econornization of society.Social movement studies, while
emphasizing the differences between civil society and movement actors, have also
considered the openness of institutions and the availabilityof alliancesamong insti
tutional political actors as decisivefor collectivemobilization and its success.

In the past, old and new movements tended to align along existing political
party lines or to form new ones. Since the 1980s, a de facto division oftasks between
parties and movements has been noted, and often approved of. While social move
ments, civil society organizations, and NGOs retreated to or constituted the social
sphere, political parties (especiallyon the Left) represented some of their claims in
political institutions. At the same time, changes were underway in the repertoire of
collective action. The social movement literature stressed a withdrawal of move
ments from protest. Movement organizations had become better structured at the
national or even the transnational level,had acquired substantial material resources
and a certain public recognition, had established paid staff thanks to mass member
ship drives, and had tended to replace protest by lobbying or other contentious
actions. They had become interest groups, albeit of a public interest type; had
entered the "third sector:' acquiring professionalism and often administering public
resources along the way; and/or had commercialized their activities by creating
(sometimes successfully) new niches in the market. In parallel, the literature on civil
society emphasized similar points by focusing on the richest and better-structured
organizations, made more influential by their institutional contacts and legitimacy
in the public eye. In this sense, global civil society could be said to have developed
from the taming of social movements of the pre-1989 period as well as the decline
of older civicassociations such as labor unions and their transformation into NGOs
(Kaldor 2003).

These emerging conflicts suggest that the professionalization of politics and
citizens' withdrawal from participation in public life, are far from undisputed
trends. Not only that: the grassroots conflicts of the late 1990S and the early 2000S
seem to propose an alternative vision of politics itself.Although the interaction of
institutional politics and politics from below-between routine and contentious
politics-continues to be important, the image of a division of labor between polit
ical parties, especially on the Left, and movements is becoming more and more
problematic, challenged by civil society actors that are elaborating a different vision
of politics to underpin their changing roles. This is not "anti-politics:' but "another
politics."This new conception of politics is critical of the increasingly professional
ized institutional processes that have developed in industrial societies.While stress
ing the need for political governance of the economy, these visions reflect an
increasing tension between representative and participatory conceptions of politics.
In the former, politics becomes an activity for professionals who take decisions that
are legitimized by electoral investiture. In the latter, participatory processes and

institutions are open to citizens, who regard themselves as the subjects and actors of
politics itself.

This conception of "politics from below" does not imply withdrawal from
relations with formal, institutional politics. Research confirms the openness of
many social movement organizations to continued interaction with the institu
tions of multilevel governance.This attitude, which is at odds with interpretations
of social movement organizations as focused solely on street protest or with civil
society as antipolitical in nature, is clear in recent writing and research (della Porta
2009a and 2009b).

In summary, contemporary social movements and civil society activism indi
cate a return to politics in the street, but also stress an alternative conception of
politics in response to the difficulties experienced by representative democracy
such as the decline of political party loyalties, the retrenchment of the state, and
the development of various forms of globalization. While the development of
much prior reflection on civil society had taken state retrenchment for granted,
more recent thinking reflects a growing demand to bring politics back into societ
ies and into theorizing about them. Claims to autonomy from the state have not
weakened, but a growing number of civil society organizations have accepted the
increasingly political nature of their activities. At the same time, social movement
studies need to address the challenges that have arisen to the conception of a divi
sion of labor between contentious and noncontentious politics, faced by the devel
opment of international governance institutions as well as the decline of national
political parties.

In pursuing this line of inquiry, social movement analysts might well be
inspired by the growing appreciation of the relevance of transnational processes
that has spurred a growing debate on the emergence ofglobal civil society (Anheier,
Glasius, and Kaldor 2001; Kaldor 2003; Keane 2003). The role of protest organiza
tions alongside other types of NGOs in global civil society has already attracted
wide attention (Smith 2006;della Porta 2009a). The transnationalization of social
movements has been strongly linked to their struggles to create new and different
forms of the public sphere-spaces of autonomy from the mainstream corporate
media (Hackett and Carroll 2006). This has taken multiple forms. Sometimes, the
creation of new discursive spaces has relied on face-to-face interactions within
specific sub-cultural communities and movements in specific locations, particu
larly in urban areas, and on the creation of local media. More frequently, however,
it has been pursued through the use of the Internet and the emergence of new
electronic media (Van de Donk, Loader, Nixon, and Rucht 2004). Well-known
examples of these phenomena include the Association for Progressive
Communication and the global justice network Indymedia. While many dispute
the extent to which contacts created through electronic communication can replace
real social ties and animate the mechanisms of trust and "civic-ness" associated
with the classicpublic sphere, it is clear that such media will playa growing role in
mobilization and campaigning.
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6. CONCLUSION: CIVIL SOCIETY

AS A PRODUCT OF PROTEST?

One element that is commonly stressed in both the social movement and civil soci
ety literatures is the relevance of a rich associational life for the development of
strong movements and an autonomous civil society. Recent research points to the
relevance of remobilizing previously existing networks (or movements), often with
their roots in the global protest campaigns of the 1990S and the early 2000S (della
Porta 2009a and 2009b). In this sense, the mobilizations of the 2000S are the out
come of a lengthy process of creating ties and intensifying solidarities between
diverse strands of earlier progressive movements during transnational campaigns.
From this point of view, contemporary social movements confirm the importance
of the availability of resources for mobilization that social movement studies have
stressed since the 1970s,and which reflections on civil society confirmed later on.

However, recent conflicts also point to the effects of protest itself on the cre
ation of resources of trust and solidarity necessary for the creation of public spheres.
In calling for social rights and the political responsibility to implement them, and
in building concrete alternatives, social movement and civil society organizations
not only deplete social capital but also produce it. While social movement studies
have focused on protest as a dependent variable (looking at how it is supported by
social capital), and the civil society literature has emphasized the role of nonpoliti
cal and cooperative civil society groups, more recent conflicts point to the role of
protest as an emergent event in producing civil society itself.

Research on networks in movement has long stressed that overlapping mem
berships facilitate the integration of different movement areas (Diani 1995; Carroll
and Ratner 1996). Networking in-action increases the influence of each organiza
tion and individual. Coordination starts on the pragmatic grounds of facilitating
mobilization, and then helps the development of inclusive norms. The logic of the
network as an instrument for the coordination of activity facilitates the involve
ment ofdifferent political actors. The network is often kept together mainly through
an emphasis on mobilization around concrete goals, but beyond this instrumental
aim, protest campaigns are spaces for the development of mutual understanding
(della Porta and Mosca 2007; della Porta 2008). The recognition of similarities
across countries through action in transnational networks enables the construction
of a transnational identity. In a scale-shift process (Tarrow 2005), activists begin to
identify themselves as part of a European or even global subject. This reciprocal
understanding is also considered by activists to be an antidote to single-issue claims:
overlapping memberships and participation in organizational coalitions have been
seen as preconditions for the spread of innovative ideas (as in the women's and
peace movements: Meyer and Whittier 1994).

Participation in protest campaigns also develops reciprocal knowledge and,
therefore, trust-in-action. From this point of view, activists interviewed in research

on Social Forums in Italy stress the growing dialogue between leaders (or spokes
persons) of different organizations as one clear effect of the reciprocal understand
ing developed during joint campaigns (della Porta and Mosca 2007). For rank and
file members, these campaigns are perceived as enabling a mutual familiarity that
favors the construction of shared objectives, as increased knowledge allows indi
viduals to confront their prejudices.

These accounts of protest campaigns urge us to search for a balance between
the venerable tradition in sociology that recognizes the fundamental role of conflict
in creating solidarity, and concepts such as reciprocity, civility, and respect that have
been pivotal in reflections on civil society. Far from making old sociological catego
ries redundant, these challengesstimulate us to look at the emerging nature of social
movements as actors capable of producing new resources-in-action.

From this perspective, a more intense dialogue between social movement and
civil society scholars, as well as between social and political theorists and empirical
analysts, might improve our understanding of major social transformations. As we
have shown in this chapter, even though they developed apart from each other,
social movement and civil society studies have addressed similar theoretical issues
and covered similar empirical ground.
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CHAPTER 7

SOCIAL ENTERPRISE AND
SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURS

ALEX NICHOLLS

SOCIAL entrepreneurship represents one of the most notable innovations in global
civilsociety in recent times (Dees 1998).While many of the activities and approaches
associated with this term are not in themselves new-for example, social enter
prise's use of business models to generate income to support social programmes
(Alter 2006)-the evolution of a discrete organizational field for such action does
represent an important structural change in the institutions of social action (Dees
1994,1996).Although the term "social entrepreneur" was first coined as long ago as
the 1970s, it has only been in the past fifteen years or so that the term has started to
gain traction within a range of interrelated discourses across civil society, govern
ment, and the private sector (Lounsbury and Strang 2009). Such discourses have
been shaped and driven forward by a range of new field-building organizations.
However, the institutionalization of social entrepreneurship as a new "conceptual
apparatus" with which to make sense of innovation in civil society remains an ongo
ing, and sometimes controversial, project (Nicholls 201Oa) not least because it is
seen by some as signifying the marketization of collectiveaction and of civil society
activities previously based around participation, active citizenship, and political
change. Indeed, social entrepreneurship has been conceived as a mechanism by
which business (and the state) can co-opt and compromise the integrity and inde
pendence of civil society rather than reinvigorate and diversifyits models of societal
change. While such critiques represent a useful corrective to some of the hyperbole
that is associated with social entrepreneurship, they also misinterpret the particular
distinctiveness of this new field of action: namely, that it aims to generate outcomes
that are superior to conventional models through innovation in, and disruption to,
the status quo of public, private, and civil society approaches to the provision of
social and environmental goods.

r
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Social entrepreneurs represent a new generation of civil society actors who are
driven to address the systemic problems facing the world today. Such individuals
sometimes conform to the heroic norms and distinctive personality traits associated
with conventional entrepreneurs such as risk-taking, creativity, an overly optimistic
approach to analysis,and bricolage, but significantly,they are more likely to draw on
the communitarian, democratic, and network-building traditions that have always
underpinned civil society action (Nicholls 2006). Thus, social entrepreneurship is
best understood in a linear-rather than disruptive-relationship with the historical
norms of social and community action. For example, many social enterprises dem
onstrate a strong influence from the traditions of mutualism and cooperatives that
go back to the nineteenth century. These traditions included space for distributed
models of ownership, asset locksand dividend caps, democratic management struc
tures, and organizational structures designed to reflect social mission rather than
mimetic isomorphism (Michie and Llewelyn 2006). What is distinctive, therefore,
about social entrepreneurship are not the institutional elements it embodies, but
rather the patterns in which it assembles familiar material into new, sector-blurring,
organizational logics and structures (Peredo and McLean 2006; Sud et al. 2009).

Actions of this kind are able to harness organizational hybridity to drive inno
vation and change that is focused on social and environmental outcomes, often by
generating positive externalities and new market structures (Osberg and Martin
2007).For civil society,social entrepreneurship has come to represent a new stream
of activity that aligns the objectivesof achieving scale in systemic social change with
the goal of empowering individuals as a "changemakers" (Drayton 2002). For gov
ernment, particularly in the United Kingdom, the for-profit social enterprise model
offers an attractive approach to marketizing social welfare programs without pro
posing a fully fledged privatization ofthe state (Social Enterprise Unit 2002;Cabinet
Office 2007). For the private sector, social enterprise provides a model to access
otherwise inaccessible market opportunities such as the poor at the Bottom of the
Pyramid movement; state welfare budgets; and a growing body of "ethical" con
sumers (Nicholls and Opal 2005). Engagement with social entrepreneurship has
also provided other commercial benefits, both as a means by which flagging
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) strategies can be rejuvenated in the face of
increasingly cynical consumers (Prahalad 2006), and as a new arena for investment
that is typically uncorrelated with conventional capital markets (Nicholls 201Ob).

1. THE INSTITUTIONAL DRIVERS OF SOCIAL

ENTREPRENEURSHIP

There have been a number of drivers behind the recent acceleration in the growth
of social entrepreneurship. Most obviously, the demand for innovative social and
environmental action has increased as global crises have proliferated and deepened
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in their impact (Bornstein 2004). Such crises include the effects of climate change
and environmental degradation; new health pandemics; water and energy crises;
growing migration; seemingly intractable issues of inequality and endemic poverty;
the rise of terrorism and nuclear instability; and the "challenge of affluence" in
many developed countries (Offer 2006). Beyond these urgent threats, a range of
other influences can also be identified.

First, there are a number of important sociological factors. Technological inno
vations and the rise of improved global connectedness have played an important
role in alerting potential social entrepreneurs to the need for action. Furthermore,
technology has provided new pathways to empowerment for the individual as a
social actor in the context of the development of a "pro-am" culture (Leadbeater
2008) and new social media. These innovations have altered the dynamics by which
ideas are generated and disseminated, leading to societal shifts such as the rise of
"new localism" and the splintering of much established political consensus (Murray
et aI201O). The postglobal crisis landscape also offers a new context for individual
social action as economic priorities are increasingly being judged by more sophisti
cated measures than financial criteria alone (Offer 2007).

Secondly, a range of political drivers can be identified, related to the redefini
tion of the role of the state that began with the rise of neo-conservative politics in
the 1980s. The neoconservative ideological agenda gave preference to free-market
deregulation and privatization, and sought to reduce and reform the state by cut
ting taxation and rolling back state provision of public goods (Grenier 2009). This
ideological realignment encouraged a more managerialist focus on reforming the
functioning of the state within the framework of the "new public management" and
"reinventing government" (Osbourne and Gaebler 1992). Such a shift prioritized
the promotion of more enterprising and entrepreneurial public-sector structures
and behavior, and reached its logical conclusion with the introduction of internal
"quasi-markets" within state welfare systems (LeGrand 2003). In parallel, a wider
focus on enterprise and individualism across society in general lionized entrepre
neurs as both economic heroes and strategic management "gurus" (Dart 2004). In
the 1990S, as "third-way" (Giddens 1998) politics came to dominate in the United
States and United Kingdom, market action and enterprise became further decou
pled from business and allowed a new language of social provisioning to emerge
that re-imagined public goods as best delivered by innovation outside-but con
tracted to-the state. As a consequence, by 2008, over half of all charitable income
in the United Kingdom came from government contracts (NeVa 2009). These
changes in the political landscape were evident across many countries and funda
mentally altered the dynamics of the relationships between civil society, the private
sector, and the state in the production and consumption ofpublic goods. The con
sequence was simultaneously to generate both a range of market failures in the
provision of welfare services and a variety of new opportunities for social innova
tion in addressing them.

Finally, the economics of civil society have changed significantly over recent
years.As the number of civil society organizations has grown (Salamon et aI2003),

the resources available from conventional funding sources such as philanthropic
foundations came under increasing pressure, particularly during the economic
recessions of 1990-91and 2008-10. The result was that many civil society organiza
tions had to become more entrepreneurial in terms of revenue generation, and
increasingly looked to diversify their funding through profit-making opportunities
and new partnerships with the state and the private sector (cf. Kanter 1999). The
tightening of the market for conventional grant income caused civil society organi
zations to seek out independent revenue streams and to form social enterprises
the commercial model of socialentrepreneurship. The development ofviable profit
streams also appeared to offer social enterprises the opportunity of greater inde
pendence from the influence of grant makers, the ability to innovate more quickly,
and longer-term organizational sustainability. However,the real impacts (good and
bad) of the social enterprise model on civil society are still are matter of debate, and
they require further and much more rigorous research (Dart 2004).

2. LOCATING SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP

Today, social entrepreneurship is a fluid and contested phenomenon. Indeed, in
some senses, it is a field of action in search of an established institutional narrative
(Nicholls 2010a). To a large extent, the diversity of discourses and logics that char
acterize social entrepreneurship reflect the internal logics and self-legitimating dis
courses of a broad range of influential, resource holding actors who are actively
engaged in building the field, rather than any particular "reality" (Nicholls 20IOa).
Thus for government, social entrepreneurship is conceptualized as the solution to
state failures in welfare provision (Leadbeater 1997). For civil society, it is conceived
of as a space for new hybrid partnerships (Austin et aI2004), a model of political
transformation and empowerment (Alvord et al zooa), or a driver ofsystemic social
change (Nicholls 2006). Finally, for business, social entrepreneurship is cast as a
new market opportunity (Karamchandani et al 2009) or a natural development
from socially responsible investment (Freireich and Fulton 2009).

Despite evidence that social entrepreneurship is growing in influence as a field
of action, significant questions remain concerning the definition of its limits and
boundaries, particularly in terms ofhow broad or narrow its scope should be (Light
2008).Nevertheless,various attempts have been made to resolvesome of the defini
tional questions concerning social entrepreneurship and there is now some broad
agreement that a number of dominant characteristics are present in all such action
(Dees 1998). Firstly,all social entrepreneurship shares a primary, strategic focus on
social or environmental outcomes that will always override other managerial con
siderations such as profit maximization. Secondly,there is alwaysevidence of inno
vation and novelty either in challenging normative conceptions of an issue, in the
organizational models and processes that are developed, or in the products and
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services that are delivered (and sometimes in all three of these dimensions). Finally,
there is always a strong emphasis on performance measurement and improved
accountability, aligned with a relentless focus on improving the effectiveness of
organizational impact and scale and the durability of outcomes. These three factors
can be further refined under three headings: sociality, innovation, and market ori

entation (Nicholls and Cho 2006).
The "sociality;' or social and environmental focus of social entrepreneurship,

can be identified in three aspects of its operation: the macro-level institutional con
text in which it operates; the organizational micro-processes it employs; and the
focus and nature of its impacts and outcomes. In terms of institutional contexts,
social entrepreneurship is usually associated with six domains focused on the cre
ation of public goods and positive externalities: welfare and health services (such as
the Aravind eye hospitals in India);' education and training (such as the Committee
to Democratize Information Technology or CDI in Brazil);' economic development
(such as work integration social enterprises, or WISEs, in Europe); 3 disaster relief
and international aid (such as Keystone's innovative "Farmer Voice"project); 4 social
justice and political change (including race and gender empowerment, such as
SEWA, the Self-Employed Women's Association in Pakistan); 5 and environmental
planning and management (such as the Marine Stewardship Councilj.vWith respect
to organizational processes, social entrepreneurs have pioneered innovations that
create new social value in terms of employment practices (by, for example, targeting
excluded populations), supply chain management (such as Fair Trade),' energy
usage and recycling (such as the "Green Thing")," and financial structures (includ
ing Community Interest Companies, co-operatives, and "L3C" corporations).
Finally, the outcomes of social entrepreneurship are defined by their social or envi
ronmental impact rather than their financial returns, with success or failure cali
bratedby outcomes rather than outputs within an explicitlyvalues-driven framework
of analysis (Young 2006).

Innovation, the second defining characteristic of social entrepreneurship,
reflects many of the characteristics of similar processes that are found in com
mercial entrepreneurship. Drawing upon Schumpeter (1911; see also Swedberg
2009), innovation in entrepreneurship is defined by models that achieve macro
level "creative destruction" that change systems and realign markets around new
economic equilibriums (Osberg and Martin 2007). Such innovation can range
from incremental changes at the micro-level to disruptive interventions at the

systems level.
Third, the market orientation of social entrepreneurship is most easily recog

nized in the profit-making business models of social enterprise that earn income by
competing in conventional commercial markets (Alter 2006). However, this descrip
tion only captures a minority of socially entrepreneurial activity across the globe."
For the noncommercial organizations in the field, a market orientation represents a
broader set of issues that encompass a strong and relentless performance focus with
enhanced accountability and an outward-looking strategic perspective. These

aspects of organizational culture are reified in clear and effective impact metrics,
robust systems to empower stakeholder voice, and a competitive attitude to perfor
mance improvement.

3. THE SCOPE OF SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP

One of the challenges of mapping the field of social entrepreneurship is that only
limited data are currently available to estimate its global size and structure. This is
largely because unlike in the field of conventional not-for-profit organizations and
charities, social entrepreneurship is not easily identifiable by a single legal form of
incorporation or a distinct fiscal treatment in any country. Bespoke organizational
forms do exist for social entrepreneurship, such as the Community Interest Company
(CIC) form in the United Kingdom, Social Cooperatives (Types 1 and 2) in Italy,
Social Solidarity Cooperatives in Portugal, and L3C organizations in the United
States, but the field as a whole includes a wide variety of legal forms, from compa
nies limited by guarantee, to Publicly Limited Companies (PLC), cooperatives and
even unincorporated voluntary organizations, as well as hybrids that combine sev
eral of these forms (SEC 2005). For example, Hackney Community Transport
(HCT) group in the United Kingdom includes five different legal forms across its
subsidiaries. 10 As a result, data from national statistics are unhelpful as a source for
delineating the field.

Nevertheless, other data sources that focus specifically on social entrepreneur
ship and social enterprise can be used to give a snapshot of the field in different
contexts, notably in the United Kingdom where there has been a high level of insti
tutional interest in, and support for, the field. The UK. government took a lead in
trying to quantify social entrepreneurship by commissioning a scoping survey of
the national landscape of social enterprise in 2004-05. This survey calculated a total
population of approximately 55,000 social enterprises (Cabinet Office 2007), and
also concluded that these organizations constituted 5 percent of all businesses with
employees, had a combined turnover of £27 billion, and contributed £8.4 billion to
the economy each year. A subsequent survey for the UK. government increased the
estimate of the number of social enterprises to 62,000 across the country, calculat
ing that small and medium-sized social enterprises contributed £24 billion GVA
(Gross Value Added) to the economy across the period 2005 to 2007 (Williams and
Cowling 2009; SEC 2009).

The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) survey of worldwide entrepre
neurial activity has included a survey of socially entrepreneurial activity in the
United Kingdom since 2004. This research initially suggested that 6.6 percent of
the total UK. working population engaged directly with socially entrepreneurial
activity (Harding and Cowling 2004; Harding 2004). However, for various
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methodological reasons, this estimate was later revised down to 3.2 percent, or
roughly 1.2 million people, mostly in the form of new start-up organizations
(Harding and Cowling 2006). The same figure grew to 3.3percent in 2008 (Harding
and Harding 2008). The GEM surveys also suggested that there was a clear bias
towards women compared to men, and a strong ethnic minority bias, with Afro
Caribbean people being three times more likely to be social entrepreneurs than
whites. The 2010 GEM survey took a worldwide perspective on social entrepre
neurial activity for the first time (Bosma and Levie 2010). At a global level, the
overall figures for direct engagement with social entrepreneurship are signifi
cantly lower, averaging between 1.6 percent and 1.9 percent depending on the
region concerned and its level of economic development.

In 2010, Harding (2010) built on the GEM methodology to explore socially
entrepreneurial behavior in mainstream businesses in the United Kingdom. Her
work suggested a population of 232,000 "broad" social enterprises (defined as
businesses that were designed to "make a difference" and that reinvested their
surpluses according to their mission), and 109,371 "pure" social enterprises
(defined as social enterprises that did not pay dividends, yet achieved sales rev
enues that exceeded 25 percent of their income). Harding suggested that the for
mer contributed £97 billion and the latter £17.7 billion to the U'K, economy.
Finally,Van Ryzin et al.(2009) expanded the GEM methodology to explore panel
data from the United States and to establish key determinants of socially entre
preneurial behavior. However, they did not provide any statistically projectable
data.

Information from the leading field-building actors in social entrepreneurship
also provides relevant data. This evidence shows that more than £1billion had been
invested directly in over 8,000 socially entrepreneurial organizations globally. It is
notable that of the total capital invested in social entrepreneurship, more than 68
percent came from the U.K. government. Some of the best-established examples of
social entrepreneurship provide further data that demonstrate the scale of this
field. For example, in terms of development and welfare, the Bangladesh Rural
Advancement Committee (BRAC), founded in 1972, now runs more than 37,000
schools, provides micro finance products to over eight million poor people, engages
80,000 health volunteers, employs 120,000 workers, and serves over 100 million
people (Dees 2010). In terms of social enterprise, the Fair Trade movement now
generates more than £2 billion of sales from certified products worldwide and ben
efits more than seven million people across more than sixty countries (Nicholls
201OC). In terms of policy interventions, the U.K. government has invested more
than £700 million directly into social enterprises (excluding contracts) since 2000,
and other countries, such as the United States and Australia, are now following
suit. Finally, evidence from organizations that support social entrepreneurship
also suggests a vibrant and growing community: Ashoka's global Fellowship now
numbers over 2000 members and, since 2001, UnLtd in the United Kingdom has
supported more than 3,000 social entrepreneurs to initiate projects and take them
to scale.

4. CONCLUSION

This chapter has suggested that social entrepreneurship represents a new, impor
tant, and growing subsector of civil society. It also proposes that this new field
encompasses a variety of sector-blurring discourses that are being driven by signifi
cant institutional changes in modern societies. Research suggests that social entre
preneurship is something of an umbrella term for a wide variety of organizational
forms and activities, but also that boundaries can be set for the field in terms of the
presence of three qualifying factors at the organizational level:sociality, innovation,
and market orientation.

However,despite evidence that social entrepreneurship is making an important
difference globally (see for example, Ashoka 2010), there are also a number of cri
tiques of the field that need to be taken into account (see also Grenier 2009). Firstly,
research into social entrepreneurship remains in its infancy (Short et al. 2009). As
such, robust data on the specific effectiveness of socially entrepreneurial outcomes
and impacts remains underdeveloped, particularly in terms of deadweight calcula
tions and counterfactual analysis. These gaps may give rise to a suspicion that social
entrepreneurship is merely acting as an ill-proven proxy for improved outcome
measurement in the social sector.Furthermore, in the absence of a convincing epis
temological account of its distinctive value, the legitimacy of the field in a paradig
matic sense remains in some jeopardy (Kuhn 1962; Suchman 1995).

Secondly, the emphasis on the "hero" social entrepreneur appears to be as much
a cultural product of those who propagate it as a reflection of the reality of the field
(Lounsbury and Strang 2009; Nicholls 201Oa). At least two other distinct categoriesof
social entrepreneur can be discerned beyond the charismatic hero model that has
receiveda disproportionate amount of foundation and media attention: "managerial
ist" social entrepreneurs, and "community-based" social entrepreneurs (Grenier
2009).The former categoryrepresents individuals who are skilled at managing hybrid
organizations that deliver above-average levels of social-value creation (often bal
anced with financial-value creation), and who are often re-skilled voluntary sector
managers. The latter category reimagines the individual within a community as a
dynamic change agent, and stressesthe importance of local structures-rather than
top-down action-in bringing about meaningful and context-specific social change
and social impact (Yujuico 2008). Moreover, it seems likelythat networks and organi
zations that do not have charismatic leaders contribute far more to the landscape of
social entrepreneurship than is suggested by the levelof publicity they have received.
The enduring impact and local significance of socially entrepreneurial cooperatives
such as Mondragon in northern Spain is evidence of this observation."

The institutional influence of certain field building actors in social entrepre
neurship is also evident in some accounts of the field that are characterized by an
overemphasis on the importance ofbusiness models, an overemphasis that appears
to dismiss the logical proposition that business has as much to learn from civil soci
etyas civil society does from business (Edwards 2010). Moreover, such accounts of
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social entrepreneurship sideline the importance of political action in systems

change, ignoring the historical evidence that shows that societal change is best
achieved in tandem with social movements and by engaging with political struc

tures (Davis et al 2005). Many social entrepreneurs across the world endorse this
view, from Martin Burt of Fundaci6n Paraguaya, for example," to Harriet Lamb of

the Fair Trade Foundation." However, some commentators and field-building

organizations-particularly those based in the United States-do not always agree
that addressing politics at both the formal and informal levels is central to the long

term impact of social entrepreneurship (Osberg and Martin 2007).
Finally, there has yet to be any serious attention given to the "dark side" of social

entrepreneurship-for example, in terms ofthe impacts of social enterprises that fail

(Tracey and Jarvis 2006), and the potential that exists for crowding out existing civil
society organizations and their support base. Furthermore, why should it automati

cally be assumed that social entrepreneurship always achieves positive outcomes?
Under the tripartite definition suggested above, organizations as diverse as the Ku
Klux Klan in the United States in the 1960s, the National Socialist Party in Germany

in the 1930S, and the contemporary mega-churches in the United States could all be
considered examples ofsocial entrepreneurship, though the impact ofall three would
appear strongly negative to many. In this context, it should be noted that by no means

all actors across civil society have embraced social entrepreneurship; indeed to many
activists and voluntary-sector leaders, the field remains controversial and potentially

threatening. This is, at least to some extent, because some ofthe logics of social entre

preneurship appear to challenge the established rationales for civil society (see
Clotfelter 1992), particularly in terms of cross-sector hybrids such as social enterprise
and "venture" philanthropy (Dart 2004; Edwards 2010).

For all these caveats, social entrepreneurship clearly brings an important new

dimension to debates about civil society and its importance. In contrast to more
established social organizations, the range of institutional discourses that are con

tained within social entrepreneurship give it a strategic advantage in terms of flex

ibility, adaptation, and speed of response to the complex market failures that
characterize modern, global social and environmental issues. The field of social

entrepreneurship is still developing, and its eventual scale, size, and impact are dif
ficult to predict with precision. Nevertheless, it is already clear that the logics and

models of social entrepreneurship have significantly recalibrated perceptions of the
scope of civil society, its boundaries, and the potential impact it can achieve in the
future.
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4. Seewww.aline.org.ukffarmervoice.
5. Seewww.sewa.org.
6. Seewww.msc.org.
7. Seewww.fairtrade.netand www.wfto.com,
8. Seewww.dothegreenthing.com.
9. Almost all the socialentrepreneurs supported by the SkollFoundation, for

example,are not-for-profits.
10. Seewww.hctgroup.org/index.php?sectionid=1.
11. Seewww.mondragon-corporation.com.
12. Seewww.fundacionparaguaya.org.py.
13. Seewww.fairtrade.org.uk.
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CHAPTER 8

GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY

LISA JORDAN

MOST of the academic literature on global civil society maps its structural parame
ters or reviews its impact on specific social problems like poverty or environmental
degradation (FIorini 2000; Salamon 2004). By contrast, this chapter posits that
global civil society should be understood as a force for democratic change, one
which is implicitly making claims to global citizenship. Through protest and advo
cacyacross national borders, activists in global civil society are assuming the rights
and responsibilities of citizens, and while falling short of forcing the adoption of
formal democratic structures, they and the networks, movements, and organiza
tions in which they operate do promote transparency, accountability, and public
participation in the evolving arrangements of global governance. In this sense,
global civil society has promoted greater subsidiarity between local, national,
regional, and global political arenas, thereby moving global governance one step
closer to the governed. It has forced global institutions to recognize that technical
deliberations and the standards they produce are forms of decision making with
public responsibilities. And it has shown that, even in the absence of a global gov
ernment, civil society can playa valuable role in democratizing the international
regimes of the present and the future.

1. DOES GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY EXIST?

Over the past ten years, scholars have vigorously debated whether the fact that
increasing numbers of people are associating with each other across national bor
ders constitutes a "global civilsociety." It is certainly true that people are organizing
to address issues that concern them in multiple political arenas-local, national,
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and international. But it is not clear that cross-border activism represents a genuine
sense of global community, a global civic culture, or the emergence of global
citizenship-as opposed to set of national interests that are increasingly active in
the global arena. Skeptics argue that civil society can only exist in relation to a state;
that new global social movements are predominantly nationally oriented; that those
citizen formations that do exist between nation states are insufficiently "global" in
their character and focus; and that global civilsociety is aWestern construct (Tarrow
2005; Anheier 2003). Many intergovernmental organizations such as the Organ
ization for Economic Cooperation and Development (0ECD) and the International
Monetary Fund (IMF) equate international nongovernmental organizations
(INGO)s with global civil society,which further confuses the conceptual terrain.

Civilsociety has been defined in at least three ways:as the forms of associational
life, such as NGOs, labor unions, social movements, and churches (Edwards 2009;
Salamon 2004); as the normsof the good society, defined by values such as coopera
tion' nonviolence, and tolerance (Keane 2003); and as an arena for public delibera
tion, consisting of spaces that are relatively autonomous from both states and
markets (Scholte 2000). These three definitions are also useful in considering the
global arena.

Global civil society includes multiple forms of association such as international
networks, social movements, and campaigns; international federations and confed
erations of churches, professional, and business associations; cross-border
membership-based organizations of the poor; and nongovernmental organizations
that are oriented towards the global arena. Unfortunately, there is no research that
provides a reliable overview of the relative scale and density of these different forms
of association (Anheier 2003,2007). Only international NGOs have been studied in
any depth (Union of International Associations 2010), and there is active debate
within academia on whether other kinds of cross-border associations actually exist,
especially global social movements (Tarrow 2005;Smith 2008). But it is known that
over 60,000 NGOs and civic networks already operate on the international stage, 90
percent of which have been formed since 1970 (Edwards 2009, 23).

Normative definitions concentrate on the meaning of the "civil" as a positive
moral force in international affairs, and as a mechanism through which new global
norms are developed around universal human rights, international cooperation on
global problems like climate change and poverty, and the peaceful resolution of
national differences in the global arena. In this sense, global civil society is inter
preted as a mechanism for the development of social compacts or contracts across
national borders that solidify principled international action on common themes
and priorities (Keane 2003; Kaldor 2003).Clearly,however, the forms of global civil
society do not conveyor carry a standard set of norms. As Bob (2005) and others
have pointed out, global civil society is home to conservative and progressive inter
ests, religious and secular groups, violent and nonviolent social action.

This is why a global public sphere or set of spheres is so important, providing
the spaces in which different visions of globalization and conflicting global norms
can be argued out, and-in the best manifestations ofthis process-moving towards

an increasing cross-border consensus. Such spaces include open-access websites like
Wikipedia and openDemocracy, new events and networks such as the World
Economic Forum and the World Social Forum, global festivals organized by com
munities of practice to celebrate their identities and achievements such as the Fez
Festivalof Sacred Music, and international conferences which bring different inter
est groups together. Since the creation of the United Nations, civic associations have
organized across national boundaries around issues ofpeace, social justice, and the
environment. The World Federalist Movement, I for example, argued for a global
government as early as 1937 to secure international peace, and began to emphasize
building democracy on a global scale ten years later. Environmental organizations
have organized globally to address the need for a common policy framework to
preserve and protect natural resources since the early 1960s.And in the 1990S, the
United Nations organized a series of global summits to address problems such as
environmental degradation and discrimination, which acted as a catalyst for global
civil society development (Pianta 2005).

Combining elements from each of these three definitions, Anheier (2007) con
cludes that global civil society is the sphere of ideas, values, institutions, organiza
tions, networks, and individuals that are based upon civility; are located between
the family, the state, and the market; and operate beyond the confines of national
societies, polities, and economies. This definition is useful in defining the universe
of actors that is concerned with affecting power and politics in the global political
arena, but has a normative frame that limits its applicability. Nevertheless, while
these norms may be contested, it is clear that global civil society is slowly emerging
over time in all three of these guises, and will grow stronger as they continue to
intertwine.

2. GLOBAL GOVERNANCE AND GLOBAL

CIVIL SOCIETY

The arrangements of global governance are proliferating in a wide variety of issue
areas and forums around the making and implementation of rules and the exercise
of political power across national borders, though not necessarily by entities autho
rized by any general agreement to act (Keohane 2003). Global civil society is orga
nizing to influence those who are exercising power in these ways, including INGOs
like Oxfam and Greenpeace,global social movements likeVia Campesina, and time
bound transnational actions such as the International Campaign to Ban Land
Mines, the Global Campaign Against Poverty, and the Jubilee Debt Reliefcampaigns
of the late 1990S, all of which had some impact on global public policy.Orchestrated,
coordinated global protests and mass demonstrations have also been mounted
around the war in Iraq-for example, to counter the official"coalition ofthe willing"
in 2003.And identity-based solidarity groups are increasingly assuming citizenship
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rights at the global level, such as indigenous communities who succeeded in gaining
recognition through the United Nations in 2008 after thirty years of trying, when
the General Assembly passed the Declaration on Indigenous Peoples.

Most of these examples can be characterized as attempts to create new social
contracts that reflect the realities of an increasingly interconnected world, in order
to address the impact of globalization on social and economic conditions. Scholte
(2011) calls these actions "enactments of citizenship, that is, they are practices
through which people claim rights and fulfill responsibilities as members of a given
polity."Global civil society activists recognize three realities that stem from Scholte's
observation. First, that representative government at the national level is not a suf
ficiently effectivearrangement to address domestic or cross-border social problems.
Second, that representative governance does not naturally extend to the global
arena. And third, that in order to resolve local problems, people sometimes have to
organize globally. These realities speak to a new level of maturity in global civil
society in formally positioning itself in relation to the institutions and processes of
cross-border governance, which are fulfilling many of the functions that previously
were undertaken at the national level. As this process evolves, members of global
civil society are assuming the rights and responsibilities of citizenship. But when
global civil society engages with intergovernmental institutions or organizations
like the Bank for International Settlements, the Internet Corporation for Assigned
Names and Numbers, or the Global Fund for Malaria, Tuberculosis, and HIV/AIDS,
in what ways are they acting as "global citizens"?

First, their actions assume that intergovernmental organizations are governing
bodies. This assumption alonehas shifted the attitudes and practices of many global
institutions. International trade experts, economists, and bankers do not perceive
themselves as governing in the formal sense, yet when the institutions for which
they work (such as the IMF and the WTO) build in mechanisms for public consul
tation, disclosure, and accountability, they inevitably assume some of the responsi
bilities of governance. Evidence of this shift is already visible in the mechanisms
these institutions have established to communicate and respond to the public, for
example, and in demands for whistleblower policies from staff associations in the
United Nations and the Asian Development Bank (GAP 2005).2 Naming global
bodies as institutions of governance makes it more difficult for them to deny the
power and impact they undoubtedly have. Exposing power relations within and
between them has made it easier for civil society to claim citizenship rights, but it
has also empowered governments to reflect on the growing role of intergovernmen
tal organizations, discuss the consequences of ceding sovereignty to global entities,
and argue for the right to maintain "policy space;' which became a rallying cry
among Southern governments in the Doha Round of WTO trade negotiations.

Secondly, it is increasingly recognized that global institutions bear an obliga
tion to respond to those who are affected by their decisions. Almost all the intergov
ernmental organizations that have been targeted by civilsociety advocacy campaigns
have subsequently instituted formal policies on transparency and public consulta
tion. The exception is the Bank for International Settlements, which remains a

veritable fortress of secrets. Consultation with affected communities is a commonly
accepted practice in the Multilateral Development Banks and at the International
Monetary Fund, the World Trade Organization, and the Internet Corporation for
Assigned Names and Numbers (Clark Fox, and Treakle 2003). The call for greater
consultation was the impetus behind the development of the Internet Governance
Forum and of the creation of seats for civil society representatives on the Board of
the Global Fund for Malaria, Tuberculosis, and HIV/AIDS. Even transnational cor
porations are developing mechanisms for community consultation. Ironically, the
weakest efforts in this respect have come from INGOs, who are only beginning to
review their consultation methods with the communities with whom they work
(One World Trust 2007).

Third, in some instances, global activists have argued that international institu
tions must respond to them as taxpayers and constituents of shareholder govern
ments, a tactic applied by Northern NGOs to the International Financial Institutions
in particular. By challenging these institutions in this way, NGOs have successfully
made the case for policy change." Given that the citizens of middle income coun
tries such as Brazil and China are in effect financing the operations of many global
institutions through interest repayments on their loans, similar campaigns for tax
based accountability may arise in Southern countries in the future.

Fourth, global civil society activists insist that decisions should be taken in the
public domain-that is, that they should be readily visible to all the relevant pub
lics. This assumption has led to the emergence of transparency policies in most of
the institutions where civil society has made this demand (The Bank for Inter
national settlements, again, is a noteworthy exception). Fifth, even if a group or
community is not directly affected by the actions of an international institution,
they may feel that they have the right to air their voices in the debate as informed
members of the public who bring valuable experience and expertise to the table.
Sixth, where governance arrangements are open to formal participation by multiple
stakeholders, activists have demanded the right to a vote, not just a voice. The Global
Fund for Malaria, Tuberculosis, and HIV/AIDS, for example, already includes civil
society in its board. Clearly, standing for office in nondemocratic governance struc
tures poses serious challenges of legitimacy, accountability, and representation for
INGOs and global social movements (Peruzzoti 2006, Charnovitz 2006), but even
though these questions have not yet been answered, the presence of civic activists in
the governance arrangements of international bodies does deepen the debate
around their evolving democratic nature.

All these "citizenship" claims are congruent with the rights and responsibilities
of citizens in democratic societies at the national level. Even though no formal
mechanisms of democratic practice exist beyond the nation-state (i.e., no represen
tation, voting, or political. parties), global civil society is increasingly arguing that it
should be afforded democratic rights that are prefaced on the underlying principles
of democratic practice, namely transparency in the process of exercising power;
participation by affected peoples in the process of establishing policies; and down
ward accountability of the governors to the governed.



b. Participation

these double standards was widely credited for bringing the negotiations to a halt.
By illuminating the links between national and global policies, the likelihood of
greater public disclosure and transparencyin future trade negotiations has been
increased.

A third example of transparency lies in gradual reforms at the United Nations,
where the selection and nomination processes for senior officials are shrouded in
secrecy. Civic activists in the World Federalist Movement have been successful in
convincing governments to be more transparent about potential nominees, in the
wake of disappointing performances by many UN officials. These activists argued
that officials with greater public backing would stand a better chance of taking on
the power of the Security Council than those with no public legitimacy," As a result,
the UN is gradually opening up the process of nomination to public scrutiny.

The right of citizens to participate in governance lies at the heart of democracy, and
action by global civil society has resulted in many marginalized communities being
able to participate in global governance for the first time. For example, urban slum
dwellers now participate in UN habitat meetings and on the governing council of
the Cities Alliance, a World Bank-organized donor consortium. So-called safeguard
policies at the Asian Development Bank are now written to protect those who are
affected by projects from any unintended consequences. Most often, these are
minority communities. At the UN, the inclusion of gender considerations in the
Financing for Development negotiations was a huge victory, because the impact of
development policies on women's lives is rarely taken into account. Similarly, the
UN Peace Building Commission has formally extended invitations to local NGOs
working in conflict zones to participate in consultations, and has established a
working group to develop a formal mechanism for local NGO involvement in global
plans to address future conflicts.

Most of the policies championed by global civil society allow for the general
public or their elected representatives to participate, and are not specificallydesigned
to empower marginalized communities, but these efforts can still be important.
They include efforts to promote participation by parliamentarians, who constitute
an important piece of a more democratic framework for governing the United
Nations (Cardoso 2004).6 Internet governance arrangements provide another tar
get. In May of 2008, the U.S. National Institute for Science and Technology and a
special deployment group of U.S. Homeland Security Department contractors pro
posed a new method of implementing a technical standard for authenticating and
encrypting internet addresses. The proposal would have solidified u.s. authority
over the internet by handing control of encryption keys to the Department of
Homeland Security. Civil society activists who were monitoring internet gover
nance realized the implications of this highly technical issue, alerted other govern
ments to the implications (notably Canada, Germany, and Brazil), and proposed an
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3. THE IMPACT OF GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY
.......................................................................................................................

Thus far, the impact of global civil society on democracy in global governance has
been limited. Citizens cannot vote for their representatives to the UN General
Assembly or the Board of the IMF,or indeed to any other global body. The indepen
dent, cross-border judiciaries that have been formed in response to global civil soci
ety pressure, such as the International Court of Justice, do not act as a check or
balance against the power of the UN or the WTO, and no international institution
operates on formal mechanisms of representative democracy.

However, global civil society has been effective in promoting democratic prin
ciples and operating procedures in international organizations, especially in three
areas: the accountability of governors to the governed; transparency in public policy
deliberations and outcomes; and public participation in policy formation. This pic
ture is complicated by the fact that each of these principles can be realized with
negative impacts on democracy-as when accountability is only exercised upwards
to a higher authority, for example (Scholte, 2011). Transparency, in and of itself, is a
necessary but insufficient value for democratic practice (Fox and Brown 1998).
Participation, if not undertaken with specific mechanisms to encourage the involve
ment of marginalized or minority populations, can reinforce hierarchy and patriar
chy.Therefore, each principle has to be carefully qualified and specified in particular
contexts in order to increase its democratic effects.

a. Transparency

Global civil society has pushed for transparency in the operating procedures of
international institutions since the early 1980sin an effort to illuminate how power
is exercised inside and between them (Fox and Brown 1998). Greater transparency
has resulted in the reinforcement of democratic rights when, for example, freedom
of information laws have been extended to transactions between international insti
tutions and national governments. Such was the case in Mexico and Brazil when
civil society groups worked simultaneously at the national and global levels to force
the World Bank and the IMF to release documents pertaining to loans made in
those countries.' Subsequently, members of parliament in Brazil and activists in
Mexico were able to challenge the terms of loans from the World Bank and the
IME

In 2007, disagreements over agriculture halted global trade negotiations at the
World Trade Organization, and the Doha Development Round has yet to resume.
Developing country governments refused to sign the WTO agreement because they
had been educated by global civil society activists on the details of agricultural sub
sidies enjoyed by industrialized nations. These subsidies on cotton, sugar, peanuts,
butter, and other dairy products were exactlywhat developing country governments
thought were necessary for their own development, but they were blocked in the
WTO negotiations by the United States and the European Union. Outrage over
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c. Accountability

alternative international repository which became the preferred solution (Internet
Governance Project 2008).

Accountability in the global political arena is complex. Essentially, the key questions
are as follows: does action by global civilsocietybind the powers of an institution to
the "rule of law"? Does it strengthen the responsibilities of the governors to the gov
erned? Does it achieveredress when the rights of an individual or a community have
been violated? Does it limit the abuse of political power? And are economic, social,
cultural, and political rights recognized at the transnational level (Fox and Brown
1998)? In other words, the key questions are accountability to whom, and for what.

In global trade negotiations, for example, Our World is Not for Sale, a global
social movement, pressed the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative (USTR) to
accept that it was accountable to elected representatives operating at the local level
within the United States, thus reinforcing principles of federalism and subsidiarity.
The USTR had always taken for granted that it had the authority to negotiate on
behalf of states within the United States, but it had never conferred with state rep
resentatives over the implications of trade negotiations in the global arena. The
office even balked at conferring with the U.S. Congress, and for many years fast
track legislation suspended the power of Congress to contest specific trade provi
sions. In effect, USTR had no checks on its power and could negotiate whatever it
felt to be in the U.S.national interest. Starting in early 2003,global activistsbegan to
educate state representatives such as attorneys general, governors, and state legisla
tors on the specific provisions of the trade negotiations that were embedded in the
WTO and bilateral trade agreements. The outcomes have been dramatic. Nineteen
states have either opted out completely or given specific instructions to the USTR
on how to represent their interests in international negotiations, forcing the
USTR to reconsider, and in some cases renegotiate, many of its favored positions.
After neutralizing Congress as a force for accountability, USTR is now forced to
negotiate "down" the political system in order to secure the support of elected offi
cials at the state level.

Accountability mechanisms at the United Nations are weak, but those that do
exist have been developed in response to global civil society pressure. They include
a whistleblower protection policy and the acknowledgment of Northern govern
ments' legal responsibility to reach the Millennium Development Goals.
Accountability outcomes in the international financial institutions have been a little
more promising, reflecting many years of global civil society pressure to establish
the impact of their activities on the poor, and push them to provide redress when
institutional policies are violated. The bulk of these actions have been oriented
towards creating mechanisms that offer compensation to communities that are
impacted negatively by investments undertaken by these institutions (Clark, Fox,
Treakle 2003). Broader victories include the removal of Paul Wolfowitz from his
position as the president of the World Bank in 2007, an action that was ultimately

.......................................................................................................................
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4. DEMOCRACY IN GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY

Global civilsociety has alreadybegun to exercisea positive influence in democratiz
ing global governance, but it would be even more effective if it could address two
main problems that weakenits potential. The first problem concerns the elite nature
of global civil society-meaning the lack of genuine grassroots participation in
transnational networks, especially from the global South. This produces a limited
pool of leaders, decreases accountability to mass-based constituencies, and encour
ages fragmentation along geographic or issue-based lines. Elitism makes it difficult
for global civil society to defend itself against criticism from governments who
question the legitimacy of groups who are active in the global arena. It also allows
governments or intergovernmental bodies to create quasi-NGOs and then send
them to international negotiations as civil society "representatives."

The second major problem is that global civil society networks rarely address
their own internal power relations or reflect on the dilemmas of cross-border
organizing and how best to address them. One cannot assume that global civil
society is entirely democratic. The roles it has played are premised on well
developed privileges of citizenship as defined in a national political context, and
while civil society has been adamant in extending the rights of citizenship into the
global political arena, it has been less forthcoming in defining the responsibilities
that go with them. Extending democratic principles into global governance
requires that all of the actors in the global political arena acknowledge a balance
between the rights and responsibilities of participation. This remains an enor
mous challenge (Jordan and Van Tuijl 2000). Power differentials arise through
proximity to decision makers, the possession of superior forms of knowledge,
unequal access to resources, varying levels of experience in organizing, and a host
of other issues. Larger groups often have more power than smaller groups; and
organizations from the global North have better access to powerful figures or
information from officialsources. But groups in the global South may have greater
moral authority, access to specific details on the impacts of decisions, and some
times better access to financial resources than their smaller counterparts from the
global North.

Addressing these inequalities requires networks, coalitions, and individual
civil society organizations to acknowledge and deal explicitly with the difficult
issues of accountability, transparency, and representation within their own struc
tures. Weak internal democracy can undermine the legitimacy of civil society
organizations and global civil society as a whole, and entails precious resources
being expended on the same issues over and over again. Battles over participation,

successfulas a result of rising internal and external pressure when violations of the
Bank's own policies were made public'?
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5. CONCLUSION

for example, are refought in the context of every new institution or regime for
global governance. Best practices are not carried over from one issue or segment of
global civil society to another-for example, from human rights to the environ
ment or trade. Civic associations following the World Summit on the Information
Society and the Millennium Summit fought the same battle for the right to partici
pate in total isolation from each other. Legalprecedents are not recognized either
by civil society or by intergovernmental organizations, in large part because there
are very few groups that work across issues and constituencies. More concerted
action in these areas is crucial.

public consultations after having rejected this idea completely in its earlier years."
While civic associations are loath to lend legitimacy to the G8 itself, this is what
consultation creates-a lesson that has not been lost when new regimes have been
negotiated around climate change, communicable diseases, and the future of the
Internet. In all three cases, global civil society has a seat at the negotiating table.
Global civil society has also forced international institutions to develop account
ability mechanisms that at leasthint at the right of redress when basic human rights
have been violated. Although these trends are fragile and limited in their effects,
they represent potentially important breakthroughs that can be built on. The tip
ping point for democracy in global governance has not been reached, but every
where that global civil society is engaged in claiming citizenship rights, it is likely
that governance will become more democratic over time.
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Has the aggregate ofglobal civilsociety influence reached a tipping point in reform
ing global governance? Clearly not, since that tipping point would only be reached
when those charged with crafting new institutional arrangements understand
themselves to be "governors" in the formal sense of that term, accept that they must
make arrangements to consult and otherwise engagewith the relevant publics, build
in provisions for transparency from the outset, and create concrete accountability
mechanisms. In some issue areas and intergovernmental organizations, some of
these lessons have already been well-attended to. Trade negotiators, for example, are
aware of their responsibilities, and both the UN and the international financial
institutions have recognized that building their legitimacy with the public will help
them in improving their performance and securing more resources.

These examples, and the accumulation of a rich body of research, indicate
that global civil society is generally a positive force for democracy. Global civil
society activists have achieved widespread public recognition for the notion that
global governance is not just a technical matter for bureaucrats to resolve. By
clarifying the nature of international institutions, civil society actors have cre
ated a sharper focus around demands for public accountability. And by challeng
ing and clarifying the relationships between multiple governing authorities,
global civil society has contributed to subsidiarity, the organizing principle that
matters ought to be handled by the smallest, lowest or least centralized compe
tent authority." Participatory democracy at the global level both requires and can
strengthen participatory democracy at the local and national levels. Perhaps the
most telling example of this process at work has been the success of states within
the United States in forcing the U.S. Trade Representative to renegotiate trade
provisions within the WTO. When global governance arrangements run too far
ahead of the populations they are supposed to serve, they can be reeled back
through democratic means.

Civic engagement in global governance is increasingly supported by official
bodies. The Group of Eight forum (G8), for example, spends millions of dollars on

NOTES
.......................................................................................................................

1. See http://www.reformtheun.org.
2. See also www.ifitransparency.org.
3. See www.economicjustice.net.
4. See www.ifitransparency.org.
5. See www.reformtheun.org.
6. See also www.reformtheun.org.
7. See www.worldbankpresident.org.
8. In international affairs, subsidiarity is presently best known as a fundamental

principle of European Union law.According to this principle, the EU may only act
(i.e., make laws) where member states agree that action of individual countries is
insufficient. The principle was established in the 1992 Treaty of Maastricht, and is
contained within the proposed new treaty establishing a constitution for Europe. However,
at the local level it was already a key element of the European Charter of Local Self
Government, an instrument of the Council of Europe promulgated in 1985 (see article 4,
paragraph 3 of the Charter).

9· The Group of Eight consists of France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the United Kingdom,
the United States, Canada, and Russia.

REFERENCES
.......................................................................................................................

Albrow, A., H. Anheier, M. Glasius,M. Price, and M. Kaldor (eds.) 2008. Global Civil
Society 2007/8. Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage Publications.

Anheier, H. 2007. "Reflections on The Concept and Measurement of Global Civil Society."
Voluntas: International Journal ofVoluntaryand NonprofitOrganizations; vol. 18(1):
1-15·

Anheier, H., M. Glasius, and M. Kaldor (eds.) 2003. Global CivilSociety 2003. New York:
Oxford University Press.



104 THE FORMS OF CIVIL SOCIETY GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY 105

Bob, C. 2005. The Marketing of Rebellion New York: Cambridge University Press.
Cardoso, F.H. 2004. We the Peoples: Civil Society, the UnitedNations and Global

Governance. Report of the Panel of Eminent Persons on United Nations-Civil
Society Relations. Available at www.un-ngls.org.

Charnovitz, S. 2006. "Accountability of Non-Governmental Organizations in Global
Governance," in 1. Jordan and P.Van Tuijl (eds.) NGO Accountability: Politics
Principles and Innovations. London: Earthscan.

Clark, D., J. Fox, and K. Treakle. 2003. DemandingAccountability: Civil SocietyClaimsand
the WorldBank Inspection Panel. London: Rowman & Littlefield.

Council of Europe. 1985. European Charter of Local Self-Government, Article 4, Paragraph
3. Brussels: Council of Europe.

Edwards, M. 2009. Civil Society. znd ed. Cambridge: Polity Press.
FIorini, A. 2000. The Third Force: The RiseofTransnational Civil Society. Washington, nc.:

Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.
Fox, J., and D. Brown. 1998. The Struggle For Accountability: The WorldBank, NGOs, And

Grassroots Movements. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.
Government Accountability Project. 2005. "Whistleblower Promoted:' Available at www.

whistleblower.org. Washington, D.C.: Government Accountability Project.
Internet Governance Project. 2008. "Comments of the Internet Governance Project On

Enhancing the Security and Stability of the Internet's Domain Name and Addressing
System (Docket Number: 0810021307-81308-01)." Available at www
.internetgovernance.org. Washington, D.C.: The National Telecommunications and
Information Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce.

Jordan, 1., and P.Van Tuijl. 2000. "Political Responsibility in Transnational NGO
Advocacy." WorldDevelopmentvol. 28(12): 2051-65.

Kaldor, M. 2003. Global Civil Society. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Keane, J 2003. Global Civil Society. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Keck, M., and K. Sikkink. 1998. ActivistsBeyond Borders. Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University

Press.
Keohane, R. 2003. "Global Governance and Democratic Accountability," in D. Held and

M. Koenig- Archibugi (eds.) TamingGlobalization: Frontiers ofGovernance.
Cambridge: Polity Press.

Khagram, S., J. Riker, and K Sikkink (eds.) 2002. RestructuringWorldPolitics: Transnational
Social Movements, Networks, and Norms. Minnesota: University of Minnesota Press.

One World Trust. 2007. Global AccountabilityReport. London: One World Trust.
Patomaki, H., T. Teivainen, and M. Ronkko. 2002. "Global Democracy Initiatives: The Art

of Possible.t Working Paper 2. Helsinki: Network Institute for Global Democratization.
Peruzzoti, E. 2006. "Civil Society, Representation and Accountability: Restating Current

Debates on the Representativeness and Accountability of Civic Associations:' in
1. Jordan and P.Van Tuijl (eds.) op. cit. 43-60.

Pianta, M. 2005. UN World Summits and Civil Society: The State of the Art. Paper no. 18.

Geneva: United Nations Research Institute for Social Development.
Salamon, 1., and S. Sokolowski. 2004. Global Civil Society: Dimensionsof the Nonprofit

Sector. West Hartford, Conn.: Kumarian Press.
Scholte, J. A. 2000. ContestingGlobal Governance: MultilateralEconomic Institutions and

Global Social Movements.Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
--. 2004. "Democratizing the Global Economy: The Role of Civil Society." Center for the

Study of Globalization and Regionalization, University of Warwick, Warwick, U.K

-. (ed.) 2011. BuildingGlobal Democracy? Civil Societyand Accountable Global
Governance. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Smith, J. 2008. Social Movements for GlobalDemocracy. Baltimore: John Hopkins University
Press.

Smith J., C. Chatfield, and R. Pagnucco (eds.) 1997. Transnational Social Movements and
Global Politics: Solidarity beyond the State. Syracuse: Syracuse University Press.

Tarrow, S. 2005. The New Transnational Activism. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Union of International Associates. 2010. Yearbook of International Organizations Guide to

Global Civil Society Networks. Germany: KG. Saur Verlag.




