actors.

As mentioned 1in the introductior
of civil society, advocacy, as we ur
of the “maturity” of the Czech civ
layer of non-state nonprofit actn
Communist regime. Through an a
cacy, we want to engage in the disc
of civil society in Central and E
reported by some observers (Rose
2003; Howard 2011; for overview
after the regime change of 1989. The assessment ot civil societies 1n
CEE countries as weak is usually evidenced by sparse organizational
civic infrastructure, low membership in civil society organizations,
insufficient community activism, and privatism of citizens in these
countries. In the previous chapters, we presented an overall picture of
Czech civil society and its evolution, showing that there are a relative-
ly high number of active civil society organizations (CSOs) and also
that a considerable share of citizens contribute individually to civic
advocacy activities and/or support civic campaigns. On the other
hand, there are also indicators of low citizen interest in membership in
advocacy-oriented CSOs as well as an overall decline in the number
of volunteers between 2005 and 2010. In what sense, then, may we
speak of weak civil society? Or, what does 1t mean to speak about
a weak (Czech) civil society?

Discussions on the (presumed) weakness of post-communist civil
societies often seem to mention low citizen activity within CSOs,
focusing on the low membership in CSOs in post-communist
countries. The connection between individual and organized levels of
ctvic advocacy 1s implicitly criticized as weak, or, in other words, it 1s

50



organized layers of civil society as a problem of the embeddedness of
civil society actors. Third, we empirically explore this disconnection
between organizations and citizens within the sphere of civic
advocacy.

3.1 Theoretical and Conceptual Background: Four Ideal
Types of Civil Society Development

As most critiques of the quality of civil societies in Eastern Europe
seem to point at the inadequacy of the collective or organized level of
civic advocacy, we focus here on contextualizing this perspective
within the broad tradition of thinking on civil society. We suggest that
it 1s useful to make a distinction between the organized and individual
levels of civic engagement, or, in other words, between different types
of coordinating individuals within the civil sphere, and between the
possible types of this coordination. This distinction may be traced
from the philosophical to the theoretical and even to the research layer
of civil society inquiry.

Generally speaking, different perspectives of civil society, stemming
from different traditions of civil society theory and research, emphasize
different levels of engagement for civil society actors. In political-
philosophical terms, one key tradition seems to build upon the
tradition of civil society conceptualization, referring to the work of
Tocqueville, and underlines the civic collective bodies themselves as
the core civil infrastructure rather than the involvement of individual
members. Another classical tradition of civil society theory comes
from the “Rousseau-to-Habermas”™ tradition. In this perspective, it is
primarily the involvement of free and equal individuals that makes
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theorists and researchers. The first strand of empirical research 1s
focused at the meso-level and maps the organizational behavior and
the collective processes outside the areas of the state and of the
market. Following Tocquevillian tradition, these theorists conceive
civil society primarily as a civil sector and describe it through the
concepts of non-governmental organizations (NGOs), some more broadly
as civil society organizations (CSOs), some as social movements and
their organizations (SMOs), some as local and grassroots associations,
and some as social enterprises. A more complex definition describes
civil society as being populated by “community or grassroots associa-
tions, social movements, labor unions, professional groups, advocacy
and development NGOs, formally registered nonprofits, social enter-
prises, and many others” (Edwards 2011: 7; see also Edwards et al.
2001; Zald, McCarthy 2003; Davis et al. 2005). Typically, these
organizations are considered primarily as the spaces in which the
individual involvement of citizens is collectively coordinated and
through which the citizens are given autonomy, voice, and power (e.g.
Moore 1978; Piven, Cloward 1979; della Porta 2009).

Another research perspective emphasizes citizen active involve-
ment in extra-institutional activities and focuses on the individual
attitudes and contributions to civil society events, structures, and
processes (Barnes, Kaase 1989; Brady et al. 1995). This perspective
stresses the role of temporal and loose interpersonal networks,
platforms, campaigns, and temporary events and — probably most
importantly — the individual engagement in the form of volunteering,
event participation, financial support for groups, campaigns, or
advocacy projects and active citizenship (ethical consumerism, charity
giving, writing letters to public officials, etc.). According to this
perspective, the increasing new means of communication, the widening
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coordination of this engagement and which may enable us to assess
the important character of civil society. In other words, while focusing
on the individual or collective engagement in a particular (period of
evolution of) civil society, it 1s also important to assess the extent to
which this engagement i1s coordinated with other actors and thus
constitutes a socially rich and politically effective infrastructure of civil
society. By combining the aforementioned criteria, we may differentiate
between various basic means of civic engagement (see Table 8).

Table 8: Basic means of civic engagement

Level of coordination

low high
o Dispersed and indirect | Civic participation through
individual .. C e ..
Type of civic participation |  CSOs and civic networks
engagement . CSOs as 1solated CSOs as cooperating
collective - ..
(public) interest groups networks and coalitions

Source: Authors

It is obvious that these means of civic engagement usually overlap
and are not mutually exclusive in particular national civil societies.
Previous research has shown that each civil society may differ in the
level of collective coordination within 1ts individual and organized
activities, and thus different patterns in civil society structures and
dynamics arise. We therefore propose to distinguish among different
combinations of the aforementioned means of civic engagement in
order to differentiate among four main “modes” of civic engagement
in contemporary civil societies.
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high-profile CSOs, low levels of trust among the civic organizations,
etc. This combination of these modes of individual and organized
engagement usually results in a very low number of mass physical
mobilizations, low CSO membership, low public attendance of protest
events, and the practical non-existence of strong social movements
and CSO alliances. In other words, transactions/social bonds between
organizations and citizens and between organized civil actors them-
selves are largely missing (Diani 2003; Baldassarri, Diani 2007).

The second mode (combining a high level of coordination of the
individual activities and a low level of coordination at the CSO level)
may be labeled as “pillarized” civic engagement. It is typified by
a considerable mass coordination of citizen engagement through direct
and coordinated participation with CSOs or their activities. On the
other hand, this engagement is either largely self-organized or coordi-
nated by particular CSOs or by loose ad-hoc platforms and constantly
changing initiatives sharing more or less the same political or cultural
opinion leaders and organizations (former dissidents, journalists,
actors, businessmen). CSOs are largely focused on their own constit-
uency and its particular needs, and have no interest in mobilizing
a larger part of society or engaging in cooperation with other organi-
zations. They focus rather on particular issues or projects and act more
like interest groups — in isolation from other CSOs and with a rather
narrow vision of their mission rather than with broad long-term
political goals. Typical examples are local trade unions mobilizing
workers in particular factories or enterprises, local NIMBY groups,
and series of frequent yet one-off local or nationwide initiatives that
use specific opportunities and mobilize citizens for instant purposes,
often in a social environment characterized by profound distrust
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civil society actors led to a focus on the relations among the collective
actors themselves instead of on their capacity to mobilize a population
and directly engage citizens in their activities. In the post-communist
context, the apparent lack of mass membership in social movements
and lack of popular mobilizations 1s compensated for by the plurality
of CSOs and various civic organizations. These tend to focus not on
mobilizing people but rather on linking themselves to each other and
cooperating with authorities/institutions in order to promote their goals
while making use of professional staff. They tend to be financially
dependent on external sources (EU grants, foundations, public funding,
etc.). This type of civil society realm is dominated by a good propor-
tion of activity of organized civic actors that interact with each other,
share a common identity, and join coalitions to promote their interests,
with a very scarce presence of citizen involvement. Individual civic
engagement is rather rare, indirect, or remote, and takes place mostly
outside the organized civil sphere.

The last type of civic engagement (combining high level of
coordination of both individual and collective engagement) may be
called a “social movement” one (Meyer, Tarrow 1998; Rucht,
Neidhardt 2002, Corrigall-Brown 2012). This notion was developed in
pre-war Western Europe and the US and describes a civil society
inhabited by dense networks of CSOs that cooperate with each other,
build upon various collective identities, promote shared goals and
standards, and use common symbols and language. Collective actors
are able to create large ad-hoc coalitions or instrumental platforms
across various sectors and issues, and social movement organization
activities combine with massive engagement of citizens in terms of
event attendance and membership in CSOs or volunteering. In other
words, the relationship between CSOs and their constituency i1s strong
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society actors, and the quality of relations between organized civil
society actors and citizens. As the former aspect has already become
a subject of systematic empirical research and scholarly debates, this
study 1s focusing on the latter one.

3.2 Czech Civic Advocacy

Civic advocacy and its collective representatives — be they CSOs,
social movements, or other actors — have usually been considered as
the offspring of the society as a whole, both as a reflection of its vital
needs and a tool for their fulfillment on the level of societal and
political system. Does this vision apply in the Czech Republic? After
the basic analytical framework for assessing the quality or strength of
civil societies has been specified, it now may be applied to post-
communist civil societies in general (and the Czech civil society in
particular). When the perspective emphasizing the individual type of
engagement in civil society 1s applied and the mass personal involve-
ment and individual participation in the collective organizations of
civil society 1s highlighted, 1t 1s hard to speak unambiguously about
robust civil societies in CEE countries. Existing empirical research
generally suggests that there 1s a low level of individual intra-
organizational participation, solidarity, and trust towards civic col-
lective actors, resulting in organizational passivity and civil privatism
of the citizens. (McMahon 2001; Howard 2003; Newton, Monterro
2007) On the other hand, the research focusing specifically on the new
forms of individual participation reveals that Czech citizens seem to
be very active in the civic sphere, engaging with outside organizations
through internet activism, political consumerism, e-donations, and
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conflicting or cooperative) with elites and the system rather than on
the engagement of citizens. Some CEE countries seem to be compara-
tively developed in terms of the number of civil society organizations,
details of their legal frameworks, richness of sectoral divisions, and
the structure of financing (state versus private donors) (Flam 2001;
Petrova, Tarrow 2007; Cisar 2008; see Miiller and Skovajsa 2009 for
overview). It has been widely argued that one of the main reasons for
the relatively well-developed and organized civil society infrastructure
in our countries (apart from the rapid opening of political opportu-
nities for various political actors) is the role played by external
supporters of the democratic change — 1.e. foreign donors, mostly from
the United States. These supporters considered advocacy as a key
function for stabilizing new democracies, and a lot of issues could not
have been addressed in our societies if this external support had not
reached particular actors here — especially human rights, transparency,
environmental issues, equal opportunities, etc. Although US and EU
private foundations and state institutions supported service providers
and community organizations, they focused mainly on human rights,
advocacy, green, and watchdog NGOs (Quigley, 1997; Carothers,
1999). Research focused specifically on the capacity of Czech
collective civic actors to connect with each other — either domestically
or internationally — indicated that a substantial number of CSOs are
very actively networking, transmitting resources, informa-tion, and
skills, and entering into the processes of negotiation with authorities.
These CSOs are usually in the field of post-materialist contention and
are mostly environmental, human rights, anticorruption, or GLBT
CSOs. (Cisar 2008; Cisar et al. 2011)

After the years of building an organized civic advocacy
infrastructure, it was generally believed that advocacy organizations
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only sporadic mass-attended events (see also Dvorakova 2003). We
are thus witnessing some kind of a gap between the level of coordi-
nation of collective and individual civic engagements. We propose that
this gap should be explored. In other words, while organized actors are
able to form advocacy coalitions and networks, individual engagement
remained dispersed and unorganized, but not passive. This 1s a general
evaluation of Czech civil society, and despite its clear overlap with the
area of civic advocacy, a more focused inquiry should be conducted.

To formulate our puzzle in conceptual terms, we focus on the
mutual relations between the individual and organized spheres of civic
advocacy; in other words, on the problem of the social embeddedness
of civic advocacy. The concept of embeddedness has been used in
different theoretical contexts, and its definition ranges from a rather
restricted one — the relationship between civil society actors and politi-
cal institutions (Haddad 2006) — to a general one — the position of
these actors within a particular social order that is defined by a shared
understanding of its purposes (Fligstein, McAdam 2012). We take the
middle course, understanding the embeddedness of advocacy CSOs in
a more traditional fashion as the capacity of these organizations to
function in a reciprocal manner with their (local) social environment
(cf. Polany1 1992; Granovetter 1985) — in other words, as their
capacity to become rooted in broader social networks of individuals,
to incorporate them within the inner structure of organizations or
groups, to provide them with access into their internal processes, to
gain their trust, and to mobilize them on different occasions.

To explore mutual relations or reciprocity between advocacy CSOs
and citizens, we have formulated several research questions. First, in
light of the 1ssue of discrepancy between organizational and individual
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relations with advocacy CSOs?

In order to find valid answers and
a detailed and complex way, we fur
questions into more focused and
questions:

e What are the differences betwe
non-advocacy CSOs in the C
account also the Furopean conte.

o What are the levels, forms, areas, and motives for direct and
indirect involvement of Czech citizens in civil advocacy?

e What are the attitudes of Czech citizens towards advocacy issues
and CSOs?

o What are the levels and forms of direct and indirect involvement of
Czech citizens within activities and structures of advocacy CSOs?

e What are the attitudes of representatives of Czech CSOs towards
the involvement of citizens within their structures and activities?

3.3 Data and Methods

We draw on two major data sources: the European Value Study and
the “Has Our Dream Come True?” project.

The survey for the data from the European Value Study (EVS) was
conducted between 2008-2010 in 47 countries in Western and
Central-Eastern Europe. The dataset was used to analyze citizen
membership in voluntary organizations. The question was: “Please
look carefully at the following list of voluntary organizations and
activities and say which, if any, do you belong to?” The following

59



tions concerned with health; other groups; or none of them. We
selected social welfare, cultural, sport, and youth activities for analysis
of membership as non-advocacy types; women’s, political, peace
movement, and trade union groups were selected for analysis as
advocacy types. Other groups were not included as they cannot be
easily identified with advocacy, with service provision, or with
community building (typically these groups concerned community
action, environmental protection, religion, or health issues). We do not
claim that the types of organizations that were not selected are not (or
cannot be) involved in advocacy activities; on the contrary, our own
research shows that advocacy activities may be identified across many
different issue sectors (see below). However, we do claim that the
selected sectors in the EVS data may be more directly associated with
either a high or low proportion of advocacy activities than the others,
and thus we use them as a proxy for evaluating the embeddedness of
advocacy and non-advocacy activities in civil society.

The data used were collected within the framework of an interna-
tional comparative research project on the embeddedness of civil
societies 1 seven CEE countries (“Has Our Dream Come True?
Comparative Research of Central and Eastern European Civil Societies™).

In order to answer these questions, we used both quantitative and
qualitative research methods. In the quantitative part, we rely on an
individual survey (N=800) that was based on a quota sampling
strategy and was conducted via telephone interviews; in the qualitative
part we used focus groups and personal semi-structured interviews
with representatives of advocacy CSOs. With the survey, we intended
to map the levels and means of citizen involvement in civic advocacy
and their attitudes towards advocacy CSOs. If we found that citizens
were somehow involved, we asked them how they were involved and
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the attitudes and relations of citizens with regard to fifteen different
advocacy sectors and CSOs (children’s rights; disability rights;
anticorruption; personal security; human and citizen rights and freedoms;
environment; education, health, social policy; consumer protecttion;
animal rights; women’s rights; economic policy; work of democratic
institutions; international and global issues; national minority rights;
and LGBT rights). Even if we acknowledge that many advocacy
activities take place outside these sectors, we aim to map only those
1ssue areas that are most explicitly connected with the advocacy or
political function of civil society (contrary to e.g. sectors connected
with sports or culture). We focused on three main dimensions here:
first, we mapped the opinions of citizens towards the importance of
CSO activities in these sectors (7-point scale). Second, we focused on
their perception of the actual engagement of CSOs in these sectors (7-
point scale). Finally, we focused on the (reported) engagement of
citizens in these sectors (4-point scale). Following the average ranking
of the respective dimensions of the listed advocacy areas, we
elaborated an “embeddedness index” that shows the multidimensional
embeddedness of the listed advocacy areas. To make these dimensions
fully comparable, we present the ranking of particular advocacy areas
in these dimensions instead of showing exact numeric results.

The qualitative part of the project included thirty-one semi-
structured interviews with key CSO members and four focus groups
with CSO representatives. The aim of the qualitative methodology
was to get a picture of the embeddedness of advocacy organizations
and their campaigns from the side of the collective actors (CSOs and
informally organized groups). The sampling strategy followed
previous theoretical considerations and applied some further criteria.
The sample was created as a combination of three basic criteria: the
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Republic. Nonetheless, we use the data more in an explorative and
illustrative fashion as an intermediary methodological tool between
individual survey and in-depth focus group interviews in order to
capture some important formal features of CSO strategies and policies
towards their social environment. In the semi-structured interviews,
we focused on how these actors actually relate to their constituency
and the public in general: their formal approaches with regard to the
institution of membership, their involvement of the public into their
activities, and their consultations with citizens.

Using focus group in-depth interviews with key members of 17
CSOs, we attempted to sketch more normative attitudes and the latent
motives of CSO representatives towards the inclusion of citizens into
their inner structures and activities, and to draw more subtle map of
meanings underlying their relations with the public. The interviews
were recorded and analyzed in order to depict the motives, normative
positions, and justifications of CSO members towards relations with
their social environment. We analyzed the recordings and inductively
searched for more general patterns of motivation toward (non-)coo-
peration with extra-organizational environments. These two features
of qualitative methodology are also connected via the sampling
strategy: the focus group data provided, among other things, an expert
assessment of the most and least-embedded advocacy CSOs and their
campaigns within the least and the most embedded advocacy areas.

We organized four focus group interviews (approximately 100
minutes each):

FG 1, Brno, 20th January 2011: three participants representing the
CSOs from the least-embedded advocacy areas (economic policy,
national minority rights, LGBT rights) with a simultaneous focus on
advocacy at the local level.
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CSOs from the most-embedded advocacy areas with a simultaneous
focus on advocacy at the national level.

3.4 Membership in Advocacy and Non-advocacy Groups
Compared

After clarifying the theoretical and conceptual issues, we compare
organized advocacy and non-advocacy civic engagement in the Czech
Republic to that of other European countries. The exploration of
politically-oriented activities within the realm of civil society revealed
several things (Figure 4). First, one of the most unevenly distributed
types of membership is in the trade unions, with the highest rates
among Northern countries, with some post-communist countries
(Belarus, Ukraine). The distribution of membership in other types of
advocacy organizations (women'’s, political, peace) 1s less varied. The
overall picture suggests that Western countries have generally higher
memberships, but with quite a lot of exceptions from Eastern Europe —
particularly because of the high number of members in their trade
unions. The Czech Republic is situated exactly in the middle of the
selected European countries.

Data on the non-political engagement of citizens in groups or
organizations suggest more uneven distribution of membership than in
the previous case (see Figure 5). Most of the leading countries are
from Western Europe; Slovenia, the Czech Republic, and Estonia are
the only Central-Eastern European countries in the top third of the
countries on the list. The Czech Republic occupies the twelfth posi-
tion, eleven place-ranks higher than in advocacy organization mem-
bership. This is the second largest shift to the top of the chart in the list
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that are usually described as “mature” democracies with long tradi-
tions of vibrant civil society, and are clearly separated from the rest of
the post-communist countries (with the exceptions of Slovenia and
Estonia). However, the ranking of organized engagement in the
advocacy areas 1s much lower: the Czech rank suddenly dropped to
the middle of the chart, surrounded by other post-communist
countries. What are the causes of this discrepancy? Why are Czech
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their personal involvement in civic advocacy activities (see Table 9).
In other words, two decades after the regime change, about one third
of the citizens participate in civic activities with an exclusive political
dimension.

Table 9: Personal involvement in civic advocacy activities (N=800)
%

Yes 329

No 669

NA 0.2
Total 100

Source: Czech Survey 2010

First, 1t 1s important to explc
advocacy activities. Even 1f peopl
moment, they may become involve
ment. Although the answers to inq
be very reliable, they may nonethels
data on possible future engageme
people that are not engaged at the n
involvement (Table 10).

‘in civic advocacy activities (N=535)
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11 work of democratic institutions

12 economic policy

13 LGBT rights

14 international and global issuc¢
15 national minority rights

Source: Czech Survey 2010

After a closer look at the citiz
advocacy, we now turn to the explo
may begin to explore the forms of
on these data, we may conclude th:
portionate structure to the particula i i
that (2) explains the relatively high proportion of active participants in
ctvic advocacy activities (see Table 12). The vast majority of people that
are active in advocacy prefer donations or some form of loose support
rather than more direct engagement, e.g., as a member of a CSO or as
a voluntary worker. This helps explain why many Czech citizens
easily declare themselves to be active in civic advocacy. On the other
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chatting, bloggf;zg, efc. 26.5

member of a CSO 20.3
other (promoting ideas and attitudes) 53
DK 2

Source: Czech Survey 2010

This general look at the basic structure of citizens’ reported
engagement may be further differentiated and detailed by focusing on
various issue areas of civic advocacy and differentiating between citizens’
attitudes towards collective activities in these areas, their perception of
collective activities, and their own engagement in these areas (see Table
13).

First, we assess the “attitude dimension™, or the mmportance of
CSO engagement in these areas as perceived by citizens. The areas
where the organized activities are perceived as the most important over-
lap with humanitarian issues and with the protection of the most
vulnerable social groups — disabled people and children. The massive
preference for the anti-corruption issue may be a reflection of the current
political discourse. Animal and environmental issues — which tend to be
over-emphasized in the mass media — are somewhere in the middle of the
list, together with personal security, education, and consumer pro-
tection themes. The least support for organized advocacy activities
was expressed for national/ethnic minority rights (presumably tied to
the i1ssues of the Roma minority) and LGBT rights (presumably a con-
sequence of a feeling of “mission accomplished”: registered (civil)
same-sex partnership was established under Czech law 1n 2006).
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anti-corruption national mino

environment human rights
fredoms
personal security animal rights
human rights and disability righ
freedoms
education, health, social women’s righ
policy
animal rights consumer pro
consumer protection international and global  consumer protection
1ssues
women’s rights LGBT rights
work of democratic education, he:
institutions policy
economic policy work of demc
institutions
international and global  personal secu
1ssues

national minority rights  economic pol

LGBT rights anti-corruptio

Source: Czech Survey 2010

The “cognitive dimension” of th
concerns the perceived level of acti
seems that children's rights are pe
CSOs. But many other 1ssue areas
activism 1s deemed very high are th
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the previous stance. But otherwise 1t seems that the level of personal
involvement in various advocacy areas follows the priorities of the
perceived need for CSO involvement rather than the perceived
activities of CSOs. Citizens perceive the activities of organized civic
actors as inconsistent with their own opinion of the needs for coor-
dinated action in particular advocacy areas and with their own indivi-
dual engagement. There are areas (disability rights, anti-corruption,
and personal security) that are perceived as important, evaluated as
rather insufficiently covered by CSOs, and, perhaps for that reason,
people report that they engage in these areas. On the other hand, there
are areas (environment, women’s rights, national minority rights, and
LGBT rights) that are perceived as less important, that are evaluated
as being sufficiently covered by CSOs, and, possibly in consequence,
people do not engage in these areas. These relations may signal some
kind of “compensating mechanisms” that are at work in 10 out of 15
advocacy 1ssue areas. This indicates that people have their own
evaluations of the importance of various 1ssues and they try to follow
these evaluations 1n their individual engagements in civil society, thus
compensating for the different focus by CSOs, or citizens may
evaluate the extent of actual activity of organized collective actors and
then avoid their own engagement in those areas where they believe the
activity of CSOs i1s high enough. Either way, this is an important
signal of a distance between individual citizens and organized civic
actors.

The final important aspect of the attitude of both participating and
non-participating citizens and CSOs are the means of communication
by which citizens get their picture of CSOs, be it direct transfer of
information and knowledge at various public events, or mass-produced
presentations of CSOs that are offered by the mainstream media. The
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lelephone lelephone

Source: Czech Survey 2010

3.6 Social Embeddedness of Advc

After presenting an overview of tl
gagement of Czech citizens in civi
further and explore the organizati
CSOs. To combine the analysis of
levels of embeddedness of civic ady
of CSOs to involve citizens and on
examining the sample of thirty-
embedded (seventeen organizations) and the four least-embedded
(fourteen organizations) advocacy areas (both nominally open and closed
to citizens; both local and nationwide). We then compare the attributes
and strategies of these two groups of CSOs and their campaigns.

One of the most important indicators of how willing CSOs are to
integrate citizens into their structures and activities is the institution of
membership: we know that there may be elite, closed, and profess-
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wny 1s this7 dome organizatons argue that their legal Iorm does not
enable them to have formal membership (public benefit company — see
previous chapter). In other words, these organizations were founded
without the intention of having members (one CSO from the most-
embedded advocacy areas and three from the least embedded). Another
type of reasoning ignored the problem of the legal form of the
organization and openly stated that the aim of the organization from the
very beginning was not to have members, but to provide people with
education or mformation. Membership CSOs had various criteria for
accepting new members: there were formal, informal, or no criteria. Most
often, some formal criteria for membership were applied (see Table 16).

a and their distribution

| Informal None NA Total

2 5 2 17

0 1 5 14




ingness to seek new members, while nine CSOs were unwilling; six
CSOs from the least-embedded issue areas claimed they were looking
for new members, while three opposed it. One of the important
aspects of CSOs openness to new people 1s their strategy for attracting
new members. CSOs from the most-embedded areas usually try to
find new people through public action and media (campaigns,
recruitment at their events, and dialogue with supporters); the CSOs
from the least-embedded areas tend to rely on recommendations from
existing members or from the leaders of the organization, or through
informal contacts among friends and cooperating organizations.

Apart from the strategies for involving new people as members,
there are other aspects of CSO embeddedness or openness towards
citizens. One aspect 1s the extent to which people other than members,
employees, or volunteers are allowed to participate in the annual meetings
of the groups and organizations. In the most-embedded CSOs, twelve out
of seventeen organizations require that only members, employees, or
invited guests may participate, while the annual meetings of the other
five CSOs are open to anybody. In the fourteen least-embedded CSOs,
just one organization admits people from outside the organization, but
only on the condition of their advanced approval by the members of
the organization.

The strategies of the civic organizations were somewhat more
balanced in formulating their goals, which 1s one of the most impor-
tant strategic activities: four of the seventeen most-embedded CSOs
declared that it was possible for the public to influence the shaping of
their goals; the same was stated by three of the fourteen least-embedded
groups. But what is the precise inner structure of these strategies? What
type of stakeholder is more restricted from participation in the
formulation of the goals of collective civic actors? What type of
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process of strategy formulation were politicians. We may also assess
the openness of CSOs towards their environment by comparing the
extent to which various categories of stakeholders and the public and
various subjects are mvolved in the process of preparing campaigns
and projects. We build our comparison upon the same categories of
subject as for the public involvement in the formulation of CSO goals.
Within the first group (the most-embedded advocacy areas), the most
important are — again — the employees of the organization, which
seems quite obvious. And again, the next most important factor for
these groups were their collective partners and counterparts —
cooperating CSOs, closely followed by members; experts had the
same ranking as the general public. These were followed by donors,
the community and, finally, politicians. The ranking within the second
group of CSOs was somewhat different: the most important compan-
ions for making projects and campaigns were cooperating groups,
followed by employees and members. The next important partner was
the public, which preceded experts and the community. The least
favored ones were donors and politicians, rated equally low.

We can make several generalizations based on this overview:
generally, CSOs take a very practical stance in the development of
their goals, activities, and strategies as they give priority to the
subjects that may be coordinated most easily — employees, coope-
rating groups, and members. Members and experts are probably seen
as outsiders that may help them to legitimize and review their
procedures and visions, but these are consulted rather less frequently,
as they are probably not manageable in an easy and efficient way. The
distance of most CSOs from the community is quite interesting. It
might be due to the fact that civic advocacy organizations usually raise
more universal issues than immediate community interests. Our
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between advocacy organizations and their immediate environment,
took the unilateral form of information for their followers through
“classic” media, such as newsletters, magazines, and mailing lists (ten
of the seventeen CSOs from the most-embedded areas, and seven of
the fourteen CSOs from the least-embedded areas). The rest of the
organizations declared a more “direct” and interactive exchange of
information and opinion with their sympathizers via social networks,
face-to-face meetings, phone calls, public discussions, and events.
These activities were usually held several times a year (nine of the
seventeen groups from the most-embedded areas) to several times
amonth (nine of the fourteen groups from the least-embedded
advocacy fields). It seems that even the sympathetic public is rather
restricted from direct access and communication with advocacy CSOs.

We compared several types of subjects in terms of the extent to
which their opinions were reflected in the formulation of goals and
strategies of advocacy organizations, and to how the organizations
relate to their sympathizers and supporters. But what is the actual
perception of citizens on the part of CSOs? Are they seen as active
contributors to collective advocacy activities or rather as recipients of
these activities? Are they considered to be a source or a target for the
organization’s activities? Groups from the most and from the least-
embedded issue areas of civic advocacy have remarkably close
attitudes: thirteen of the seventeen most-embedded CSOs and ten of
the fourteen least-embedded CSOs see citizens as targets of their
advocacy activities; the others see the role of citizens as more
balanced — either both as the source and the target or just as a primary
source of inspiration and rationale for their activities. This trend of
treating citizens as a target rather than a source group of advocacy
activities 1s clearly noticeable in the agenda setting process: twelve of
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and/or for which funding was available from national or supranational
institutions; they also followed the advice of experts, members or
cooperating groups; sometimes they even asked politicians. The
remaining organizations declared that citizens might be — among many
other subjects — a source of their agenda setting. To conclude, a large
majority of CSOs see citizens as a social group that may benefit from
their advocacy activities, but they do not respect them as originators of
these activities: sometimes, citizens are perceived as patients that have
to be cured but are not consulted about the disease.

We have mentioned two important parts of organized advocacy
activities and campaigns: including people into their structures and
into the process of formulating their goals. However there 1s one more
important moment that needs be stressed: the process of evaluating the
advocacy activities. How do civil society actors get feedback about
their advocacy efforts? How do they evaluate their campaigns? Here
the role of the public is similar to that in the process of formulating the
goals of CSOs: only nine organizations (four from the most and five
from the least-embedded areas) stated that they try to get some reflections
from the broader public via questionnaires or even systematic research, or
from direct “clients” of their activities (participants in events, seminars,
etc.). The rest of the organizations are more inwardly focused: their
evaluation 1s based on inter-organizational discussions, on the
feedback from cooperating CSOs, or on the reflections from relevant
elites (donors, politicians).

So, in conclusion, how exactly do CSOs — according to their own
statements — incorporate people into their activities? Keeping the
limited representativeness of our CSO data for the Czech field of orga-
nized civil advocacy in mind, we found the following patterns in our
sample: the groups from the most-embedded areas declare that their
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a source of information, use them as experts and tutors, include them
in the cooperation on particular issues, and enable them to focus on
problems of their own in the framework of the activities of the
organization. At the same time, a small part of these groups also use
people as logistical support during petitions, as helpers with the
organization of events and happenings, etc. So there seems to be some
difference between these two groups of organizations — the former
treats citizens more instrumentally and enables them to participate on
the periphery of their activities, while the latter lets them get closer to
the decision-making and provides them with a certain degree of
autonomy.

people most often give to explain why they are not engaged in civic
advocacy (Table 17). The two most cited reasons in the Czech case
closely align with several theories of civic engagement that emphasize
various resources conditioning participation: these resources are time
and money. Other important reasons are attitudinal, when people
display a considerable normative distance towards collective civic
actors and activism as such.
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health conditions do not allow me to be active 26.2% 73.8% 0.0%
not interested in principle 21.3% 75.3% 3.4%
I had been active but I got disappointed 19.9% 79.3% 0.8%

Source: Czech Survey 2010

What are the views of the citizens that are not engaged in civic ad-
vocacy of the abilities of advocacy CSOs? One of the important
reasons for non-involvement in civic advocacy may be the “realistic”
mistrust of the very capacity of CSOs (in terms of skills, resources,
impact, etc.) to bring change or to simply succeed when dealing with
different problems 1n various advocacy areas. However, there is a sur-
prisingly high confidence among unengaged citizens regarding the
capability of CSOs to solve problems in various advocacy areas: more
than three quarters of respondents think that they are able to solve
them (see Table 18).

Table 18: Perception of capability of CSOs to solve problems (N=535)
%
yes, they can 77.9

no, they cannot 20.6
DK 1.6

Iotal 100.0
Source: Czech Survey 2010

Finally, we inspect the attitude
most skeptical about the civic adv
advocacy CSOs in particular — nof
advocacy, but they also think that
problems in their particular issue a
the reasons why some citizens Vi
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36.1%

39.4%
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58.6%
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17.7%

11.0%

8.3%

10.3%

2.3%
14.6%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%
100%

engaged 1n civic advocacy, but only through distant means. Most
often, they support some causes and campaigns through donations and
loose support; only some are engaged in voluntary work and only
a very small minority of active citizens are closely affiliated with

organized collective actors — CSOs.

We focus on a direct comparison of the attitudes of engaged and
non-engaged citizens in order to depict similarities and differences
that could help us understand their different relations to organized
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in solving the problems of ordinary people. Still, only one quarter of
citizens at best consider CSOs to be responsive towards their needs.

Table 20: Extent to which the advocacy activities of CSOs reflect the prob-
lems that people personally face

o Engaged in civic advocacy ~ Unengaged in civic advocacy
/]

(N=263) (N=53)5)
low 15.9 30.9
neither, nor 50.9 47.9
high 24.4 13.7
DK 8.8 7.5

Source: Czech Survey 2010

It seems that the issue of trust p
not the trust of citizens in the techn
with the problems in their specific
the trust in them as general social
deal with their hardships. Both eng
CSOs very low compared to other s
findings match previous empirical 1«
various social and political institutio
ambiguous and mostly negative attituucs wwarus Lous, LCSCUIULIE UIC
attitude towards the least trusted area of Czech public life — political
institutions (see Table 21). It seems that there is a considerable lack of
confidence in Czech civic and political actors; people only trust their
closest social environment, i.e. their family and friends. The most
trusted public institutions are the police and the local authority: Czech
citizens seem to refuse the intermediary level of CSOs when solving
their problems, tending to rely either on personal ties or on direct
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Based on our previous considerations and the presentation of the
survey data, we can draw some conclusions about the attitudes of
Czech citizens towards collective actors in the realm of civic advocacy
and about the main reasons for the apparent distance that citizens
express towards organized civic action. The data suggest that unen-
gaged citizens generally trust the technical capacity of CSOs to deal
with the problems in their particular advocacy areas, but some of their
normative views of CSOs are rather gloomy: they question the
motives of CSOs, and they do not think that CSOs focus on issues that
are important for citizens. This 1s quite similar to the views of engaged
citizens as they evaluate the activities of CSOs 1n different advocacy
areas. All 1n all, there are only minor differences between engaged and
unengaged citizens with regard to their trust in CSOs and the roots of
that trust: CSOs are generally seen as unreliable partners that focus on
their own issues and ignore the real problems and needs of citizens.

With regard to the attitudes of CSO representatives towards
citizens and their engagement, the analysis shows how CSOs and their
representatives perceive citizens: whether they are seen as active
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(LZECn DIVIU IMLETVIEWS ZU1VU). 1OIS allilude 1S Dased on e percep-
tions of the role of citizens in the process of civic advocacy in general,
and the situation in the Czech Republic in particular. Four key types of
justification for these strategies were found in the data.

The first set of CSOs argue that citizens are generally not inter-
ested in the work of CSOs, and particularly not in actively working for
them. These organizations feel that there 1s considerable distrust of the
non-profit sector and that (Czech) society has been developing
towards selfish individualism; that people are too busy, and that 1t is
too demanding and expensive to win them over and make them active-
ly interested in public issues generally and/or in the particular issue
that their organization addresses. Representatives of CSOs complain
about the unwillingness of citizens to participate in public affairs.
They attribute this unwillingness to various circumstances stemming
from Czech political culture: ignorance, lack of interest and motiva-
tion, laziness, passivity, pessimism about the abilities of CSOs to
influence things, and the bad image that they believe the whole non-
profit sector has due to negative campaigning by political elites:

I think (...) that the mentality of the Czechs ... even though I hate it
when someone speaks about Czech national characteristics ... that the
mentality is somehow shaped ... and if you can expect that some wave
or some social movement for something would emerge and be
successful in the United States, it does not necessarily mean that it
takes root here because the Czechs are not used to getting involved

that much and I think it is necessary to keep that in mind (...).
Source: FGI (representative of a CSO from the least-embedded
advocacy area)
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when defining the target groups of CSOs: sometimes the primary
target of the CSOs, particularly in the environmental sector, is not
a part of society and consequently there is no need to enter into
a dialogue with any social groups and citizens:

“I was thinking ... as you asked who formulated (the goals) ... if the
advocacy issue is environmental protection ... it is — among others —
about articulating the interests of nature ... let’s say ... which means
that people that formulate the goals often speak in the interests of the
environment and not of a particular target group... of course that
metaphorically speaking the target group is the population as a whole,
whose being is conditioned by the existence of a functional ecosystem ...
which means that there is no such thing as a specified target group that
could be addressed ... which means that ... I really know that those
people [environmentalists] are systematically observing public attitudes
towards particular problematic issues in the area of environment but of
course there is no direct demand ... simply because ... there is always
someone speaking on behalf of nature and basically this is one of the
roles of the environmental CSOs: that they articulate the interest of

nature in the public discourse.”
Source: FGI (representative of a CSO from the most-embedded
advocacy area)

| by CSO representatives 1s similar,
ersality and autonomy of advocacy
us of politicians and, to a degree,
s and economy are usually seen as
sjectivity of CSOs. Therefore, the
1zens might be also due to the fact
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without restraints ... which I think ... the way that we are funded and

project-oriented ... we lack the freedom to do so."
Source: FGI (representative of a CSO from the least-embedded
advocacy area)

Finally, there is the question of resources, which is frequently
explored in studies of transactional activism (Cisar 2010): despite the
fact that the organization-donor relationship (or even dependence) i1s
usually downplayed by the civic actors, the role of resources still
seems highly relevant for their relationship with the citizens:

“I would say that we focus more on the authorities, not on people ...
because if you want to work somehow, you have to get the money ...
you can only get the money from Europe, or from the government, or
from the regional government, or from the city or local government ...
so for us it is important to get the money and with the money I can
realize my agenda ... I can do almost nothing without the money ...
and it is the authorities that decide on the distribution of the money,

not people ...
Source: FGI (representative of the CSO from the least-embedded
advocacy area)



a clear gap between the involvement of Czech citizens in advocacy
and non-advocacy CSOs was illustrated. The general level of Czech
citizens’ involvement in civic advocacy i1s relatively high, but their
involvement bypasses any organized actors in this area and takes
mostly distant and indirect forms. Even if we lack comparative data
from other countries in this regard, we may speak about a clear
distance of citizens towards practical engagement in CSO activities:
while unengaged citizens trust the capacities of advocacy CSOs, they
are often suspicious of their motives. Citizens that are engaged in civic
advocacy often behave as if compensating for too intensive or too
weak activity of CSOs in most advocacy areas. Both engaged and
unengaged individuals think that advocacy CSOs very rarely reflect
the real problems of citizens, and advocacy CSOs are one of the least-
preferred types of social institutions. The chapter revealed the
tendency of advocacy CSOs to largely ignore the citizens and to rely
more on technical expertise and their employees in fulfilling their
missions. Generally, a large majority of CSOs see citizens as a social
group that may benefit from their advocacy activities, but they do not
respect them as a source of these activities: sometimes, citizens are
perceived as patients that have to be cured but are not consulted about
the disease. CSO representatives share four main types of excuse for
this attitude: they doubt that Czech citizens are interested in civic
activism at all; they argue that CSOs represent expert knowledge that
simply cannot be generated from people’s opinions; they claim to
represent much wider or long-term goals than the immediate interests
of the community; and, in order to achieve their goals, CSOs must rely
more on their contacts with authorities and institutions for adequate
economic resources for their action.
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rather their alienation. Therefore, an assessment of the quality of
Czech civil society that focused exclusively on the evaluation of either
individual participation in civic advocacy or advocacy CSOs would
probably show a more optimistic picture. Second, the tendencies and
motives for this disconnectedness do not stem exclusively from one
sphere of civic advocacy, but are interactive and arise from the
opinions of both citizens and the representatives of CSOs. Therefore
any attempt to change the status quo would require changing the
opinions and attitudes of either side, which, however, seem to be
firmly embedded in the Czech political culture.
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