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Civil Society Participation as the Focus
of Northern NGO Support: The Case of
Dutch Co-financing Agencies

Irene Guijt

Of the Dutch development cooperation budget, between 11 and 14 per cent
is allocated to Dutch non-government organizations that are known as ‘co-
financing agencies’ for supporting partoer organizations in the global South.
‘The co-financing agencies (CFAs) claim to further civil society participation
in diverse ways: by supporting basic rights education, capacity building on
democratization issues, advocacy efforts to address myriad injustices, and
strategic networking. In this they take up 2 long-standing challenge for civil
society actors committed to promoting alternative development and social
Justice: the promotion of citizenship status and rights for marginal people
and groups (Nerfin, 1987; Friedmann, 1992). However, and although talk of
participation and rights-based approaches is central in their organizational
discourse, few use coherent frames of analysis to shape their programmatic
strategy or a lens through which to understand the results of the work
they fund.

This chapter draws on a recent evaluation that examined how the support
given between 1999 and 2004 was used by four of the CFAs — CORDAID,
HIVOS, Oxfam NOVIB and Plan Netherlands — to further ‘civil society
participation’ in Colombia, Guatemala, Guinea, Sti Lanka and Uganda (Guijt,
2005). The evaluation team considered over 330 civil society organizations and
over 760 contracts from CORIDAID, HIVOS and NOVIB, plus three country
programmes for Plan. In exploring the efforts of these CFAs to increase
and strengthen the participation of citizens and civil society organizations
in decision-making processes, within diverse, violent and conflict-ridden
contexts, two jssues stand out as having a wider relevance for the theme of
NGO alternatives. The first relates to the integration of new forms of analysis
within the strategic and operational work of development agencies, and thus
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concerns the research/action interface that hias been identified las crltt.lcai
with regards to the role of NGOs in promoting develop-m'e{lt a ;etnll\:; (1;83
(fTulme, 1994: Introduction). The second cont:e?:ns t’ilfz poss1b11¥ty tha e
can he-lmp build progressive linkages between big D mter.vf:ntmﬁte, ar};uﬂdin
d" processes of development — in this case processes of CltlZ‘CnSIIP‘ . Stemg
— through recognized funding modalities within the 1nternf1t101113 aid sy .
rather than departing from it altogether (see Edwards, thls' Vo uxjne). how
In this chapter, 1 proceed by providing a contextual dlscussxf)rflo 0"
Dutch NGOs have tended to conceptualize and fund vx.fotfk on civi scn:tu ::;
participation (CSP) in developing countries, bt?fore outh-mng the c;)nt:l{n I
features affecting CSP in the five countries involved in tl}e evalual lf 1
then describe some of the CSP work that was o?)served, in termsf ol apd
proaches and outcomes, before proceeding to outline the key ways forwar

for NGOs seeking to support civil society participation.

Understanding and Promoting Civil Society:
Perspectives and Approaches from the Netherlands

Conceptually, understandings of civil society—( Participatlondamor:;i:l Stl:z
major NGOs or CFAs in the Netherland's orlglnate(.i around con s
involve the beneficiaries or end users in designing and- 1mplementu'1g proj
that were to affect their lives, with the aim of ma-kmg suc?l projects 1mor<:
relevant and more sustainable. Although some aid agencies haxfre a\t;;rlzgs
viewed participation through a more radical and ?olltlcal h?n.s, or oﬁom
it was the rise of rights-based approaches thét shifted pz-szlapat.lon X
an instrumental to a political meaning: the right to pzlxruc'lpatefls seelr; Zs
the right to claim all other rights. Thus, rather th:-m thinking ofpec»prt s
beneficiaries, they are understood as citizens, not 1n the sense of a Ciu? "
group of people with formal membership of a particular nation litate,1 o 2
individuals with inalienable rights that only become effective when clax

individual or collective action. ' N
thr;‘;f ];lt 11151(1;:; term ‘civil society building’ and not ‘civil society part1c1p;1f
tior’ that is used by the CFAs to organize their v-vork a-nc_l report on risiu ts
to the Dutch Ministry of Development Cooperation. ~C1v11 society jb\:n 11115(;I
was defined by Biekart {2003: 15) in an eatlier evaluation of the CEA’s worl
as a capacity-oriented term, consisting of

i izati it3 mal and informal
+ strengthening organizational capacities (of both for

- Lo iety:
organizations) in civil society; _ .
+ building up and strengthening networks of, and alliances between, socia

organizations;
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building up and strengthening capacities for (policy) advocacy, with the
aim of strengthening vertical intermediary channels between civil society
and the state and/or the market;

strengthening citizenship, social consciousness, democratic leadership, and
social and political responsibility, with the aim of increasing participation
of citizens in the public sphere.

Biekart’s evaluation left the CFAs keen for more insights into other issues,
particularly related to ‘strengthening citizenship’, and the concept of “civil
society participation’ was proposed by the CFAs as a means to understand
this. For the purposes of the follow-up evaluation, they defined it as:

the opportunities of citizens — and more specifically of poor and/or marginalized
citizens — and the organizations that represent them or can be considered their
allies, to actively participate in and influence decision-making processes that
affect their lives directly or indirectly. Participation includes ‘agency’, e.g. taking
initiatives and engagement. (CORDAID et al., 2004: 6-7)

CSP is a layered concept with very diverse manifestations that links three
development discourses and areas of practice: participation, civil society and
citizenship. Within this, CFAs define civil society, broadly, as citizens and
CSOs. As their funding is channelled through partner organizations, this
was the unit of analysis of the study, and this has encouraged their adoption
of an ‘associational’ understanding of civil society (Edwards, 2004).

. Taken at face value, ‘civil society participation’ could be viewed as
apolitical and neutral in terms of improving the lives of the poor and
tharginalized. As the explicit mission of these CFAs is to work towards the
political empowerment of the poor and marginalized, the evaluation team
qualified CSP in terms of its role in addressing societal inequalities. Thus,
civil society participation is understood here as an essential contribution
towards social justice, democracy and social cohesion.

To help the evaluation team operationalize this understanding, the

. CFAs identified the power cube framework developed by the Institute
~ of Development Studies as the prime analytical lens for the study. The
; framework (see Figure 8.1) offers ways to examine participatory action in

development and changes in power relations by and/or on behalf of poor
and marginalized people (Gaventa, 2005). It does this by distinguishing
participatory action along three dimensions:

* at three levels (or ‘places): global, national and local:

* across three types of (political) ‘space” closed, invited and created;
different forms of power at place within the levels and spaces: visible
(formal) power, hidden (behind the scenes) power, and invisible (internal-
ized norms) power (see VeneKlasen and Miller, 2002).
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Figure 8.1 The power cube
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Source: Gaventa, 2005.

The framework was expected to provide more specific insights about
the broad notion of ‘civil society participation’. The framework understands
power ‘in relation to how spaces for engagement are created, the levels of
power (from local to global), as well as different forms of power across
them’ (Gaventa, 2006: 2). Using this lens on citizen action enables strategic
assessment of the possibilities of transformative action by citizens and how
to make these more effective. Unpacking it to enable recognition of CSP
during the fieldwork led the team to place inequitable power relations at
the centre of their analysis. It meant looking for changes that represent
increased, or decpened, participation in decision-making processes and/or
the creation, opening or widening of spaces o this effect, either by poor
and marginalized citizens or by civil society organizations. .

Due to the choice of war-torn, (post-)conflict and fragile peace countries
for the evaluation, this framework was supplemented by an explicit look
at how violence shapes the potential for civil society participation (Peartfe,
2004). The situation of spaces in such contexts adds to the cube a pote_ntlal
dimension of violence either as “nternalized fear/aggression’ within it or
‘externalized threat/force’ outside it. The construction and widening of
participatory spaces for the pursuit of social change agendas l_)e_con.les much
e e 3 eets but also more urgent. Participation forces
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a focus on alternatives to violence as a means of achieving séc.ﬁi chanipe:
and addressing grievances. The idea of ‘civil’ as opposed to ‘uncivil’ sbc'i"c't'y_'. :
also encourages reflection on which elements of associational life favour
‘civil’ outcomes that might promote collective goals through non-violent
means and which remain committed to particular interests and ends with
little discrimination around means.

Using a participation focus and power analysis, the evaluation team found
that the CFAs are making a significant and often unique contribution to
the capacity and development of civil society — and have been doing so, in
some cases, for more than two decades (Guijt, 2005). Central in the work of
their partner organizations is the focus on participatory action that tackles
persistent inequitable power relations. The work touches geographically
isolated areas, ‘forgotten’ social groups and taboo topics. An important aspect
of success is the intertwining of work on several levels. To achieve results
of some scale, many CSOs build chains of action, from mobilizing at com-
munity level up to national advocacy. Where they do not, impact is hmited.
Importantly — given the apparent divide between ‘technical’ and ‘political’
approaches among NGOs — activities on ‘citizenship strengthening’ which
made information accessible and meaningful to people are often consciously
connected to efforts to improve service delivery or lobby work.

The evaluation thus raised a series of critical issues for the CFAs to
consider in their support of CSP. These include how service delivery can
become transformational and be foundational for other manifestations of
civil society participation, the importance of basic rights education work,
and.the need for situated expectations about democratization. However, the
use of power analysis also uncovered significant gaps in the efforts of NGOs
to challenge systematically some of the most important inequalities both
within the development system, including issues of power and participation
in the CFAs relationships with partners, and within developing contexts,
particularly concerning gender.

Co-financing as a particular approach to development

The term ‘co-financing’ within the Dutch development sector refers to the
stream of money that flows from the Dutch government via specific Dutch
NGOs with CFA status and then onwards to pariner organizations in the
South. This policy is an expression of the Dutch government’s recognition
that much of devclopment emerges from civil society and not the state,
and makes it possible for the Netherlands to support poverty eradica-
tion in countries where the Dutch government does not want to work
with the government. A total of around 25 per cent of the development
cooperation budget goes to a range of different national and international
civil society organizations. Six organizations currently have CFA status,
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namely CORDAID, 1CCO, NOVIB, HIVOS, Terre des Hommes and Plan
Netherlands. Other Dutch organizations are eligible to apply to this stream
of funding, with conditions being that they have a broad programme of
activities in various countries that does not overlap with. the existing CFEAs.
Until recently the CFAs could count on a fixed percentage of the develop-
ment budget, but this has now merged with the thematic co-financing
budget info one ‘co-financing’ system. The co-financing system allows the
CFAs to secure resources for a four-year period, maintain autonomy over
their own programmatic directions during that time period, and support
a large and diverse set of initiatives. Fach CFA has a different proportion
of its budget that comes from the Dutch government, depending on their
capacity to generate additional funds — ranging from around 30 per cent
to almost go per cent.

In this evaluation, it became apparent that sustaining investment over
long time frames was of significant importance to the success of CSP in the
countries. This is particularly the case with this type of NGO work given
the dynamics of democratization and the slow process of social change, as
well as the need to invest in multiple ‘projects’ of participatory democracy

simultaneounsly. However, as of 2007, a new system of allocating resources

has led to greater uncertainty and competition among Dutch develop-

ment organizations. For example, the new system demands that all CEAs
{ling further

must raise 25 per cent of their own funding by 2009, thus fue
competition among them. Although the government argues that the new
system enables greater transparency and programmatic quality of Dutch
development NGOs, it has been heavily criticized for its rigid formulaic
approach to allocating funds, inaccuracy due to double counting of certain
criteria and other errors in the allocation process, inability to recognize the
strategic added value of certain organizations, and disconnection of alloca-
tion decisions from longer-term evaluations (Schulpen and Ruben, 2006).

NGOs have invested enormous amounts of time to write highly detailed

strategic plans, in an exercise that, at its worst, has become about how

well an organization could present itself rather than the actual’ (potential)

contribution to development.

Contextual Features Affecting Civil Society
Participation in Conflict-affected Countries

Context is everything when it comes to the opportunities and risks for

promoting civil society participation. The potential for CSP to manifest
itself is strongly influenced by political, cultural, economic and historical

antexts. In all countries examined here, the history of protracted violence
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and/or icti iti i
andior ;estr;ctwe pollt.1c31 regimes shape what kind of participation occurs
o dik i e_x(riels a‘m?l in fhverse spaces. A focused context analysis in each
< Civﬂy provi ed initial insights into the challenges for and development
$ i ”
of el 9cifcrlty. Alth?ugh the five countries involved in this evaluation are
char Soeflzt; . by unﬁlue histories, cultures and politics that have shaped
ciety in equally unique ways
se iti
civil society | q ys (see Table 8.1), several commonalities
All five ¢ i i
nll fve icrylunt}l.:e; c(iieal — to varying degrees — with a state with formal
orportae ng tl11(: e f;;cto power dynamics limit the effective political
ose in formally elected positi i
OPb . forx positions. All countries stru
with relatlvel*}fr new constitutions that have been eroded in practice or e
n the cases of Guinea and Guate oL
mala (Buchy and Curti i
o the . : is, 2005; Gish et al.
Op:rz - ;h;tf have yet to be implemented in meaningful ways. Violence, ofte ’
! : i . , 11}
open conf l;ci, and _the repress1‘on of civil society efforts are characteristics
insﬁtutiona;t Y, Wl;? (lioiombla offering the starkest examples of a corrupt
ity in which extremely powerful
ality ul drug a il i
act to maintain the new status quo g and paramiliary interess
Violen ;
Countriesci ,hallls IE).rofo_unclly marked the psyche of civil society in these
hich s i't°0;1 l_stoncally and today. It has contributed to a climate in
olitical activity is deemed subversi
rsive, and therefo bj 1
wehich pol : ive, re subject to repris-
2 COlomb(?mnatlon, and worse. Even within this evaluation, the evaluftors
n Colom| 1a WEI‘T a.sked to stop the tape recordings when topics became
ve, while in Uganda it is perhaps more insidious in terms of the

self-censorship of CSOs with
and Vela (2005) note, regard to where they dare to tread. As Pearce

Violence d fust i
and be tak:[fsi r::OtJuSt-ll:nply an external effect of threat. It can be internalised
“nd inner fearn O participatory spaces where it can exist in the form of silence
, Or even as aggressions towards others due to years of living i §
n

1 1 10115 / pp p p
violent ¢ Ul’ldlt Q. aﬂd or lack ()f a TOpPriate C}lallnels for ex ICSSlllg dlffe]:ellces

I . .
n Guinea, Uganda and Sri Lanka, CSO activities have been focused

. SE}.’Ongly m service de}lve[ y, paltlcu[:}.liy 111 (;u]liea UVh.eIC ]Hany S]l(:l]
. OIgaIllZathIl are p OVEInNIMe [)(JI 1C1C: a]ld strategie, at
s 1111 Ienle[ltl!lg g ment S gl S ID. th

co . .

thix;tf:;;agf;);aii ;nly just discovering their potential advocacy role, while

Sri Lanka. In both ésuonglly present and .Strﬁﬂgthening mn Uganda and

historics of (violent) uatemala and. Colombia, civil society emerged from

reaping some beneﬁt;fe?stance against rfepressive regimes, with Colombia

Guatemalan CSOs are sfi{;inf : I.Ongr history of social movements while

Decentralizati ; mglle. and fragmented.

Uganda, 4 ation, prominent _m Guatemala, Sri Lanka, Guinea and

, does not appear to have lived up to the full promise of more citizen
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t. It remains captured by state procedures

engagement in local developmen
and non-democratic processes, with only Uganda showing signs of potential

for citizens’ direct engagement in Tocal development — and only then when
mediated by organized groups. This is one example of the potential opening
of closed spaces and the challenges CSOs have faced to use those spaces
effectively in favour of the marginalized.

In Uganda and Guinea (although there investment is considerably less),
the influence of foreign funding agencies on CSOs appears to be strong in
terms of their financial dependency but also in terms of (active) partnership.
{n Guinea, CSOs and funding agencies alike have limited political dialogue
with the state following laws that increased presidential powers, while in

Uganda funding agencies actively encourage policy advocacy initiatives by

CSOs. Guatemalan CSOs also have benefited from strong international

support prior to but in particular after the Peace Accords of 1996.

In all countries, many civil society organizations face internal challenges,
including limited human resource capacities, weak internal democratic
limited strategic capacity, limited networking, and a general
o engage with the demanding tasks of pro-poor

processes,
related lack of confidence ©

democracy-strengthening activities.

Supporting Civil Society Participation
in the South: The Role of CEAs

Approaches to CSP

e myriad examples of ‘citizen and civil society
amework that identified six key domains. These
d with the capacity of poor, marginal-
ized and vulnerable people to realize their full citizenship. Each domain
describes a form of participation and achievement in which CSOs play
o lists a series of possible progress markers that could
e involved. Together, these six domains of CSP
ge in societal, state and economic institutions
hancement of democratic

Our examination of th
participation’ led to a fr
domains are specifically concerne

specific roles, and als
be observed among thos
can lead to structural chan
for the realization of citizens rights and the en
participation.

Citizenship strengthening comprises activities such as civic education about
basic rights and engaging citizens in critical reflection on and capacity
building around political processes, but also ensuring basic conditions such
as birth registration that gives people formal access to their rights. These
activities lead to better informed people who can understand their rights
and are able to engage constructively and effectively in claim making,
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collective action, governance and political processes. Fxamples of work

in this domain include PREDO’s work (CORDAID-Sri Lanka) that has

facilitated the registration of people and helped plantation workers obtain

22,000 identity cards and 11,500 birth certificates. Plan’s offices in Guinea

and Uganda are working to ensure birth registration as a fundamental right

of children — making these children visible citizens — and thus providing

the statistical basis for good local development planning and monpitoring
the abuse of children’s rights. Local youth clubs, youth radio and village

drama are enabling children to learn about and engage in the issues that

affect their future as citizens. In Uganda, Plan also works to establish
school health clubs that raise children’s awareness about the sexual rights
and responsibilities and assist them to respond effectively to inappropriate
physical or sexual exploitation and abuse. CALDH (Guatemala-HIVOS)
is working with young people in the Human Rights Observatory, which
receives human rights complaints in fifteen municipalities and which bas
a network of 150 representatives. The exposure of the youth to everyday
rights abuses, from the family through to more public violence and abuse,
via the complaints that the observers receive, gives them knowledge of the
consequences of what might otherwise temain invisible. The young people
have begun to analyse and understand the negative impact on Guatemala of
the everyday abuses. This understanding of the importance of ‘rights’ helps
them to legitimize a public role as defenders of those rights. The move of
a few into broader public roles, such as participation on the local councils,
is a significant outcome of the work.

People’s participation in CSQO governance, programining, monitoring and ac-
countability relates to the notion of ‘participatory culture’ within and among
CSOs, looking at how CSOs themselves understand and embody what would
make for good participatory development. It manifests itself as critically
(self) reflective, democratically functioning and accountable CSOs that are
responsive to the rights, values, aspirations, interests and priority needs of
their constituencies. Examples for this domain would have required a more
thorough look at the internal mechanisms of CSOs, which was beyond the
scope of this evaluation. If more time had been available to look at this
in depth, it would have included examples such as that of NAFSO {Sr1
Lanka—HIVOS), which insists on equal representation of men and women as
a democratic practice, and active participation in networks and forums.

The third domain of civil society participation relates to CSOs that
facilitate people’s participation in local development and service delivery initiatives.
For pro-poor local service delivery to become a reality, CSOs are building
the capacity of local people to take on new roles and responsibilities in con-
texts of decentralization, establishing citizen-driven planning and manage-
ment structures, and working to make service deliverers more responsive
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to people’s needs. Examples here abound, including the work of TDDA
(CORDA.IDwSri Lanka) to facilitate claims for service delivery under the
post-conflict reconstruction programme; Oasis (HIVOS—Guatemala), which
is undertaking sectoral coordination in relation to AIDS; and A&]ORD
(NOVIB-Uganda), providing basic services to communities in northern
Uganda. I comment further on the tension between service delive d
transformation in the next subsection. v
Many CSOs mmvolved in the evaluation are active in the area of advecac
and structural change. CSOs facilitate citizens to undertake their own advocacy
Work and also undertake lobbying work for certain groups. Related activ:itiez
include research and consultation on ‘forgotten’ issues and with ignored
groups, 'creating mechanisms for citizens to participate in public forums
putting issues on tormal agendas, and mobilizing support for campai ns,
No_ta'by: in many of the examples seen is the multiple levels at wl?ic];
activities occur, and the linkages between the levels — from communit
mobilization to national campaigns. Examples of work on this include: ’

* LABE’s (Uganda-NOVIB) efforts in a national coalition focusing on
adult literacy, which has been marginalized in policy making, Tts advo-
cacy and lobbying successes led to the participatory formulation of the
Adult Lit_eracy Strategic Investment Plan 2002/03, and has enabled local
communities to monitor the allocation of funds to literacy programmes
and demand accountability from district local councils and/or PAF
funds.

. U]IDN (Uganda—CORDAID and HIVOS) led the campaign for debt
_rehef, building a chain of action from community monitoring up to
}ntcrn.ational advocacy, by investing in capacity-building, research and
intensive use of the media for advocacy. To ensure that complaints about
use of debt relief funds are acted on, UDN is facilitating communities to
undertake quick-action advocacy. Nationally it remains the most reliable
source of information on the effects of debt relief on poverty.

» UNIWELO (Sri Lanka—CORDAID) is a district-based CSO that
has achieved official recognition of women in the Joint Plantation
Development Committees, which were eatlier exclusively for males

* The National Association of Waste Recyclers (Colombia—NOVIB) .is a
grassroots social movement seeking to influence national and municipal
policies towards waste collection and thus protect the livelihoods of some
of the poorest citizens (15,000 families) of Bogoti. The Association has

he.lped defeat President Pastrana’s attempt to privatize waste recycling
with Decree 1713,

' _A fifth domain in which CSOs are increasingly active is that of enhancing
citizen and CSO participation in economic life. This work focuses on market
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engagement by poor, vulnerable people (and organizations working on their

behalf) on their terms and for their cconomic needs, and aiming to make the
h a reality. Despite being given limited
involved in a separate evaluation
found: organizing for ecopomic
to account, and the insertion
existing economic institutions.

concept of pro-poor economic growt
attention-in the evaluation (the CFAs being
on this issue), two types of examples were
justice such as holding the business sector
of a pro-poor perspective and presence in
Examples of the latter include: Diocese of Fort Portal (CORDAID-Uganda),
which has developed an innovative marketing mode] for ‘high volume-low
value’ crops; facilitating producer groups to engage with market boards
and improve their bargaining power (CORDAID-Uganda); and CONIC’s
(HIVOS—Guatemala) role in developing participatory methods to work out
strategic approaches to agrarian reform over multiple timescales.

CSOs are also active in cultivating values of trust, dignity, culture and
identity that create the bedrock for mutually respectful social relationships
and engendering trust in others based on positive experiences, which is es-

domains. CSOs active in these areas include

sential for joint action in other
informal support groups for iminorities, cultural expressions, and working on
dude the Butterfly Peace Garden

vibrant community centres, Examples in
(BPG) (St Lanka—HIVOS), which works to help war-affected children
overcome their traumatic experiences through arts, play and counselling.
Children come to the garden in mixed groups, multi-ethnic, and multi-
from communities that are at strife with one another, a process
that is contributing towards a healing and reconciliation effect among

MME. (HIVOS-supported) enables

the wider community. In Guatemala,
Mayan women to understand the problems they face within indigenous
indigenous men and women. The

communities and in spaces with non-
Mayan cosmovision—oriented work has helped women, over the vyears, to
gain confidence and discuss issues around identity and sexuality that were

never discussed publicly in the past.

religious,

Transformation through service delivery

While the CFA policies are clear about how service delivery work can
enhance ‘civil society participation’, many of the partner organizations would
not necessarily consider much of their service delivery work to fall under
this label. Furthermore, it was clear that while partner organizations consider

issues of power, (political) space and violence in their service delivery work,

it is not always guided by a clear anderstanding of how service delivery,

empowerment and CSP are related.

Nevertheless, some examples show what is possible — but also how the
context shapes what can be expected. Plan’s child-centred work in Guinea,
Colombia and Uganda emphasizes this. The work has helped increase the
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number of comimunity organizations and strengthen local capacities withi
Fhese counFries, including examples where children take overall res onsib'lin
ity for project management and implementation. In Guinea thispha s
under- very difficult circumstances where developmentfor’iented (I;II?}%IS
are. still a relative novelty. Initiatives such as ‘Child-to-Child’ and hs
Children’s Parliament increase children’s participation in particular Plt ’e
school programmes offer models of education that encourage chilcllre aI;S
speak out, form their own opinions and engage in school clecision—makl'1 \
A further example comes from Uganda, where ACORD (NOVIB p
poxtec.l) has evolved from a relief and infrastructure focus to an institut—'supi
and rights-based emphasis on capacity-building of local governmentlon&;i
strengthfming of civil society int the North. Local government has n t':m
ably resisted civil society participation and CSOs have been rel (zilci_
weak and contract-oriented. ACORD's encouragement and l:raininal }Y e
enab_led a shift in the dynamics of civil society-local government relgt' s,
pfar-tmularly in parish development committees, where CBOs am:l ore
visible and planning decisions are more transparent than at high Jevels
where NGOQOs dominate. igher evels
Since the relatively recent surge of interest in rights-based approach
((?ornwall and Nyamu-Musembi, z00s), development activities sepgn t; bes
Vlve?d l?y some development actors in a rather dichotomous manne .
constituting either political or non-political work. Much of what is dee . ac;
to fit within a rights-based logic is considered ‘political’ and tau:klfll’le
strl}ctural causes of poverty, while the rest is considered ‘old style’ se ico
delivery development that alleviates the symptoms of poverty. A ii it s
be noted that this is not the case for the CFAs, but has beei nfteg ;mn:rllSt
i)}:;;u;e; ollz'g:mz%ti}:)ns. The CSP perspective of this evaluation chailcngegs
istic i i
h misse% - ::u I?ittci)iy as being both unhelpful and misleading, leading
]F’eople’s citizenship entitles them to basic services and provides th
springboard for other developmental endeavours in terms of dafmin ti htse
{lt the same time, claiming service delivery provision is itself a goligticai
act of rights realization, Therefore a critical component in service geliver
is hf)‘fv the poor, marginalized and vulnerable (and their or, anizations)I
part1c1pate in defining needs and priorities, ensuring access to gand uali S
of services, and collaborative service provision, including voluntee:ibasz
service Prf)vision. This is a decades-old debate that has spawned much of
t}}f participatory focus of development activities in recent times. Added to
;T is :151 the ;énewed emphasts l?y many government funding agencies in the
orth on direct poverty alleviation goals in the form of service delivery as
a technical/administrative activity, and a shift in channelling this thr . ah
government channels 1n the interests of stimulating ‘good governanc:’ uis
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I

ienci neeze on resources for this

S 'C?J(li;ni:oxg}:geri:;eai}épz;slsn::zigilsged by funding agencies as

“10;:1?. s ital role in, the social change and ac'lvocacy sphereé. .

D e the hallenge for CSOs lies in articulating clearly the interco nect

Th“lt[:;z; theii;r service delivery function anc'l that og nﬁ)re ng\us pura!
igzssgse—zf—power relations, or the advocacy function. And the

a role to play in enabling and encouraging this.

The never-ending challenge of gender equity

All of the CFAs fund work that addresses gender inequalities,
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are strongly interwoven. Intra-family violence in Colombia lays the basis for
a climate of fear and social relationships mediated by conflict that affects the
quality of citizen participation at other levels, such as the respect given to and
felt by women in formal spaces. In Sri Lanka, the war, violence, insecurity
and poverty have resulted in high levels of alcoholism, domestic violence
and suicides, which adversely affect women disproportionately. Hence the
importance of work such as Mujeres Maya Kag'la (HIVOS—Guatemala),
which helps Mayan women move {rom victimhood to public participants
and that lays the foundation for more participatory society.

The second observation is the considerable variation in attitude among
partner organizations to gendered aspects of CSP. The Uganda country
study lauded the long-term investment by CFAs in women’s organizations
and the focus on gender issues, which had contributed to very significant
advances for gender equality in terms of economic and political opportuni-
ties, policy analysis and change, competencies among women at all levels to
have a significant voice on their issues, and strong organizations working
on domestic violence, gendered dimensions of HIV/AIDS, education, and
so forth. In Sri Lanka, notable advances have been made in the areas of
Mushim women’s rights and the lives of women tea plantation workers.
By contrast, in Colombia, while women are high among the victims of
sexual abuse, domestic violence and forced displacement, and have played
key roles in community mobilizing and civil resistance, they still appear
to be very poorly represented as political leaders and holders of power,
In. Guinea, while significant advances have been made in girls’ schooling,
which is undoubtedly significant work, and women are now allowed to
participate in (some) councils of elders and community councils, other
critical opportunities for engaging with entrenched gender inequalities and
abuses, such as female genital mutilation and gender issues within CSOs,
have not being taken up.

Understanding the gendered dimension of power and violence is a
cornerstone of effective CSO support. Separating these two perspectives
ricks a false separation between support for gender-related action and for
civil society participation in contexts of violence. As such, three useful

‘suggestions can be made here. First, NGOs can seek a more integrated

perspective on gender policies and conflict/peace-building policies, to come
to a gendered understanding of violence and conflict that can then inform
their country/regional strategics. Second, support for partner organizations
should go beyond strategies that simply place women in previously ‘closed
spaces’ and invest more in strategies that seek to transform these spaces in
ways that ensure that they are genuinely used to further women’s interests
or to address tough topics related to invisible power. Third, NGOs need to
assess whether their support — in a collective sense — constitutes the type of
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issue, but also in terms of what type of intervention is needed in ecach
space — and then support partners to gain required capacities needed for
greater effectiveness;

be clear that ‘participation’ in a particular space does not necessarily
mean transformation of power inequalities — there can be much action,
with little political or practical change, but conversely many strategies

of engagement are critical and necessary in order to affect the decision-
making that affects the lives of the poor.

The dimension of ‘power’ has other practical potential:

defining and recognizing the importance of different manifestations of
power can ensure more consciously adopted, strategic action — and the
identification of alternatives to current strategies — that can effectively
transform power inequalities;

the CFAs need to locate themselves more fully within the ‘power cube

framework’, thus ensuring that analysis of participation and power is
useful for them internally and not only for the CSOs.

Notwithstanding the usefulness of the framework for critical reflection,
other uses must be approached with more caution (see Gaventa, 2006). In
particular, the framework should be viewed as dynamic and flexible, and
not as a static checklist for categorizing otganizations.

The domains of civil society participation

A second ‘too] for thought’ is the six-domains framework of civil society
participation. It helps specify more clearly what CSP means in practice and,
in more general terms, renders underlying development processes more
apparent and amenable to action through development interventions. The
six domains, along with the findings from the country studies, underscore
the CFAs” original concern that civil-society building, as it is often (but
not universally) understood, does not adequately address deeper issues of
-participation, empowerment and voice in decision-making and political
_processes. In practice, CSB has often centred on strengthening civil groups

:and non-governmental organizations and their activities. What this study

shows is the importance of questioning more critically the relationship
between civil socicty groups and the active Pparticipation of citizens or the
constituency they claim to represent in decision-making processes. The
CSP concept adds a more critical perspective on the power and politics of
participation in civil society action, which leads to a set of more distinct
domains in which civil society can be seen to be active and where CFA
support can be discerned. Significantly it untangles what funders can expect
of CSOs and of citizens, as separate levels of intervention and impact.
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the domains framework can enable the CFAs to:

s of CSOs within each domain, thus
heir contribution towards enhanced

Importantly,

+ assess with greater clarity the resalt
giving them a clearer picture of t
civil society participation;

. target funding and other support more strategically; and

« be more specific about their expectations vis-a-vis specific partners and

contracts.

Sustain funding through organizational and contextual transitions

Conspicuous in many of the examples is the
gies that have evolved over time. Many C
strengthening followed up with support for advocacy efforts, while citizen
participation in service delivery and advocacy efforts often go hand in
tand. Efforts to build dignity and relationships of trust are nested with
civil rights awareness-raising. Two evolutions are evident in many of the
cases. First, there is a clear shift in contexts where CSOs emerged from a
history of service delivery from a welfarist to an empowerment approach.
This is evident in Uganda and Sri Lanka, with early signs in Guinea. A
sccond and related evolution is the growth of C50s from single actions to a
presence in various arenas, moving from tocalized, community-level activism

to broader national (advocacy) efforts (Madre Selva, Guatemala—HIVOS)

or from national lobby work to community capacity-building to enhance

impact (UDN, Uganda—CORDAID/ HIVOS). Taking on more complex
issues has required more sophisticated strategizing, new competencies and

the diversifying of activities.
Overall, the four CFAs collectively support 2 critical and diverse port-

folio of relevant work in the five countries that enables the emergence and

strengthening of civil society participation in diverse manifestations. This is 2

highly significant contribution to development at a time in which democratic

and peaceful processes of social and political change are threatened in all
the countries included in the evaluation. Given the vital contribution made
by the CSOs funded by the CEFAs to enhance civil society participation
and given the urgent challenges, the CFAs must continue the nature and
focus of their support to CSOs towards this effect.

The largely positive conclusion becomes even more significant when put

into wider perspective, by noting how the Dutch CFAs compare to other
funding agencies. All country studies except for Guinea offer views by the
partner organizations of what is concluded clearly by Mukasa et al. (2008):

that many other agencies funding CSP

use of multi-pronged strate-
SOs working on citizenship

lack a cogent ideclogy and in the absence of a sustainable resource base, [s0]
A S e «hift from one issue to another due to donor dependency
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Invest in participatory cultures: internally and with CSOs
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e qualities are COS Cx)xee ed of the_(‘ZFAs that support them. All four
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e P are CiViCy Qmmltted to th{? broader endeavour of peaceful
o o ro.esoael:les, and_ptowde long-term core funding that
sees partners an ph jects £ rough difficult times and transitions. They are

in their vision of development as requiring sustained action
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to redress power inequalities; or in strengthening this vision where it is
not vet developed.

This can be aided if CFAs strengthen their capacity to undertake power
analysis. “This can help them underpin and make more consistent their
policies, strategies and procedures vis-d-vis partners, paying particular
attention to assumptions about social change and what can be expected
of CSOs, given the challenges of their operating environment. The CFAs
themselves are agents of change, which they recognize. They need to
recognize their own power in-country in shaping and furthering agendas of
their partner organizations and initiatives and act on this, without creating
(new) dependencies and without imposing international advocacy agendas
on partners. Greater clarity on this requires an internal CFA analysis of its
own agency in country-focused support, reconsidering its roles vis-a-vis
partners and the CSP theme.

Vis-i_vis the CSOs, all CFAs face the similar challenge — of overcoming
the existing deficit of direct dialogue with partners/project staff on enhanc-
ing citizen and CSO participation based on a power analysis. This should
2im to cnable partners to be more (self-) critical and strategic, based on their
own visions of social change and given the types of operating environment
outlined here. The CFAs should also invest more in processes for enhancing
participatory {organizational) culture within the CSOs they support, as a
critical component for strengthening the quality of the partners’ participa-
tory action.

Overall, the experience of how NGOs seck to promote civil society
participation suggests the importance of several strategic approaches by
NGOs and their funders, two of which have particular relevance here.
The first concerns the importance of thinking more clearly around how
and where to act and of (re)conceptualizing the challenges that promoting
development alternatives entails. This requires frameworks of analysis that
are both critically informed and practical. Two frameworks are proposed
here, both with significant potential to help NGOs close the gap between
development interventions and underlying processes of development. Second,

it bears repeating that historical transitions — such as those towards hived
(not simply formal) citizenship — may take a long time, particularly in
contexts affected by conflict and violence. In such scenarios in particular,
funding flows need to be long-term, flexible and designed in ways that
give local partners the time and space to continually (re)define strategies
to make the most of opportunities and deal with contextual constraints. If
such approaches to co-financing are diluted or disappear, then the NGOs
face even tougher conditions under which to pursue social change over

the long run.
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NGO acronyms

éig§£ Agency for Cooperation and Research in Development
i Centro. de Accién Legal en Derechos Humanos
oo DC Coordt'nadora Nacional Indigena y Campesina
DENIV;RID Catholic Organization for Relief and Development Aid
L I]E)Ievelopment Network of Indigenous Voluntary Associations
e lumanist Institute for Cooperation with Developing Countries
vived L1te_ra<_:y and Aduls Basic Education
o Mu_}‘eres Maya Kaq'la (Mayan Women Kag'la)
NOI\:ISHC; National Fisheries Solidarity
vl\::c][;ﬂamzl;f; (}:rglanisatic voor Internationale Ontwikkelingssamen
tking (Netherlands O izati i R
. ot rganization for International Development
DO Plantation R i
b on Rural Education and Development Organization

Trincomalee District Develo, iati

pment Associat
UDN Uganda Debt Network e
UNIWELO  United Welfare Organization
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Producing Knowledge, Generating Alternatives?
Challenges to Research-oriented NGOs

in Central America and Mexico

Cynthia Bazan, Nelson Cuellar, Ileana Goémez, Cati
Illsley, Adrian Lépez, Hliana Monterroso, Joaliné Pardo,
Jose Luis Rocha, Pedro Torres and Anthony J. Bebbington

What do non-profit organizations whose primary role is to produce
knowledge contribute to development alternatives? The question 15 not an
idle one. As the Millennium Development Goals and the poverty agenda
impress themselves ever more firmly on the criteria used to allocate inter-
national cooperation and national development budgets, research-oriented
NGOs, and research activities within multi-functional NGQOs, have found
it increasingly difficult to secure funding. In this context, being clear on
the nature, role and purpose of such NGOs is urgent, otherwise research
activities in progressive NGOs will wither away, leaving the non-profit
knowledge-generation field open to business-supported, more conservative
and well-funded think-tanks. This urgency is both institutional (to offset
an organizational demise that occurs by default rather than because of any
clear strategic reasoning) and political (to avoid the further colonization of
public debate and discourse by a core set of broadly neoliberal principles
encoded in different policy prescriptions and conceptual arguments).!

Clarity on the nature, role and dynamics of such organizations is also of
theoretical importance. A reflection on the relationship between knowledge
and developiment alternatives forces more careful thought on the relationships
between civil society and development, among knowledge, policy and the
public sphere, and on the constitution of civil society itsell. Thinking in a
more disaggregated manner about these relationships is itself, we argue, a
contribution to reflections on the nature of development alternatives, and
to our conceptualization of the relationships between non-governmental
organizations and alternatives.

With these opening gambits in mind, the chapter summarizes a sertes of
collective reflections elaborated by the authors in the course of a two-year
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initiative addressing the role and evolution of NGOs engaged in knowledge
generation related to environment and development in Central America and

Mexico. The reflections are largely autobiographical in their inspiration, for

the work underlying this chapter has revolved around analytical reconstruc-
and the knowledge generation work

tions of the authors’ own organizations
done within them (Bebbington, 2007). Our analysis is, however, grounded
in a broader theoretical reflection (see the following section) in order that
it be relevant for research-oriented NGOs elsewhere.

The chapter proceeds as follows. First, we outline several generative

concepts that underlie our reflection on research-oriented NGOs. Second,

we provide a brief summary of the organizations whose experience informs
the ways in which these organizations

the argument here. Third, we discuss
understand the relationships between knowledge, civil society and develop-
heir approaches to the relationships

ment alternatives, and in particular ¢

between research and policy processes. Fourth, we discuss the pressures
that these organizations currently face — pressures emanating from their
external and internal environments. We then close discussing the types
of organizational change to which these pressures have led over recent
years, and the challenges that these experiences raise for thinking about
the roles of knowledge-generation organizations in producing development

alternatives.

Theorizing the Informal University: Concepts
for Thinking about Research-oriented NGOs

In his interpretation of the relationships among politics, economy and
religion in posi-World War I Latin America, David Lehmann emphasizes
the importance of a certain type of non-governmental organization: those

that combine grassroots work with various forms of research, publica-

tion and knowledge generation (Lehmann, 1990). He suggests that such
organizations played an important part in processes of democratization,
largely due to their roles in broadening particulat types of public sphere
and placing both academic and social movement knowledge within those
public spheres. Lehmann referred to such organizations as the “informal
university’, not only to draw attention to the intellectual nature of their
work but also to suggest that their emergence was an effect of particular
political and financial pressures on the formal university during that period.
At the same time, this characterization (and Lehmann’s analysis) suggested
that the contribution of such centres was distinet from that of universities.
Their private, not-for-profit nature allowed them to do and say things, to
bridge the research and public spheres, to bridge direct engagement and
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kn(_)Wledge production, and so on, in ways that universities simply could not
J.Bemg. non-governmentai held open the possibility of generating knowled -
in quite different ways — ways that were embedded in particul ol
actors and social processes. pasticulas sock
o }glfc ;;):rs:;:,fsuch r_u;n—proﬁt research centres also exist in countries where
nd financial pressures are not so intense ;
Penham, 2004; Maxwell and Stone, 2004), suggestiflsgotﬁj’t f‘gzizr, esntl(:rle i
is due not only to the constraints on universities. However, man gencl?
centres are linked closely to political parties, interest groups or, overi ner
departments, and/or exist largely as consultancies, Such linkages serment
Z 1::;]:;33 osf b}(l)th ﬁ;lancisl support and political legitimacy, bugt also i‘ii:;
uch as how best to theoriz
centres. While the tendency is to refer ioat:)];):lil tiei“_ivﬁo:;‘g:ﬁtojeseémh
tions, this may not be the most helpful way to conceptualize (fzr ef;:llzlai
a think-tank that draws the majority of its financial support from the UPKﬁ;)
Department for International Development, that is closely linked to th UKS
Lab?ur Party or that is funded primarily by US-based energy com >
While not describing the situation of the organizations writin Ythis cgan:.es-
tbese hypothetical examples suggest that it is not enough to sag that e ane
simply civil society organizations or think-tanks. Rather, we geedat “ﬁl'arli
much more carefully about the sources of our legitima’cy — not ix? o 3—1
to ma];e normative judgements about our work, but in order to be cl arer
about our role, and the relationships and sources of legitimacy that -
i’lurtt}?r_e carefully. Too often non-profits presume they are ¥egitimvzsen;f;
.. .

SZCh i;ziﬁfsn;ir:itl alnd civil society” status. Yet, as the literature is clear,
Ewands on, ply not enough (Edwards and Hulme, 1995; Hulme and
Indef‘:d_, the special case of research-oriented NGOs is helpful for thinki
abogt‘cwll-society —and, 1n turn, reflecting on these analytical appro El <
i(.) civil society helps illuminate potential roles of research-oriented I:)I:’gaarl:;zaef
alscszz.i_;liere we outline two dlstil?ct a‘pproaches, one viewing civil society in
assoc tive t.erms, the second seeing it as ‘the arena ... in which ideological
egemony s contested” (Lewis, 2o02: §72). The associationalist 3 ria h
views civil society as the arena of association between the househlz)}fd Cd

the state, a ‘third sector’ which can supply services that neither stat e
market_can (e.g. Salamon and Anheier, 1997). In this reading, knowlsdgzf
fzger:::;?g I\_IGOS might be v1ew§d as sources of research, consulting, advice

and publication, but understood in their terms of their function rather th.

in terms of the political project of which they are a part. This latter emph i
instead characterizes a second approach, which has roots in both G o
§1971) .and. Habermas (1984). Here, civil society is understood as thf:mmSCI
in which ideas and discourses become hegemonic, serving to stabilin;ilI ::11;
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naturalize capitalist systems of production and exchange. Notwithstanding
their hegemonic status, these ideas can be challenged and upset. Indeed,
for post-Marxism and post~structuralism, this was the lens through which

Tatin American social movements had to be understood {Alvarez et al.,
o build

1998). It was not simply that the tole of a social movement was t
counter-hegemonic ideas {around development, democracy ox human rights);
cather this was the very defipition of a social movement. Movements Were
vectors of these counter—hegemonic tendencies. Given that knowledge is
central to both hegemony and counter-hegemony, in this interpretation,
research-oriented NGOs would have to be understood in terms of their

positioning with either hegemonic (mainstream) Of counter-hegemonic

(alvernative} tendencies.
A second, related, axis around which we have ordered our thinking

derives from recent work by Evelina Dagnino and colleagues (2000). Rather

than use a language of state, market and civil society to help locate the

niche and roles of particular (non—governmental) actors in fostering inclu-
sion and democracy, they suggest that it is more helpful to consider their
relationship to larger political projects that cut across the spheres of state
and civil society. They identify three such meta—-projects 11 contemporary
Latin America: 2 neoliberal (or neoliberal-deepening) project, a direct
democracy {or democracy-deepening) project, and an authoritarian project.
The advantage of such a framework is that it avoids the issue of whether
or not an organization is an NGO or a social movement {etc.), and asks
instead that an organization’s essence be identified in terns of what it stands
for and contributes to. This approach may also be helpful given that the
ways in which other actors relate to an organization probably depend more
on its relationship to distinct projects rather than on its relative purity as a
civil society, market or state actor. Furthermore, for the particular case of
knowledge generation, actors might deliberately interact with others whose
political projects ate quite distinct in order that the knowledge produced

is as legitimate and evidence-based as possible.
ino et al’s characterization, however, is that it

A drawback of Dagni
may be too blunt to sccommodate the different hybrids that exist in

the region. Some of these hybrids might simply be — in Dagnino’s et
al’s langnage — Instances of ‘perverse convergence’ M which a neoliberal
project appears to open scope for participation but in practice does sO in
a way that further undermines the concepts of universal rights and social
justice. Others, however, may not be perverse, and may involve serious

lore ways in which markets can be used (and governed) so

atternpts to €xp
as to allocate resources to foster greater social inclusion. Indeed, a second
the participatory

drawback of the - framework is the tendency to associate
democratic project with political practices, and the neoliberal project with
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I-narket—ba'sed practices. Yet there are evidently projects — both glob "
mltht? regmx;{ - t:ha;1 are based on economic models that afford ai?;gr;ﬂ
role for mar ets while also fostering inclusion either directly (th
dressing who has access to these markets) or indir g ?d_
z}:;:f qualtlty (:)f ‘growth that market develoi;ment deﬁiizs)(tzziig;lyii?;: iﬁ
erent origins, often depending on the institutionai co i i
they have been elaborated. Some have titio i
informaFional turn in economics, someg;:;:; :flfl(:r;)sf tt(];l cr;?asstllltiztrional‘ alrild
am% social-democratic political projects so that they allow marketsstoaal y
a bigger rqle in resource allocation and the creation of opportuniti '0 e
are.based in real-world exigencies encountered by 1eft40f-centreles,ls'0'mel
projects when they assume positions of political power and need tp N
age resource scarcity and fiscal constraints. Whether referred t ’ maz—
post-Washington Consensas (Fine, 2001, 1999), the Third Wa ((C)Ir’f:llsc:lt N
1998?, or some other epithet, such efforts at hybridizing aspeits clnf beni;
neohb(_erahsm’s comn?itment to the role of markets and social democrac(i);s’
;;;1;[11;1;1‘:16;1: to the importance of .governing markets so that they are less
cxe com;ertaed[,)r?seg; ‘1111 projects in contexts as diverse as Lula’s Brazil,
World Developm?;: Replofi’ cl)\; zvc‘)rotiilaf))ou]é‘.r’s Brita}i; l?r ;VCH e e e
el n Equity. rids s
fi)lin*th political project to add to Dagninotj::t als.:s trinit];f]i.[‘;istil:;z;fizz
elp not only to locate our organizations but also to shed ligh i
role and miche in the region. ight on thelr
tioﬁs ﬁ:;ﬁlajsls fl): thinking about the work, nature and niche of organiza-
: rs comes from understandings of the linkages betwe
risearch/Polzcy and research/social change. Diane Stone (2002) su ee?
;:_ r];ae ms-un types .Of explanatit:)n used to explore obstacles to researchmgfhz S
cin age;. supplyfsu'le explanations (which suggest that the main problem is tz
dz n:s;llzd—zir;}blemsi in tbe guality, u§efulness and commumnication of research);
deman poli; Ce:;p v:irhat:r)r;; és?gciest;ng imt tlie ;niain problems are to do with
of ack of technical ability among policymakers
?ﬁztlr;;earch.-based knowledge); and embeddedness explanat?ons éuggestirtl;
d»:' ¢ main problems are related to weak links between research centres
Z—?ig }:1:‘, :ﬁc;al acitor; that drive policy change). These three explanations
e related to two broad approache —policy h
a,pp_roaches that can be characterizedpgs the ‘:ht:rtr ifzg’hfg;l'icislzf;l%ig
]c;)lohcy znc:l the ‘long rf)ute’ {Bebbington and Barrientos, 2005). Supply- an(c)l
g I:n;nn -side explanations of the obstacles to research-policy linkages imply
at once the related problems are resolved, then rescarch should be
gelevant to and influential in policy formation. Therefore suppl _C‘);l;
1ennfa.nd—su:le explanations hold open the possibility and desirabi]ityyof fol-
owing a short route from researchers to policymakers — a route in which
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researchers, their ideas and their publications have a direct influence on
policy. Conversely, embeddedness explanations suggest that for research to
influence policy, it is important that research centres embed themselves in
particular\éotial actors who will then take the knowledge that the centres
produce (knowledge made more relevant through this process of becoming
embedded) and use it both in their own practices and in their efforts to
infiuence policy: a longer route from research to policy.

The two routes have different institutional implications for research
centres. The short route suggests a moIc rapid, less costly and a more elitist
and technocratic approach to research—policy linkages, while also implying
that research-centre legitimacy would be derived primarily from the profes-
sional quality of their staff and their work, as well as from personal linkages
with policymakers and policy framers. The long route suggests 2 slower,
more expensive process and perhaps one that requires more grassroots—
oriented political commitments. In following the longer route, research
centres would seek legitimacy primarily from the quality and depth of their
relationships with social-change actors, and from the ways in which this
embeddedness affected the research process. How a knowledge generating
organization places itself with respect to the short- and long-route options
will influence the types of intermal capacity and external relationships it
feels are most important to strengthen, the ways in which it structures itself
{nstitutionally and geographically, how it claims legitimacy for the work
that it does, and quite possibly the larger political project within which it
locates itself. With these conceptual axes in mind, then — namely, sources
of legitimacy, positioning vis-i-vis larger political and development projects,
and approaches to research—policy linkages — we discuss the organizations
whose experiences drive the reflections presented in this chapter.

The Case Study Organizations

While the organizations whose experiences underlie this reflection are all
non-governmental, they are non-governmental in different ways and to
different degrees. Likewise the balance between research, knowledge gen-
eration and development intervention varies among them. Also, the extent
to which environment and development is central to their work varies.
In some cases (e.g. PRISMA and GEA) it runs through all their work; in
others {e.g. Nitlapin and FLACSO) it is a programme within a wider suite
of research themes, and so in these cases our collective reflection involved
the parts of the organization involved in rural and environmentally related
work, How might we, then, map our otganizations?

At one extreme is the Group for Environmental Studies (Grupo de
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Estuchos Ambientales, GEA AC, Mexico), an organization that, whil
it takes knowledge generation seriously, has done so from the ba’sisw of1 .
strong engagement in social-change and development activities, At the othea
extretue are organizations whose work is very largely research—(;riented Th'r
position is most apparent in Nitlapin (Nicaragua) and PRISMA (Pro rama
Salvadoreﬁo de Investigacién sobre Desarrollo y Medio Ambiente) PR%;I/EX
is a free—standing NGO; Nitlapan functions in a similar way to .PRISMA
but_m f(.)rmal terms is an administratively independent insti::lte within th ’
Universidad CentroAmericana (JCA) in Managua, a university c:\l;vt 3
by th? Company of Jests and with a presence thro,ugh much of C .
America. o Contr
_Located between these two extremes we have two other types of organi
zation. Qne is much more akin to or linked to a university or anizagtim_
The Latin American Faculty for Social Sciences (FLACSO—Gu%temal ;m
an autonomous graduate school that combines research, teachin extena' .
anc'I outreach. While created under the auspices of UN];TSCO an% ove 510(;1
ultimately, by its fifteen member states, it functions to a consideral;gle der:ne ’
as an NGO. It combines research, outreach and efforts to influence gll'fee
and pubpc debate, bas considerable autonomy in devising strate v mz
o_:iependf: in large measure on international agencies for its activities His\:rean
it 1is ne1t_her as autonomous nor as purely research-oriented as i:; Nitla V’er,
The I_.Inwersidad Auténoma de Yucatin is a public university one of Wﬁan‘
roles 'is to. contribute to development of the Yucatin. PROTROPIC(F)C
however, is 4 programme created within the university with the expre ’
purpose of linking research and community develoément processespanss
aliowmg more participatory and also policy-oriented forms of knowledge
generation related to natural resource management and development Wi%h
time, l-lowe-ver, PROTROPICO has become increasingly autonorn.ous of
the university. It too depends on external funding for its work and i
governed by formal university rules and practices. o
':1“113 other intermediary grouping is of NGOs that emerged as network
or rn?ter—organizational forums that had the explicit objective of fosteri S
public debate with a view to influencing policy. The Network for Sustainr::‘:lg
Devs‘lopment (RDS, Red de Desarrollo Sostenible) also emerged under the
ausplce-s‘of a UN initiative (UNDP in this case) to broaden informati .
a'vaxl_abillty on environment and development. While it continues to erna ;on
size mf_ormation exchange and policy influence, with time it has assumec{) tl::_
dynamics of a free-standing NGO combining development and informati .
exchange. The Forum for Sustainable Development {Foro Chiapas) simil Oin
emf:r.ged to foster exchange and debate among organizations, academic arz
pohf:u.:al actors in Chiapas, Mexico, but with time it has be,come an I\Sfélz)
combining development projects and research activity.
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This commitment was made all the more complex by the historical mo-

ment in which many of us emerged. With the exception of FLACSO and
GEA, we are all creatures and creations of the 19gos, a pertod of paradigmatic
crisis in development and politics which was every bit as real in Mexico
and Central America as it was in Northern academic and political worlds.
As a result, our efforts to build alternatives were themselves challenged by
a relative lack of guiding concepts — we had to build these ourselves. This
is apparent in some of our work. For instance, Nitlapan’s efforts to under—
stand the dynamics of the peasant economy reflect the lack of a clear ex ante
view on the merits of peasant production and organization (Maldidier and
Marchetti, 1996); PRISMA’s early (and some of its continuing) work in El
Salvador reflected a conscious effort to connect discussion in El Salvador
with international debates on environment and development, as a first step
towards rethinking foundational concepts for an alternative Salvadoran
development; by the 1980s GEA was similarly trying to elaborate with others
a conceptual (and practical) base from which sustainable forest management
under campesino control could be imagined. The more general point is that
in order to challenge public debate we first had to do preliminary work in
rethinking concepts for imagining development and politics.

Perhaps we and our financial supporters underestimated the challenge
implied by an agenda such as this, and so with time we became part
drawn, part pushed, towards more applied forms of knowledge production.
Whatever the case, and while some of our knowledge production work is
still-oriented towards destabilizing core ideas in public debates and opening
up alternative ways of thinking about development, there is also a sense in
which our approach to the links between knowledge and development has
become less ambitious. Albeit for some of us more than others, this change
has led us to an approach that focuses more on generating knowledge for
problem solving: knowledge to resolve problems in marketing chains, to
generate agroecologically sound production options, to inform land use
plans and so on. In the following section we explore some of the factors
that have pushed us in this direction.

. Whatever the case, we believe that this role is a legitimate one, and
certainly there is very great demand for us to play this role — a demand that
comes from communities, peasant organizations, other NGOs, local govern-
ments. However, this change in the balance of our orientation — which is
one that happened by default more than because of any conscious strategic
decision — has slowly moved us towards that niche which is defined as civil
society because it provides a service (in this case a knowledge service) that
other organizations of the state or the market are not providing. We doubt
how far this knowledge feeds into wider public and political discussions
in ways that may lead people to reframe the problem of development and
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democracy in our societies. Moreover, the change in orientation itself takes
some of the alternative edge off the very concept of civil society in our
societies. That is, to the extent that we define ourselves as civil society, and
what we do is increasingly to provide services, our very form of existing
and operating contributes to the idea that civil society is a domain of service
provision, not of contestation over hegemony. By default (again) we have
steadily assumed roles that seem to project an associationalist, gap-filling
understanding of civil society, not a Gramscian one.

Whether in producing knowledge that might contribute to public debate,
or knowledge that solves problems of development and livelihood, what
is evident is that much of our legitimacy as organizations comes from the
quality of the knowledge we produce. While there are different metrics of
quality depending on the type of knowledge, and the social relationship
within which it is being produced, we cannot get away from this issue
of quality. There is a clear resonance here with earlier debates on NGOs
and development at the 1994 Manchester NGO conference (see Edwards’s
chapter in this book; Edwards and Hulme, 1995; Hulme and Edwards, 1997).
One of the important messages of that conference was that the legitimacy
of NGOs derived as much from their performance — the quality of what
they did and delivered — as it did from the mechanisms of accountability
linking them to other social actors and ensuring transparency of their actions
(Edwards and Hulme, 1995).

If we look at our own knowledge-generation work, we can see efforts
to build each of these sources of legitimacy. Some of us emphasize quality
more than accountability, and others accountability over quality, and, while
the precise meanings of these terms may vary among us, we each broadly
understand accountability in terms of our relationship to social organiza-
tions, and quality in terms of the depth, nuance and internal coherence
of the knowledge we produce. In the following section we reflect on the
challenges we face in protecting each of these sources of legitimacy. Here
we would merely comment that they are not completely substitutable one
for the other (indeed, the extent to which they are at all substitutable is not
great). That is, there is a relatively high baseline of quality below which we
cannot fall — when oriented towards problem-solving, the knowledge we
produce must indeed solve problems, whether these are campesitio production
problems or local authorities’ planning problems. When oriented towards
public and policy debate, this knowledge must be minimally innovative; it
cannot simply recycle what is already known and that which has already
been said. Achieving these levels of quality 1s vital, but is a great challenge

for organizations with no core funding {see below). Likewise, if we turn
into pure think-tanks, doing commissioned and consulting work, we lose
the legitimacy that comes from being a civil society actor (with either

BAZAN ET AL. 185

meaning of the term). In many ways we become a pseudo-market, pseudo
government, or pseudo-political party actor. That is, the knowlcl,dge we
produce becomes entirely demand driven, and thus — almost by definitio

— loses any hope of being counter-hegemonic. §

Challenges to Research-oriented NGOs

As we reflect on the challenges that our organizations face, some are similar
to the generic challenges facing NGOs seeking development alternatives
others are peculiar to the case of knowledge-generating and 1‘esearch:
oriented NGOs. We comment on each in turn, paying special attention

to our specific challenges as knowledge-generating NGOs concerned with
incidence.

The generic challenges

While it sounds mercantile to begin with such a statement, there is absolutel
no doubt that the main challenge of our organizations is a financial ang
resource mobilization one. By and large the issue is not that we cannot
mobilize resources in order to continue being organizations. The consultin;
and short-term studies option offers this means of providing jobs to our stag"
and development services to clients (who in this financing model tend to
beco.rr%e those who pay for the services more than the social organizations
receiving thefn). In this sense, fulfilling the associationalist role of a civil
soclety actor 1s not so very hard. The problem is to mobilize resources that
allow us to play a civil society role in the Gramscian sense that perme-
ates the argument of this book —~ the role of challenging orthodoxies and
building alternatives.

In most of the agencies that historically supported the cultivation of
alt_ernatwes in Central America and Mexico, a view of development as
b(?mg synonymous with poverty reduction (and, note, a notion of povert
reduction that is more traditional than that even of World Bank documentss]
:?Pch as the World Development Reports of 2000/2001 and 2006) has become
mncreasingly hegemonic. The reasons for this are as much external (the pres-
sure frorrvl the governments that transfer co-financing resources to thexfl) as
they are internal (the rise of a certain pragmatic institutional agenda inside
these_ agencies). Whatever their source, they have translated into reduced
fundm_g for knowledge-generation activities in Central America and Mexico
._Agencles offer several reasons for this reduction. First, if development ﬁnauce-
is to be concentrated on poverty, then with the exceptions of Honduras
and Nicaragua,, Central America and Mexico are no longer priorities for
most agencies, in spite of official figures establishing the existence of so
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to 72 million poor in Mexico. Second, the poverty impacts of knowledge
generation are hard to discern, and it is far more appropriate therefore to
fund projects that do things rather than people that think and analyse things.
Implicitly, ‘the message is that these agencies are no longer interested in
Jlternatives, because poverty reduction is so self-evidently the right emphasis
for aid that there is no alternative required. Furthermore, the assumption
seems to be that the practice of poverty reduction is already understood,
and can be dealt with independently of redistribution — an issue to be lett
to national political processes, not international cooperation.

All our organizations have experienced the effects of this. Some have
been able to handle it better than others. Because of their university
status or links, FLACSO and PROTROPICO have been most able to
absorb this pressure — public funding and course fees for teaching offers
¢hem some financial base, and also it seems that increasingly universities
have more legitimacy with certain funders than do research NGOs. After
these two, PRISMA and GEA have been the next most resilient. Though
two completely different organizations — the one a think-tank, the other

a campesinista group of thinking activists — the sources of their resilience

are similar. Bach shares a strong institutional culture regarding how they

oust and will operate. PRISMA insists that its work is programmatically
funded or not funded at all; GEA’s members’ collective commitment to
their political project generates massive (Chayanovian) subsidies to the
organization. These commitments have helped each organization find its
way through, and retain some knowledge- generating work. The remainder
of our organizations — Nitlapan, Foro, R.DS — have seen their work slowly
but surely slip into a projectized, semi-consulting mode with serious {and
negative) consequences for their ability to produce analytical or strategic
knowledge oriented towards alternatives.

A second challenge — which is related to this financial pressure — has been
to manage ourselves as organizations in such a way that there is coherence
between what we argue to be our ideological and theoretical commitment,
our ways of organizing ourselves internally, and the nature of our external
relationships. Parts of this observation are distributed through different parts
of this chapter - in the following paragraphs we simply bring together the
parts and explain the core of the challenge.

In organizational terms, the challenge here is to find congruence between

1 model and our financial model. In an

our political model, our institutiona
ideal world, we would move from the first to the third of these, our financial
1 commitments (of being Gramscian

model being functional to our politica
civil society actors). In the real world, and in particular over the last five

years, struggles with our financial model have determined everything else
_ our institurional model has been a retrofit to our financial reality, and to
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a consi iti
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: . a model dominated b
Fonding reom vise, nated by shorter-term
quires contractual conditions tha 1
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Vo o rder to hold staff.
pically on three- to six-month i
Yo ¢ nth contracts with relativel
low lﬁ)ay, anddot:iler opportunities attract all but the academically purist mosi
orn and ideologically most commi ,
ibbo: mmitted. Nor can
stubbo - we compensate for
thi alFelthblstaff developmt_mt except 1n those few (valuable) cases in which
e s tha e to develop links to international universities that allow us to
send & ese young staff for postgraduate training. Meanwhile for the other
) .
< Pens;:) r staff1 pilo}f;lle, most of our organizations make no contribution
ns or health care. This makes u i
. s ever less attractive to th
o pen o those of
our s I(;ff Wlilod are older — but who, for the same reason of maturity, have
TH 1 ;
o pOIit?wie g; of i;ilanagmg knowledge production, and more contacts in
cal and public spheres in which we ai i
e p : - e aim to intervene. Th
abilities make it easi sewhere or
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: 1 \ er paid positions elsewhe
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‘ : .
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elop research staff. It is also that i
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of neoliberal human r Zimm to work smsbn
esource management model lai 1
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ong models of leadership. Shared instituti ,
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ions in which the collectivity b
ears the costs of the fi i
o ' the v e financial
mod R \ }Illd s(;) enjoys very similar work conditions; and in other circum
es i ’ A
srances. tey( \ rive a;l ethic of overwork that helps compensate for resource
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staff burnout). Such
ponstraints (bu . Such cultures are not
, aculately and spontaneo i ,
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, te and strategic cultivati i
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! . ‘ om nothing in order to
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Strong leadership can help deal with these pressures through two main
avenues. First, among us there are cases where the strength of a leader or
leaders has given us greater negotiating power with our financing agencies,
helping gain longer-term, programmatic funding streams. These leaders
inspire external subsidies to the institution. Second, we can identify cases
where a strong leader so embodied an institutional culture that, though
perhaps not existing in all of us, forced us by example to make the same
commitments to the institution as did these leaders. Such leaders inspire
internal subsidies to the institution. The problem with the subsidy of leader-
ship is that, embodied as it is in one person, it can be easily lost when that
person leaves or dies. There are among us several cases of this. Particularly
severe is the case (which is perhaps the norm) in which the leader inspired
both external and internal subsidies. On leaving, they take some of our
external legitimacy (and contacts) with them, and leave a heart-sized hole
in the cultural fabric of the institution.

The specific challenges

Perhaps the most important challenge we face specifically as research- and
knowledge-generating organizations relates to the quality of our product.
While product quality is a problem for all NGOs, the market for develop-
ment ideas is a far tighter one than is that for development projects. Also,
we would venture, the very nature of hegemony means that the possibility
of breaking into, upsetting and changing the course of public and policy
debate is far more circumscribed than the possibility of innovating in a
location-specific development project. In this context, the quality of the
knowledge and proposals we produce is of the greatest importance: and
the more counter-hegemonic the goal, the longer the time required to
build both the evidence base and the relations necessary to disseminate and
legitimize this evidence. Yet producing such high-quality, evidence-based,
strategic knowledge requires high-quality people and resources that allow
sustained research programmes rather than short-term rescarch comsultancies
of a few months or so, or small pieces of rescarch hidden away in what
are otherwise action-oriented projects. The increasing pressure on our
financial base makes each of these ever more difficult. Staff retention is a
particularly serious problem. High-quality thinkers are in relatively short
supply, and — particularly as they get older and need to think of retirement
— many of them have moved into better-paid public-sector, international or
consultancy positions. Perhaps the most significant case of this is Nitlapin,
bat it is not the only case. That these people make this decision is entirely
understandable. However, the effect is to weaken the human capital of our
organizations, and thus the quality of the strategic knowledge we produce.
By the same token, it is very difficult to produce destabilizing forms of
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knowledge if those who do research have constantly to complement their
income with consulting, and have research funding that reaches only several
months ahead.

Another challenge that is somewhat more specific to NGOs such as ours
also has to do with how we affect policy and public debate. For each of us,
this is an explicit part of our mission and objectives, though we pursue the
goal in different ways. The short and long routes to incidence are present
in each of our organizations, though combined in different ways. These
combinations also suggest the need to nuance this distinction and to add
to it a notion of scale, as we discuss below.

There are two main long routes to incidence in our work. One is the
link with students — which is central to PROTROPICO’s and FLACSO’s
way of working. PROTROPICQO aims to train students who will then
become professionals working in the Yucatan. The hope is that these persons
will bring to their professional work more participatory and systems-based
understandings of the links between development and the environment.
FLACSO aims to do much the same at a wider geographical scale — indeed
FLACSO’s students return to positions not only in Guatemala but through-
out Mesoamerica, Ecuador, Bolivia, Peru and Chile. In each case, the
notion is that policy can be changed not only through engaging in policy
framing and formation, but also through influencing the technocracies that
manage policy. The goal is to change the human capital that makes those
technocracies function and thus influence policy through its implementa-
tion. The challenge in this case is that there is a long delay before such
incidence becomes apparent, and in neither FLACSO nor PROTROPICO
do we have a documented sense of how far the training of students has
actually influenced either bureaucratic practice or policy implementation
in the region.

The second long route is that which occurs through other social actors,
primarily social movements and social organizations. In the past, several
Of us attempted to build links with national movements. Nitlapan, for
instance, engaged with the National Farmers and Livestock Producers Union
(UNAG), with a view to the movement carrying forward ideas in their
own engagement with the Nicaraguan government. In practice, however,
this has been difficult, and over time, to the extent that we support other

social actors with knowledge generation activities, we do so at a sub-national
level only. Foro has worked with coffee organizations in Chiapas, and now
works mostly with social organizations and communities that have been
displaced by environmental conflicts; GEA works with peasant organizations
in Guerrerro; PRISMA collaborates with forestry cooperatives and local
governments, and so on. These relationships with more thematically and
geographically focused organizations have proven easier to manage than ones
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with more diffuse social movements. At best, however, they lead only to
local and regional, or commodity-specific, influence. They rarely influence
broader public debate. Indeed, the more general point here is that it has
proven"very difficult to sustain a social basis from which to do more basic
and strategic research aimed at influencing policy and national debate. The
organizations we work with have more immediate and pragmatic concerns,
and our work becomes drawn towards applied activities aimed at addressing
these concerns. Sometimes, along the way, more strategic issues arise and we
can take these to policy debates — but by and large these are by-products
of more applied work, and not the prime concerns of the organizations
we interact with.

We have all tried the short route = direct to policymakers and policy
working groups — to a greater or lesser extent. The advantages of this route
— given our financial constraints — are that it is less resource-intensive, and
does not require that we have regular or permanent presence outside the
capital city. That said, it is a route that still consumes TESOUTICES. Building
¢ to the policy table takes time, and requires
repeated participation in a range of events. Perhaps the most serious draw-
back of this route, however — at least in the ways in which we have practised
it to date - is that it tends to hinge on personal relationships built up with
a small number of technocrats or political appointees inside government.
These contacts are then the vehicle for allowing us to bring our knowledge
to policy discussions. Yet the rate of staff turnover in our governments falls
far short of the Weberian ideal (and itself reflects another limitation of this
route — namely that, failing significant political change, such individuals
themselves have limited room to mManocuvre within government). Thus it
is that on repeated occasions we have built these relationships only to see
the persons removed from their government positions for bureaucratic or
political reasons. Once that happens our access has been closed and we

the relationships necessary to g¢

have to start again.
Our collective experience also suggests another route to policy influence

with which several of us have experimented. This has involved efforts to
create what Andolina has termed new ‘counter—public’ (Andolina, 2003: 733)
spheres in which novel debates on development and democracy might occur.

Andolina was referring to debates made possible by new local assemblies

created by indigenous movements. In a similar way several of us have been

directly involved in attempts to create networks of organizations — mostly
NGOs, but also some social organizations and occasionally public sector

organizations - whose purpose is not simply to exchange information but

also to create visible arenas that might allow new debates on development
and environment to occur. Indeed one of us — Foro Chiapas —was created
o r Ate for this precise purpose. For its part, R.DS soon moved into this
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;_cl)ii;dz;nd has ser}:fed aE an arena allowing public debates on issues that the
ran press has refused to cover (because of its i i
of its ideological i

and forms of political control). GEA h e do somothing
ad forr . as repeatedly tried to d hi
similar in Mexico, leading the creati o mvended

, reation of networks and pl i

: platforms intended
to ?;;ke c.oliljlmunlt}{ forestry and themes such as bio-safety and GMOs more
visi i within Mex%can- pu‘bhc policy debate; and in Guatemala FLACSO
uses its pm‘nleged iostitutional position to support (albeit more specifi
debates on issues of public importance pectt)

Th i .
T Ceo ﬁriate“ ct})llgllenge to this strategy has been the difficulty of sustaining
nter-public spaces over time. At an instituti i
. . C § . itutional level it has proven
::mp(;ssabile to mobilize resources that would support us (Foro andpRDS)
lzvgl ay the role fcvf cr(laiatlng and nurturing these spaces. And at a practical
, pressure of work has repeatedly impi

: v impinged on these spaces, and wi

work , ith
time levels t_:)f participation fall. The tendency, repeatedly, has been for these
spaces to Wlthe]'.’ away, or for organizations created in order to embody such
spaces to turn into one more development NGO Y

Conclusions

If ‘df:velopment alternatives” are to be more than simple rallying cries, th

require substance and content. This content must come frgm fomles’}: iy
While tl{e everyday practice and experiential knowledge of social-m vement
:(c):lors m%ghl: be one source of such knowledge, it cannot possibly be (t);fgi?;

rce. To become a counter-discourse wit. i

geeds to 'l_)e synthesized, systematized and gl?ixfzﬁt}clé}tx};isizqurg ?IIS(]f ILOWICdEe
hnkefi with analytical knowledge of the contexts Within' which e:rse tc.d ,
practices occur — contexts which, while they impinge on people’s lifIY e
in many cases analytically inaccessible to them. Alternatives I())111 te’ gre
chance if they can both adapt to and change contexts, and for eac}? (jf?}iesz

~ requirements organized knowledge of those contexts is essential

Sorlrfeéhlé lilnowledge has. to be produced, there are two implications.
mebody has to produce it, and somebody has to cover the costs associated
with its production. Apart from maverick reformists here and there (F
©96), government will not produce such knowledge even if bureau (?’{,
Eiz;stlresdallo}\;f:d for some space to do so. Likewise with aid agencies C;Z:
rofit and public sector alike — the bureaucratic pressures on thei , ;
highly competent and trained staff mean e cal o gen'emny
think. strategically about themselves, let alonzb;agofll;e;;ogfizcrns(;fiaiapaaty .
remains weak. So, realistically the only two bodies that might proﬁjsz ssljfs

knowledge are 1 v it1 8} —p anizations w
universities aﬂd jaleiil I‘Oﬁt Or i i 1
] . ] -
. g 1th reseal’ch and
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In Central America and Mexico universities continue to be very weak.
They lack budget to cover research, and more seriously still, perhaps, they
lack the gembeddedness in everyday social (movement) practices that might
inform the production of knowledge for alternatives. Of course, there are
exceptions here and there: ELACSO and PROTROPICO, in their dif-
ferent ways, demonstrate university efforts to become more embedded.
However, the panorama is such that universities will not play this embedded
knowledge-producing role, at least not alone or in the form in which they
currently exist. Indeed, FLACSO and PROTROPICO each suggest that in
order to become more embedded, universities need to incorporate elements of
the non-governmental model into their own way of being and operating,

Non-profit research centres have different sets of strengths and weak-
nesses. Their greatest strength, arguably, is that their private status allows
them greater flexibility n engaging with social actors in this knowledge-
producing endeavour, as well as in mobilizing resources to support it. Their
greatest weakness is that they have few or no core resources of their own.
During the years of civil war (from Nicaragua through to Chiapas), as well

as the first years after civil war began to wind down (essentially the 1980s
and up to the latter 1990s), 2 suite of agencies, above all in Europe though
also in North America, saw the importance of such non-profit production
of strategic knowledge for alternative development. When development was
about transformation, when it was more about redistribution than about
targeted poverty reduction, agencies seemed to se¢ an important role for
these centres of knowledge production. However, since the late 19908 this
has changed and international cooperation has appeared less interested in
cooperating either with anything that is not a development project offering
material, measurable impacts on poverty ot with any actions that are deemed
as occurring outside formal democratic processes. This shift in cooperation
has been generally prejudicial to Latin America, and particularly so to
has meant that we have had to spend more

organizations such as ours. It
s than consistent

time mobilizing resources, and engaging in activities les
with the visions upon which we were founded.

The pressure to chase resources also has the effect of pulling our organi-
zations away from social movements, with the possible exception again of
GEA, whose geographical structure and strong institutional culture militate
against such a trend. This is not to say that our organizations all had strong
inks with such movements in the first place, but with time whatever
relationship there was has weakened. Several factors are at play here. First,
and importantly, the weakening of movements themselves makes such links
progressively more difficult and resource-consuming, precisely at a time
when resources are less available. Second, and related, social organizations
are far less able and willing to commit time and people to work with us
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in . . .
" glg.eljieratmg strategic, hegemony-challenging knowledge (as opposed to
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ecI(l)mi a source of stress within our organizations. ,
00 . . .
o ing z;t the trends in our countries — increasing levels of organized
yday violence and delinquency, deepening exclusion {especially of youth
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and indigenous campesinos), continuing inequality, environmental destruc-
tion that, especially in Central America really does threaten the bases of
our countries’ sustainabilicy — it is difficult to believe that there is not a
continuing need to imagine, and build analytical, careful, alternative models
of development, enviropment and social change in our region. It would be
perverse to say that poverty is not a serious problem in our region, but 1t
is not necessarily the most serious development problem, and it is certainly
not the only problem. Now, more than ever, sustainable development s
far more than poverty reduction; but we are frighteningly far from having
alternative models that might inch us towards that sustainability. Knowledge
for those models has to be elaborated by someone. The questions for the
wider community of international cooperation (in particular our traditional
supporters) are therefore: if not us, then who? If pot from you, then from
where? These questions need to be answered with searching honesty, not
with easy, policy-honed sound bites.

Note

L. We are extremely grateful to the Ford Foundation and the International
Development Research Centre for their support which made possible the process that led
to the preparation of this chapter. We are also grateful to the logistical and human support
of the Institate of Development Policy and Management at Manchester and of PRISMA
(the Salvadoran Research Programme in Development and the Environment).
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It Anxieties and Affirmations:
NGO-Donor Partnerships for

Social Transformation

Mary Racelis

“We did it! We really did it!’ Poor people’s triumphant cries, accfompamefl
by exuberant shouts and excited laughter, are music to the ears ol seasone

community organizers. Whether the years of struggle have yielded land titles,

piped water, adequately serviced health centres, a bridge_ t(l) CI;}m n:tt):z?i
highway, traditional instruments for local performers, or l_]aitlal taln()nactive
village official, the realization by once Powerless people that ¢
action really works is a heady experience indeed. NGO organ
Years of grassroots involvement, however, have als.o taught N 01'g )
izers and their community partners that the cu_phona may be s ]ior;— ved.
Valuable as these small-scale successes are, espe'cmlly W.hen. mt{ﬂlupl.e ;crzjz
marginalized rural and urban cominunities, failure to institutionalize 0(1:1 to
of community empowerment in larger government or donor sy(;st-ems a:]jties
make them part of social policy may only reinforce entrenched inequ

of asset and power distribution. o N
Further complicating the problem is globalization. Power stalfes are rising
h commercial importers of

armers find themselves competing wit ‘
11;:::1351,1 ;ar]ic or vegetables, or as urban workers in the mformat} n:.arz;
facturing economy discover that the cheap‘recycled rubber—ty?:e cl)o W
price match for more fashionable and only shght;y more
g shoes from China. Add to this foreign and local investors
of agricultural and coastal land for golf courses or
aments evicting thousands of slum dwellers to
make way for yet another shopping mall. Where pational elites Weret on(;e
the focal points for negotiation and leverage, they may now represent only
one sei of links in a chain of decisions forrm}lated a world away. 1
"These are the kinds of threats to daily livelihood and culture that prope

products are no
expensive runnin
gobbling up large tracts
beach resorts, or city gover

MARY RACELIS 197

grassroots groups to protest openly and take action. Such pressures likewise
guide NGOs facilitating community analysis and helping victims turn
small-scale actions into demands for longer-term institutional and political
reforms. When potential sufferers can directly link a global intervention
to an imminent threat on the ground, the stage is set for tackling both
the ‘small d’ of development, representative of everyday living and the
effects of distorting hegemonic processes, and the ‘big D’ of donot agency
development interventions. (Introduction, this volume).

This chapter examines ways in which Philippine NGOs and their partner
People’s Organizations (POs) have broadened and protected democratic
spaces through mobilizing, taking action and engaging in advocacy for
social reform, structural change and the redefinition of donor priorities
and operational modes. After a review of development challenges faced by
NGOs, the discussion features three mini-cases illustrative of both small
and large d/Development processes. One account examines Naga City slum
upgrading activities in the Bicol region of Southern Luzon. The two others
focus on activities centred in Metro Manila but which affect NGO/PO
activities nationwide

Carving Out and Protecting Democratic Space

Political scientist Joel Rocamora {z005) has commented on how minuscule
civil society advocacy seems when ‘measured against “need”, against scan-
dalous poverty, and the greed and incompetence of the Philippine political
elite’. Yet as the Marcos dictatorship years (1972—86) have shown, the option
of armed struggle brought devastatingly high costs in lives, in creating
deep fissures in Philippine society, and in threatening the very survival of
democracy. Rocamora concludes that the more hopeful path lies in strong
and effective advocacy towards reshaping Philippine democracy for social
justice and political reform (2005: 127-8).

Foverty, inequality, powerlessness and unsustainable development

" The Philippine population in 200§ was estimated at 8s5.2 million (Racelis

et al, 2005: xvii) and expected to reach 115 million by 2020 {Asian
Development Baok 2005, quoting projections of the National Statistical
Coordination Board). Some 5,000 births occur daily among women 1845,
yielding a population growth rate of 2.36 per cent. The Philippines s thus a
young society with a median age of 21. Children under 18 made up 43 per
cent, or 33 million, of the population in 2000 (Racelis et al., 2005: 143).
Income poverty and powerlessness affect large sections of the populace.
Although poverty incidence among individuals dropped from 49.2 per
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i 1 ic crisis
cent in 198 to 36.0 per cent in 1997, by 1998 the Asa_an m:c;nomelf cris
was taking its toll. Poverty incidence in 2000 rose again 0 39.5 p .

? - >
I\'i()ICOVCI aitllougll povett rates fE: 1 h cr cent iIOIll I 8 to 2000

e in the same p
the absolute number of poor n t — "
ovffing in part to high population growth rates coupled wgh Wza];po‘gzrcti 1
i Jective-poverty studies conducted by
reduction programmes. Subjective pover o
i i tive: 62 per cent of familie
Weather Stations (2006) are also instruc ' e
i i t reported having expert
themselves as poor in 2003, while s per cen g cxperiench
in the previous three months. By A,
hunger, or food poverty, 1n t ‘ o
i Asian Development Ban
fzure had climbed to 157 per cent { )
22(];5%6?8 g38) and by the fourth quarter of 2006 had reached a reC(Erd
breal;ing’ 19.(; per cent, or 3.3 million affected households (Mangahas,

20062, 2006b). o o oo,
Inequality emerges in persistent and growing mc:i)me d1spa1:‘1tles.t;r; 200 36
1 alation commanded twenty times
the richest 10 per cent of the pop ! " o share
i t. The richest quintile (15.3
of income of the poorest 10 per cen hes milen
t of total family income, compar
eople) controlled over 5o per cen j vich
fhe }lj:aottom quintile at only 5 per cent. Nor has this pattern changed sinc

1985 (Schelzig, 2005: 30). To make things worse, in real terms based on

2000 prices, the average income of the poorest 30 per cent contracted by
, Schelzig, 2005: 17).
6 per cent between 2000 and 2003 ( , 26 ‘ )
pGross disparities surface in regional comparisons, with Metro l‘\/iarrlllt :; f
National Capital Region’s poverty rating having dropped to 8.7 per Ic{e o
families in 2000, compared with 66 per cent t?or the Autonomc?us eg "
of Muslim Mindanaoc (ARMM). Metro Manila’s 8.7 per (C:Ieflt is mi cau
i is indeed concentrated in rural areas,
for joy, however. Although poverty 15 11 . n 1
the Jlozv citywide average hides the glaringly high poverty 1nc1dencedarzid
hunger in densely packed urban informal settlem_ents. Overcrow e(i
physically degraded neighbourhoods coupled with hml;fd employmtent ;:111 X
i i ! ieties all the more acute.
basic services make poor city dwellers” anxie : : _
availability of social capital through informal neighbourhood ties allevlazl:s
somewhat their chronic insecurity and makes summary relocation extremely
distuptive of existing survival strategies.

issues
The contrasting perspectives of NGOs and government on poverty 180

‘ mme
emerge in a perceptions study of 100 government and NGO progra e
reduction programmes. Over

. rey-
taff who implement and manage pove :
?54 per cent) of the NGO managers felt poverty had risen somew}lalil ot
2 lot over the past five years, while only one—t_hlrd (34 per cent) O te retnt
rnment counterparts subscribed to that view. On wheiher poverty

o i 1 cent
%vould worsen ‘somewhat or a lot’ in the coming five years, 52 per

of NGO managers indicated agreement, compared with 38 per c;;ltia(;f
government managers (Schelzig, 200s: 40). Clearly, government offic
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are more optimistic about the prospects of reducing poverty than are civil

society grassroots workers.

A wide range of NGOs contest inequitable and unsustainable development
by organizing community groups, or POs, around agrarian reform; upland
environmental and watershed management linked to indigenous knowledge
systems; participatory disaster management; savings, micro-credit and local
economy investments; women's rights and gender fairness; peace, reconcil-
iation and community rebuilding in ex-warfare zones; child rights in the
context of the Millennium Development Goals; migrant families’ well-being;
resisting large-scale logging, mining and fishing interests in upland and
coastal communities, and undertaking advocacy campaigns around these
issues. On the urban scene, NGOs help build informal settlers’ resistance
to forced evictions and damaging resettlement while strengthening demands
for secure tenure, improved livelihood and employment, food, education,
health, water, sanitation, information, transport, and pro-poor policies. This
usually calls for pressuring local and national officials to recognize and
prioritize poor people’s needs and preferences in keeping with the latter’s
proposals for reform and achievement of their rights.

Evidence of NGO-PO successes appear in the significant legislation
enacted by the Philippine Congress in the last decade of the twentieth
century. Notable examples have been agrarian reform (Comprehensive
Agrarian Reform Law, 1988), urban land reform (Urban Development and
Housing Act, 1992), women’s rights (Anti-Rape Law, 1907), ancestral domain
claims (Indigenous People’s Rights Act, 1997), environmental protection
{National Integrated Protected Areas System, 1992) and local government
decentralization (Local Government Code, 1992). The early vears of the
twenty-first century have offered more limited options. Congress in 200103
passed only three bills of national importance that had been championed
by civil society, and even then, as in the case of the party list and overseas
voting bills, ‘they get mangled beyond recognition’ (Rocamora, 200s: 128).
This pattern of reduced social legislation may, however, be a product of the
most pressing reforms having already been addressed. The declining number
of NGOs in legislative advocacy may also have contributed to the trend.

' NGOs have dealt with the realities of legislative activism over the years
by developing networks for intense and effective lobbying. They have
learned how to make contact with legislators, often through petsonal or
school ties, or by deliberately seeking out the more progressive legislators,
The congressional technical working groups, in which knowledgeable
academics, NGOs and POs are invited to participate, give the latter groups
an opportunity to insert their principles and language into proposed legis-
lation. ‘Crossover’ civil society leaders who have joined the government
help assess developments in governance and work out with civil society
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ways of influencing the outcomes of policies and procedures towards social
and political reform.
As Rocamora (200s: 128) points out, however:

fficult, but compared to

The context for advocacy in the Philippines may seeir di
ers, maybe we should

neighboring countries with authoritarian single-party rul
count our blessings. What makes advocacy difficult in the Philippines is not
often outright repression. It is at once the permeability and resilience of elite
rule, There are all kinds of room for advocacy: in Congress, in the bureaucracy,
in local government. But the system has seemingly inexhaustible capacity for

side-stepping, postponing, somehow preventing change.

The Emergence of NGOs and POs
NGOs in modern guise emerged with full force on the Philippine scene
during the Marcos dictatorship years from 1972 to 1986. Many drew their
inspiration from Social Democratic (‘Socdeny’) principles. Some were tinked
to the Radical Left National Democratic Front {‘Natdems’), while others
remained politically unaligned. An especially prickly thorn in Marcos’s side
came from the organizations focusing on human rights violations, like Task
Force Detainees of the Philippines. This was in part becanse they maintained
close contact with international human rights groups which could exert
some leverage on their own governments (Silliman and Noble, 1998: 33)-
All vigorously opposed the Marcos dictatorship but took varying positions
on how to confront the underlying structures of society that were keeping
millions of Filipinos poor and powerless.
Despite growing repression through summary
vaging (clandestine disappearances with summary execution) of individuals
o groups seen as opposing the regime, NGOs avidly organized rural and
urban poor communities for self realization and action to redress poverty
and social injustice. The assassination of political opposition leader Benigno
Aquino in 1983 furcher galvanized NGOs and public opposition to Marcos’s
authoritarian regime. As Silliman and Noble (1998: 17) point out,

detention, torture and ‘sal-

In contrast to a state that systematically violated human rights and failed to
improve the condidon of the poor, the motivating principle of Philippine civil
society as it materialized in the 19705 and 1980s was the right of Filipinos to
both civil liberties and an equitable distribution of the society’s resources. Out
of the collective actions of Philippine citizens there emerged a sense of solidarity

and community.

For many NGOs, support in the 19605 and 19708 came from progressive
Catholic bishops’ attention to human rights, the theology of liberation, the
formation of Basic Christian Communities espousing strong comimunity
organizing and the social teachings of papal encyclicals on development,
justice and peace. The Church’s protective umbrella, along with that of
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the Protestant churches, reinforced the capacity and determination of ma
NQO workers to resist the closing down of political spaces for democr ? '
action. pater, the Catholic bishops, alarmed at the infiltration of NG]lDIIS
community organizers in their midst, and worse still, the political shift int
Radical Left circles of a few priests and nuns, began to dist th ves
poadica Left ) ance themselves
As martial law dragged on, the government took advantage of th
developmt?nts by raiding Catholic premises, arresting and detaining suspe ::: Ss
pommunlsts. International donor flows to civil society increased cirresp y Z
ingly. Even the business community entered the fray in the micl—pofg1 )
angered _by the Aquino killing and alarmed at the looming economi st
These birthing decades established NGOs on a trajectory of increC (irmls‘
stronger _confronta,tion with government in the ‘Parliament of the ;::egt:j
g?vhére d'1verse and o‘ften conflicting groups coalesced to topple the regime
ociologist Constantine-David comments (1998: 35—6): s

T::;ze was a frenzy of activity, and coalition building was the name of the

ignVOI, even among NGOS and POs that had tried to shun outright political

workv:)r{t;;xllltc.l ig thﬁ';1 midst (;5 :égost daily rallies and demonstrations, organizing

and more s and POs were formed. Developn

and networks actively partici i o, Tneets heonst
‘ pated in the protest movement, largel

mass actions. Those who were already identif i {fic idooiogy o
y identified with specific ideologi

and had overlapping leadershi E ot ang s o s

| ha . p generally followed the splits and
:}ntl—dlctatorshlp struggle [which now] took center stage.p 1 and turns of the

The snap elections called by an overconfident Marcos for early 1986
Span’lE-Ed NGO responses ranging from voter education and clean elgctitg)ns
lc)ampalgns, to support -fo‘r Corazon Aquino’s candidacy or outright election
boycotts. Organized civil disobedience followed reports of massive ch
ing and election-related violence. The attempted coup led by Reforfn ei;t;
ét}:ﬁed Forces Movement (RAM) and military and defence leaders Fidel

, Ramos and Juan Ponce-Enrile was teetering dangerously when Cardinal
Jé}-l'l?lle Sin called on people to converge on the highway between th ¥
miilitary camps to protect the ‘rebels’. ’ e
knf‘;j assoE]i:;eSg}a;nI t}}lf Peoplle Power Revolution of February 1986. Also
e : . this Fle_ﬁnmg event represented the culmination of pains-
aking, multi-sectoral civil society organizing over many years. More th
a mlll.lon Filipinos massed on the national highway to stop the- tanks fi m
attacking the rebel-held military camps. Groups kneeling on the con reto
roadwa;_z reciting the rosary, nuns offering flowers to the tank comm(:e;e
ers, ordinary citizens making and distributing sandwiches and water to I:hﬁ
massed protesters — all this has become part of the extraordinary hist .
of People Power. After four fateful days, ordinary people suffusescrl v:fiti)lrz
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sense of collective power toppled the fourteen-year {:lictatorship of Ferfhnagj

Marcos in a non-violent uprising, forcing his family and close cronies
Malacanang Palace into exile. . _ )
o lee deiﬂocgratic space opened up by President Corazon C. Aqumlodgenjl::s
ated a virtual explosion of NGOs throughout the ;)urﬁtr{. ]3{;1;1te1;1d ;1}11 ers,
i BEMO (the Netherlands) 2 ,
like CIDA (Canada), USAID, CE ‘ ) e

i i f democracy and its N champ

howed their elation at the return O ' ic

1ih(;cnugh significant funding (Racelis, 2000: 159)- Perhaps it was the exciiing

1 organized, and non-violent citizenry out on

drama of a courageous, wel . : o
the streets and determined to oust 2 dictator that attracted their supp

for at least another decade.

iters of the 1987 Philippine .
ingTL%:‘ie‘:l;layed by NGOs and POs in mobilizing the peaceful overthrow

of a dictator. Articles I1 and XIIi stipulate that

Constitution recognized the outstand-

ity- ectoral
The State shall encourage nop-governmental, cOMIMUNILY based, or s

izati Ifare of the nation. o
Org;rll:: aglt(;rtlt: ‘;iztnpzzzgzz: tl?l(z: ‘:::lc of independent people’s orgar?zatlo‘lsrso ri:)
enmable the people to pursue and protect, w1th1.n ti.le dex}iloira;lc eﬁl& ; mci
their legitimate and collective interests and aspirations through p
lawful means. _

The right of the people an§1 their o
participation at all levels of social, politi
not be abridged. The State shall, by law,
consultation mechanisms.

rganizations to effective and reasonable
cal and economic decision-making shall
Gacilitate the establishment of adequate

By 1995 some 3,000—5,000 registered development NGOs 'v\;fre en:l
loying a total of 100,000 staff. Most of them werf_: small., wit anfn;lm
gperating budgets averaging $80,000. The bulk of their funding came Ir

. . th
bilateral donors and international NGOs, like the Ford Foundation, the

Asia Foundation, Oxfam, CARE and Save the Children, supplemented

d
by multilateral agencies (UN Development Progran:;ne,PléE;Eiz,;;Xéooﬂs
i k), government, other Os,
Bank, and Asian Development Bank), - : e
, lations on foreign funding were Tc .
and churches. Government regu . whe
i i ing for NGQOs had to go taroug
Iv mulilateral and bilateral funding ! _ .
Oorxlz;]rnment for which a simple authorization from the National chgnomlc
%evelopment Authority sufficed (Asian Developmént Bagk, 1999° ). .
[ tional NGO donors could deal directly with their Phlhppme p
e g being required. Recognizing their uneasy
dependency on foreign funding, however, many NG;)SE sugpl;rz:tfrciiili:;
i i . They generated funds 1r
incomes through alternative modes . : ning
i i 1 business ventures, apd contracts
domestic donations, loans, paralle : nd con !
i::ices in partnership with government and multilateral institutions, like

the United Nations, Asian Development Bank and World Bank.

ners, no government clearances
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INGOs became independent entities, including those that had operated
under the umbrella protection of the churches. Although many NGO leaders
continued to maintain friendly relations with church social action groups
and progressive bishops, the larger number of comservative bishops still
smarting from ‘being used” by the Radical Left, distanced themselves from
NGOs. Basic Christian Communities with strong community organizing
and empowerment features now became Basic Ecclesiastical Communities,
limiting themselves mainly to prayer, spiritual matters and welfare support
to destitute community members.

Meanwhile, NGO leaders began moving, gingerly at first, into govern-
ment. Yet, as Constantino-David (1998: 36) assessed the NGO scene, ‘“The
deep-seated strains and the lack of a coherent vision produced a tenuous
unity that would eventually splinter in the post-Marcos era.” In the closing
days of the Ramos administration (1992—98), political scientists Silliman and
Noble (1998: 178} summarized NGO roles and contributions this way:

First is the vibrant public discourse, both within NGO circles, as divergent opinions
are fashioned into some kind of workable consensus, and outside them, when
the NGO community must make its views heard and get them adopted by often
reluctant partners. Second, NGOs are attempting to redefine the content of politics.
Topics that would once have been deemed inappropriate for legislation — rape,
other violence against women, the rights of indigenous people — have become
subjects of debate and successful parliamentary legistation. Third, civil society
is becoming progressively institutionalized. Coalitions are structured for greater

permancnce, while NGOs learn good management and financial practices and
- professionalize their staff.

Critical collaboration or cooptation? the NGO/PO scene today

Gone with the turn of the century are the heady days of NGOs capturing
the high moral ground of public action. Critical assessments lament their
moving away from basic principles, like accountability derived from their
altruistic cast, their bias in favor of the poor and marginalized, and their

.championing of democracy:

[T}he halo of saintliness around NGOs has disappeared, eroded by, among others,
the persistence of fly-by-night NGOs, the failure of NGOs to deliver on promises
to their various constituencies, alleged corruption, various controversies... and
the political partisanship of high profile NGO personalities because of their
identification with a certain administration.

-.. Ironically, erosion of its moral position is due to the widespread adoption
(‘cooptation’} of the NGO concept by mainstream society, thus making NGQOs
the victims of their own success. Today, there is an NGO for every persuasion
[reflecting]... the broad (and often, conflicting) diversity of interests found in
Philippine society, from the most crooked to the most altruistic, thus making it
difficult for NGOs to continue their claim of being the ‘conscience of society’
or ‘guardians of the guardian’. {Association of Foundations, 200s: 2)
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This kind of soul-searching is taking place in every nook and cranny of the
archipelago where NGOs are engaged in organizing poot and marginalized
people, helping.transform poorly functioning local government bureancra-
cies and processes into more constituent-friendly and poverty-reducing
institutions, or engaging in national-level advocacy around a host of issues.
Successes and failures are identified in regular monitoring sessions that
generate revised strategies and tactics, and renewed enthusiasm for the
organization’s mandate. Donor partners secking to assess their support to
an NGO often require formal evaluations, but in recent years have begun
agreeing to NGOs engaging in a self-diagnostic exercise o rectify identified
weaknesses and chart new courses.

Despite the growing number of positive NGO engagements with govern-
ment, the former continte to adhere to the long-standing principle of critical
collaboration. This implies their readiness to work with governments that
are serious about people’s empowerment, while maintaining the critical or
critical-collaboration stance mandated by their watchdog function.

The role of NGOs in promoting empowerment has been recognized by
several multilateral institutions, among them the Asian Development Bank.
Together with the World Bank, it has been in the forefront of highlighting
NGO contributions and promoting them among governments. In order to
further that cause, however, the Asian Development Bank has emphasized
the need to rethink its own internal organization and procedures.

Retooling the Asian Development Bank
for partnering with NGOs

To advocate more realistically the importance of forging active partner-
ships with NGOs for development and poverty transformation, the Asian
Development Bank commissioned a study (Asian Development Bank, 1999
66-71). The ensuing report made numerous recommendations and empha-
sized the importance for Bank and NGO officials of clarifying at the outset
mutual roles, interests, and expectations. Subsequent actions have seen mMost
of these prescriptions put in place with the assistance of a Task Force on
Nongoverniment Organizations. In 2001 the initially low-level NGO desk was
(ransformed into the NGO and Civil Society. Center under the Regional and
Sustainable Development Department with responsibilities to gain first-hand
knowledge of and experience with NGOs, engage NGOs in a continuing
dialogue, and improve Asian Development Bank’s institutional capacity
to interact proactively with NGOs. The Center forms part of the Bank’s
NGO Cooperation Network, with ‘anchors’ from the Bank’s operational
departments, Resident Missions, and Representative Offices. It also facilitates
monitoring and evaluation of Bank projects by NGOs as 2 regular feature
T TR e Tyevelonment Bank, 20072, 2007b).
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The changes that have taken place in the Asian Development.-.-'Ban

as regards NGO/PO efforts illustrate the efficacy of decades-long NGO -

jad\rt.)c:;u?,y. The same kind of determined push has led to reformed donor
institutions. For some academic intellectuals to dismiss NGO/PO efforts
therefore, as inconsequential for social transformation because they do no;
appear to be making a significant dent in global hegemonic arrangements
is not only inaccurate, but naive. They are making a dent; but other sectors
also have to do their share in solidarity with active community movements
Indeed, some NGOs have suggested that if academic researchers studying;
NGOS were more regularly exposed to the work on the ground and had
direct day-to-day experience of community processes, instead of promotin
the typically critical academic stance, funding partners might be less inclineg
to withdraw support from NGOs today!

Disembedding: From Local to Global and Back

Three mini case studies follow, illustrating variations on d/D phenomena
I ha,v‘e selected them because as ap academic-NGO activist researchin-
the civil society scene, I followed or was involved in the events as theg
unfolded. Fach case describes how NGOs and POs are transforming locsi
e‘ffort’s into events and processes affecting national and even international
situations, and effecting changes in donor operations and outlooks. The
transf(_)rmational sequence of local to national to global to national b:;ck to
l.ocal' is also generating pew responses to on-the-ground activities, affect-
ng com_munity institutions and actions as well as donor preferenc::s. This
embedding/disembedding process approximates the notion of globalization
‘z}s tl_le intensification of worldwide social relations which link distant locali-
ties in a way that local happenings are shaped by events occurring many
miles away and vice versa’ (Giddens, 1990: 64).

Changing the rules

(:I:EISB I: ?ommunity initiatives for donor-government policy reform in a
community-managed shum upgrading micro-drainage project. Stakeholders:
Naga City Urban Poor Federations, Inc. {NCUPFI, Naga City Government-
World Bank, Japan Social Development Fund, Commumty Organizatiori
of the Philippines Enterprise Foundation (COPE), and Philippine Support
Services Agency (PhilSSA). a
Faced with the prospect of a long-awaited community infrastructure
upg'rading scheme in Naga City through a pending World Bank—Japan
Social Development Fund grane, the Naga City Urban Poor Federation
Inc. (NCUPFI) in 2004 examined carefully the terms of reference proposecjl
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for its participation. Public—private construction partnerships bf:lvzwejen
local government (LGUs) and NGO/POs were still rare on the Phlhpp?ne
developmient scene; comunity groups wete apprehensive about engaging
with the city on the project. Extensive discussion facilitated by COP.E
organizers convinced NCUPFI to take on the project, but on one condi-
tion: the latter would exercise major control over project planning and
implementation. To accomplish this, NCUPTL designated COPE, the
partner NGO involved in their struggles since 1985, tO be the contracted
implementing agency. _

In those twenty years of community organizing, Naga City’s urban
poor had mastered the non_violent, demand approach to gaini-ng victories.
Their triumphs included secure Jand tenure on abandoned railroad tracks
long appropriated as residential sites or in alternative resettlement areas.
They now had electricity and potable water, along with organized }eadfer-
ship structures. Moreover, they had succeeded 1n getting local leglslatio'n
passed, notably the People Empowerment Ordinance of 1995, affirming their
participation rights in governance. This Ordinance also created tlf-le Naga
City NGO/PO Council, which enabled them to engage systematically in
policy reform. .

The proposed Naga City community micro-drainage project was en-
visioned as forging a dynamic new relationship between the NCUPFL,
the city government and the World Bank. Three poor baran.gays_ {urban
neighbourhood communities) were to benefic from the rehal?llitatlor.l and
de-clogging of existing canals, and the construction of micro-drainage
systems. The People’s Organizations that made up the community-generated
Federation insisted from the outset that as on-site residents, they were most
qualified to determine the layout of the new sewerage and drainage canal
network. This meant that any technical support provided by government
must defer to the communities’ local knowledge and preferences, and not
the other way around.

With COPE as its partner implementing agency and adviser, NCUPFL
worked out a technical training programme that brought in volunteer
professionals eager to transfer the needed knowledge and skills to lo?al
residents. Thus, by the time the drainage project began, the community
had already acquired a good grasp of the technical processes, adding greatly
to their self-confidence.

In due course, both the Naga City government and the World Bank
concurred with NCUPFI's position that COPE should initiate and manage
the bidding process for the technical consultants. COPE subsequently chose
local contractors willing to work in a participatory way that would enable
the people to learn by doing. As a result, a relationship that might have

B T et sundrome became agreeably collaborative.
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The engineers and other technical staft showed respect for commumnity
ideas, preferences and gueries; the POs, in tarn, felt comfortable working
with them. When it later emerged that certain technical recommendations
had to take precedence over the residents’ own choices, the latter deferred
gracefully. Experience had convinced them they could trust the technical
staff.

The next contentious issue arose when the World Bank informed the
informal settler households and COPE that the residents would be expected
to pay modest user-fees for services. The NCUPFI protested that its poor
constituents already lived a hand-to-mouth existence. Why should they
be expected to draw from their meagte incomes to pay for infrastructure
services when rich neighbourhoods seemed to receive these automatically
and without user-fee requirements!

The Bank insisted, nonetheless, on its no-subsidy, fee-for-services policy.
The NCUPFI then proposed an alternative scheme: the city government
should pay the user-fee costs! This was justified, they insisted, because the
expected rise in land values stemming from the people-generated project
improvements would add to the City’s coffers through increased investments,
heightened land values and higher taxation rates. 'The people proposed their
counterpart should be to pay for landfill for their individual house lots at
an average payment per household of P1,500, or $30.

They also argued that the city should take on responsibility for main-
tenance and add Pr million to develop other urban poor areas. In return,
the community agreed to share in the costs of garbage collection at a daily
household charge of P1 (2 US cents).

World Bank project staff agreed and then convinced Washington to agree.
Whether the arrangement will become standard for 2l community-driven
infrastructure projects in the Philippines remains to be seen. However,
because PhilSSA, the urban NGO network that channelled the funds from
the World Bank to NCUPF], is in touch with other collaborating NGO
members, the precedent set in Naga City may well be applied to them. Or,
what may be institutionalized is a willingness on the part of government
and the World Bank to negotiate with POs presenting alternative proposals.

The outcomes may turn out to be compatible not only with commumity

capacities but also with new orientations on the part of government and
the World Bank. Overall, the project’s sustainability through effective
community management will be affirmed.

The three barangays extol their upgraded neighbourhoods. Having
invested so much time and effort in this infrastructure improvement, the
residents have voluntarily moved into community maintenance. NCUPFI-
city government agreements are being implemented, and the POs express
confidence that if another such project comes along they can handle it.
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Progressive Naga City Mayor Jesse Robredo takes pride in the upgraded
sites and their effect on increasing land values and an enhanced tax base.
They symbolize his conviction that participatory governance approaches are
advantageoiss to local administrators. As for the World Bank, its representa-
tives enjoy the satisfaction of having brought greater flexibility into their
standard practices and of knowing that they have worked out practical ways
of promoting participatory community-driven development.

Forming a global NGO funding system

Case 2: The Philippine-Misereor Partnership. Stakeholders: Philippine
NGOs/POs, Misereor.

Misereor, the German Catholic Bishops Fund for Development, has
for many decades been a major donor to NGOs and Church Social
Action groups (SAs) in the Philippines. In keeping with its worldwide
re-examination of donor—recipient relations in the 1990s as well as its long
experience with NGOs.and SAs in the Philippines, Misereor proposed to
its local grantees that they explore new and more egalitarian modes of
relating to one another.

Both donor and recipients recognized that because decisions on funding
NGO/SA requests were made in Aachen, Philippine development priorities
were in effect being determined by Misereor officials. Conscientious German
programme officers were disturbed at this hierarchical arrangement and the
implicit dependency it appeared to be imposing on effective and highly
motivated Filipino NGO and SA workers. The proposal from Misereor
also traced its roots to the long-standing and broader NGO—donor debate
on equity and trust in that relationship.

There is a sizeable amount of funding to the Philippines coming from
foreign donots. A 1998 study of bilateral grant assistance revealed that in
the period 1986 to 1996, Psoo million (US§1o million) was turned over
annually to NGOs and POs. In 1989, 9.1 per cent of all bilateral grants
went directly to NGOs (Songco, 2002, citing CODE-NGO, 1998). Aldaba
et al. highlight some of the consequences:

This has created both opportunities and dangers for Philippine NGOs. While
the funds facilitate significant enlargement of NGO activities, they have also
distorted the pace and process of NGO development. NGOs had to devote more
time in building their absorptive capacities (sometimes leading to bureaucratic
structures); competition over funds has affected NGO to NGO relations; larger
NGO budgets have eroded the voluntary nature and ‘social change’ orientation
of NGQs. {Aldaba et al., 1992: i)

Numerous meetings and conferences over the years have tackled various
facets of this problem in an attempt to create new and more egalitarian
systems. After discussing a number of options, including opening a Misereor
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office in Manila and a local decision-making consortium, an innovative
institution, the Philippine Misereor Partnership (PMP) emerged. As of
2006 the PMP has fifteen subregional clusters, covering 276 NGO/Social
Action grant recipients, now called ‘partners’. A wide range of activities is
under way, with the NGO/SAs being the action partners and Misereor the
funding-support partner (Philippine-Misereor Partnership 2005}.

The projects in 2006 featured wide-ranging activities:

+ Community organizing — agrarien reform farmers, urban poor settlers,
indigenous people, pastoral concerns;

» Sectoral organizing — informal workers, youth, women, migrants;

s Capability building — education, literacy, information, technical skills, out-
of-school youth training, leadership, management, volunteer formation,
organic farming, workshops;

> Service provision — legal/paralegal, agricultural extension, consulting,
medical/dental, disability rehabilitation, special protection for women,
children and youth;

*  Socio-economic activities — livelihood, resource building, micro-finance,
cooperatives, tenure security, land acquisition through community
mortgage schemes, low-cost housing, participatory relocation for high-
risk-zone residents;

*  Neiworking and linkaging — government-NGOs-POs linkaging, network
and federation building, PO to PO organizing;

*  Ouganizational development — project development, proposal preparation,
planning, management, monitoring, evaluation, participatory social map-
ping, natural resouirces management, solid waste management, agriculture
and fisheries development, costal resources management, research and
documentation, participatory action research, publication;

»  Advocacy - policy, research, sustainable agriculture, land rights, anti-
mining, environment, area development, renewable energy, sanitation,
alternative health, justice and peace, peace building and peace education,
wood governance, rural democratization, indigenous people’s rights and

‘ancestral domain claims, gender mainstreaming.

" The NGQO/SA leaders in each of the fifteen geographical clusters meet
half-yearly, taking turns hosting the meetings. Together they identify com-
mon concerns, share experiences and clarify priorities. Leaders feed back
cluster discussions to their member groups wpon returning to their hoine
communities, as well as to a three-person secretariat in Manila. The latter
promotes communication and networking among the fifteen clusters. It also
organizes semni-annual National Coordinating Council (NCC) meetings,
with three elected representatives of the three main island regions (Luzon,
Visayas and Mindanao) serving as conveners.
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Strongly emphasized at the NCC meetings is ‘the primacy of the
cluster’. This principle affirms the sub-regional cluster’s prerogative o
decide on.its own local or subregional priorities. The members can also
opt to extend their preferences by proposing one or two programmes that

the entire Partnership might want to take on. Examples of the latter are

active partnership projects on the peace process, gender mainstreaming, and

anti-mining action and advocacy.
Since the Germany-based Misereor programme officer participates in

the NCC, at which the final decisions at the Philippine end are taken, any
problems in the proposal have already been worked out by the time s/he
recommends it to the Misereor board. The sub-regional composition of the
NCC also forestalls attempts by ‘Colonial Manil®’ NGO/SAs to dominate
network planning,

The Misereor programme officer combines NCC participation with
sermi-annual field visits to various NGO/ SA locations. Attending subregional
meetings, listening to and discussing cluster repotts of local concerns and
activities at the NCC, give her a better grasp of the issues and nuances
undetlying programme thrusts. The debate also offers insights into the
socio-political situations that affect NGO/SA operations in specific cluster
arcas. This gives her a distinct advantage in Germany when she bas to review
partner proposals and make project recommendations to the board.

Issues brought to the NCC from the clusters for discussion and review
have included extending PMP membership beyond NGOs to People’s
Organizations (POs); secking stronger support for grassroots orgamzing
from social action directors, parish priests, and bishops; and clarifying the
rationale for PMP participation in political protests and electoral politics.
PMP nationwide programimes opposing mining and promoting peace
processes in Mindanao have strongly influenced these political stances.
The 2006 NCC meeting held in Mindanao, with numerous NGO/SA
partner groups, six bishops and three Misereor officials from Germany in
attendance, listened to the two consultants’ evaluation report on the PMP
and endorsed its recommendations. These generally affirmed the viability
of the partnership structure.

The significance of the long consultative process for developing locally
generated priorities and egalitarian relationships lies in the building of
trust, not only between the donor and NGO/SA partners, but within the
NGO/SA communities themselves. Some social action workers now express
a greater sense of ease working with NGOs than with those bishops or
parish priests who display a limited understanding of grassroots realities.
Accordingly, NGOs with their secular identity and Social Action groups
with their religious underpinnings have re-established ties of common cause
hrouch the PMP. Misereor’s responsiveness to going beyond project fund-
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:jng tlo uvnderwriting networking processes and pariner-wide programmes
\ ;::f; :;fcfisbzf l;l;lz ;JI\(/:[}I?S and SAs has made a significant contribution to

Misereor’s understanding of Philippine and developing country priorities
and concerns has been profoundly affected by the Partnership. To conve
to qermans the everyday meanings of development and faith ;aspeciaﬂ ilz
.reiatu?n to poverty in developing countries and equity at th(; globai ]es;el
}t p(i:?zc])ﬁlcally invites selected NGO and SA leaders to Germany. Prospect;
o i i i i .
h:;, 61111) elerlllgg(r};zrlga:;hv:;ti do-rclmary Asians, Africans and Latin Americans

_Under discussion are ways in which Philippine NGO/SAs can hel
Misereor a‘fﬁrm the partnership principle as relevant to its programines OP
other continents, and possibly for other donor agencies to emulate. The PME
may, therefore, serve as a new model not only for Misercor ap -roaches i
o.ther countries, but also in other donor foundations. Although thtl: final de 5
sions on funding are still made in Aachen at the insistence of the NGO/ ;;
partners, they are based on informed tripartite discussions. Critena for project
approval are developed by the action partners, with German pro farrfme
officers participating through field visits and consultative meetings ¢

'.I'}-le PMP has thus succeeded in transforming an initially unequa'l donor
recipient relationship into a gennine Global Partnership. Flexibility, re ula;
interaction, on-the-ground knowledge, and mutual respect form l,:hegb i
of this impressive new relationship. o

Creating an NGO-controlled Filipino funding institution

ga;e 3: Poverty Eradication and Alleviation Certificates — PEACe Bonds
Bta ;h(o:lders: CQDE—NGO, Peace and Equity Foundation, Rizal Commercial
ank Corporation, RCBC Capital
Hank Cori apital, Bureau of the Treasury, Department
By the lat.e 19903, the love affair between external donors and NGO/POs
Kaj iWf:_ake]:ung. With the notable exception of Japan, foreign donors, whao
. adk.awshed funds on NGQOs/POs to support grassroots development, equity
and, empowerment programmes in the late 1980s and 1990s, had begun
shiftlng tbelr international grant-making to eastern EBurope and Africa
'tII;he% 1:l;fxlf,ﬂﬂﬁ‘ed their shifting priorities on the basis of comparative need as:
e Philippines was considered a2 ‘middle-level’ developi 1
Development Bank, 1999: 56). cloping country (Rsian
The NGO argument that the economists’ statistical averages actually
goncealed massive poverty and growing economic disparities — and there-
ore called for continuing external support — increasingly fell on deaf ears

Many Philippine NGO ; PO
dichand, ppine s were forced to scale down their activities or even




