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Summary

In the context of growing economic, social and foxdi polarisation between and within
countries both North and South, this study addeegsequestion as to whether new
forms of participatory governance, in the formlué Poverty Reduction Strategy
Programme (PRSP) process in Malawi, and Sociah®aship in Ireland, have the

potential to engage multiple development discoursed if so, under what conditions.

Developing a theoretical framework to uncover tneciures and dynamics
underpinning both processes over time, the stuglylights the interaction of domestic
and global political cultures within both processéiss argued that state actors, focused
on ‘spinning’ participation to attract foreign irstenent, while simultaneously
contracting civil society ‘partners’ in managing tfallout of the state’s economic
globalisation project, are not seeking to engaghipheldevelopment discourses. The
potential for such transformative participationhiit both processes therefore rests with

civil society actorsresponding to the mandates of their constituents.

The study identifies a key enabler in this regaréh@ing ‘communication without’ or
public awareness raising, with this enhancing Wigjtand public debate on both the
developmental outcomes of the respective processikthe agency and actions of
actors therein. While both processes are charseteby many similarities, a key

difference in the area of communication is ideatfi While in Ireland, where domestic

L While civil society encompasses a wide spherévif actors, the term is narrowly employed in this
study to refer to organisations engaged in botlgsses under investigation — MEJN and its member
organisations in Malawi, and members of Socialrfaship’s Community and Voluntary Pillar in
Ireland.

Vii



legacies of a hierarchical, authoritarian politicalture facilitate state and civil society
actors in disciplining participants within the liiprocess and stifling public debate, in
Malawi, these national disciplining legacies haeerbchallenged. The study
demonstrates how, in Malawi, global influencespamticular as mediated through
global informational networks, have played a sigatifit part in stimulating critical

public debate, thereby transforming cultural legaciThese influences have resulted in
the dominant organisation within the Malawian pssctapping into the diversity of
Malawian civic life, thereby raising challengest®own form of leadership, and

potentially transforming participation within itational development process.
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Chapter One

Introduction

1.1 Participatory governance: Moving beyond the develoment
impasse

Development is in trouble. Successive waves @dsd policies, programmes and
financial transfersover the past fifty years have yielded meagrelt®$or many of the
world’s most marginalised peoples. Much of Asiaagd to have been hit by ‘crisis’,
Latin America has experienced a ‘lost decade oéliggment’, Russia and Eastern
Europe are experiencing the ‘travails of transitiarhile Africa has been completely
‘marginalised’ from the global development proc@2ayne, 2001). While living
conditions, prospects and opportunities have imguider some people within these
regions, many others have been cut off — econotyjcicially and politically. Many

of these marginalised people, communities and grewg to be found in Africa, where
poverty — in all its dimensions — continues to .ri§ever fifty years on from the self-
proclaimed ‘golden age of development’ (Singer,9,38ohler, 1995) some 300 million
African people, almost half the continent’s popialiat survive on less than $1 a day
(UNDP, 2006: 269). With the growing marginalisatiand sense of powerlessness this
engenders, global development thinking and pratiisecome to be characterised more

by ‘impasse’ (Schuurman, 1993, Booth, 1994) thastesnable achievement.

While, in Ireland, exuberant accounts of the ‘@eltiger’ phenomenon paint a
somewhat different picture, their triumphalist brisfrokes mask an underlying canvas
of more complex hues. The rapid rise in economevth since the 1990s has been

accompanied by a rise in both income inequality sowdal exclusion (NESC, 2005a,

! An estimated US$ 100 billion in aid was investeatidwide in 2005 alone (World Bank, 2007).



Hardiman, 2004, Kirby, 2003, 2002, Allen, 2000)ccaunts of growing levels of drug
and alcohol addiction (NACD/DAIRU, 2007), risingroe and violence (CSO, 2037)
homelessness (Dublin Simon Community, 2007), stagsmental health problems
(HSE, 2007) reveal a society where all is certaimdywell, and where the underlying
model of development, while undoubtedly bringingsantial benefits to some, has

failed, and badly failed, many others.

That something is wrong is widely acknowledgedhia global context. The relevance
of development studies to the everyday lived riealibf people on the ground has been
guestioned and debated by practitioners and theailike (see for example Edwards,
1989, 1994, Booth, 1994) and the concept of devetoy itself, as privileging

particular forms of knowledge and notions of pregtehas come under critique from a
diverse range of post-development theorists (farmgde Sachs, 1992, Escobar, 1995,
and Rahnema, 1997). In Ireland however, whilegtye between rich and poor widens
and social exclusion deepens, the holy grail oetijpment — economic growth —
remains largely uncontested within public discourééhereas globally since the 1970s,
although analyses certainly vary, development hageih from a narrowly economic
conception to one which embodies also social, ipalitcultural and environmental
dimensions, in Ireland thinking on development remmdargely unchanged since the
Whitaker report of 1958, with the concept remainexgely synonymous with export-
led economic growth. It would appear that the glatmnsensus on the inadequacy of
the ‘trickle down’ model (see Todaro, 1994: 154-1h&s failed to trickle through to

Ireland.

2 See also O’Halloran, Marie, “Last Year ‘bloodiasid most violent' in State’s historyThe Irish Times,
Thursday, October'4 2007



What is to be done? Accepting what both experiemtepost-development theorists
have taught us — that a universal model of devedoyirdoes not translate effectively to
specific political, social and cultural conditiorsvhere do we turn to from here? There
is an urgency to this question. While we debatktarorise, critique and counter-
critique, life for many people around the world;liding Ireland, is characterised by

growing marginalisation, immiseration and, for souhespair.

Given what we now know, that universal models dovmark for all — indeed they
deepen social and political exclusion for manyeréehis clearly a need for spaces
wherein visions and aspirations of development tviiefit specific times, peoples and
places may be imagined, articulated and debatedwaerein the people most
adversely affected by development models promutjeielate might be afforded a
voice. Where might such spaces be found? Whiteesanalysts point to the need for
deliberative spaces away from proponents of theimm paradigms of development —
for example the World Social Forum — arguably mdirect and immediate results are
likely to be obtained through direct engagemenhstate authorities and traditional
decision makers. Spaces for such direct engagemegnbe found in the range of new
participatory institutions of governance which haeene to characterise contemporary
governance globally. Variously described as pidiory governance (Newman,
2005), multi-governance (Bang, 2004), joined-upegoance (Reddel, 2004), co-
governance (Kooiman, 2003, Dean, 2007) or networemance (Bogason and Musso,
2006, Sorenson, 2006, 2002, Sorenson and Torfl@p, Zlriantafillou, 2004), within
such arrangements the role of the state is descabeshifting from that of 'governing’
through direct forms of control, to that of ‘govance’, in which it collaborates with a

wide range of civil actors in networks that cutass the public, private and voluntary



sectors, and operate across different levels asidecmaking (Kooiman, 2003).
Underpinning these governance arrangements isythew ubiquitous concept of
participation, together with its equally ubiquitagister concept, partnership. The idea
is that, through state-led ‘partnership’ with a#izgroups, more voices might be
brought to the development table in an effort intJg identify, discuss and address

specific developmental challenges.

Since the mid-1990s, such processes have incréasimige to characterise Irish
political life, both nationally, through Social Paership — a national development
process initially designed as primarily a capitdddur agreement, but now with a
greatly broadened remit covering an ever widenamge of development policy, and
locally, through area-based partnerships and gnership-based arrangements
(Hardiman, 2002a, Larkin, 2004b, Forde, 2004). #/giobally, participatory
governance has a longer history and has, overdbadds, emerged as a central concept
underpinning development practice and theory inyn@ost-colonial countries
(Gaventa and Valderrama, 1999, Cornwall and Gay@0@l, Cooke and Kothari,
2001, Hickey and Mohan, 2004). Claims have evemlmade that participatory
processes constitute a ‘new paradigm’ within glatelelopment (Chambers, 1997),
and the concept of participation underpins theonati development Poverty Reduction
Strategy Programme (PRSP) process introduced bytrel Bank in 1999 as a

condition of debt relief and continued funding i@pseventy countries worldwide.

Participatory governance processes, in theory thereseem to offer potential spaces
where multiple conceptions and discourses of dgveént, representing the

experiences, analyses and aspirations of a widgerahcitizens, including the most



marginalised, may be debated and discussed. Howevevill be seen in the following
Section (1.2), participation means very differdmgs to different people, and the
prospect of participatory governance arrangeméniz;actice, offering such a space for
competing development discourses is by no meansugieeed. It is entirely dependent
on the understanding and use of participation byra@ngaged in and around
participatory processes. Therefore, in order tm@re whether participatory
institutions of governance do offer spaces to eagiyelopmental alternatives — the
central preoccupation of this thesis — it is neagsto explore the understanding and
use of participation by actors engaged in and atdbese institutions. How exactly

this may be done is explored in Section 1.2 below.

1.2 Participation contested

Despite its global ubiquity, participation remaamsontested concept between and
within disciplines, meaning different things tofdifent actors, often including those
examining or engaged in the same ‘participatorgcpsses. Historically, the concept
has been used in a range of ways, from enablingl@¢o gain political agency and
wield influence over the context and directiontit lives, to its employment as a
means of maintaining social control and neutradiginlitical opposition (Cornwall and
Brock, 2005). These competing currents continufiwicontemporary discourses and
practices of participation. While some understpadicipation to mean consultation
with a select constituency, others harbour expectaiof engaging a range of different
perspectives moving toward a system of joint deaisnaking with a wide range of
‘partners’. While some see it as an instrumeimiall for gaining legitimacy and
material support for particular interventions, athgee it as a political mechanism

which, affording agency to heretofore marginaligeaups, offers the potential to



transform societal relations and developmentaktiva. Definitionally defiant and
politically ambiguous, participation, its ‘partneoncept, partnership, and the
governance processes they underpin, offer spattew/irich a range of meanings can be
invested, frameworks of development explored, ayehdas and forms of agency
pursued. This ambiguity has formed the basis fmoaving literature on the subject
which, polarised between rejecting participatiorithg new tyranniy(Cooke and

Kothari, 2001) and exploring its transformativegital (Hickey and Mohan, 2004),
highlights the need for further research and tlsadion into the structural dynamics of,

and actor’s agency within, such processes.

Perhaps a useful starting point in exploring theesgested conceptions of participation
and participatory processes is the distinction wigimerges within the literature
between concepts of participation focused on ougc@nd concepts focused on
process. While the former perspective focuse®lgrgn issues of efficiency and
effectiveness of particular policy interventiortse tatter engages with issues of power
and inclusion, seeing empowerment of heretoforegmalised groups and peoples as
an end in itself within participatory processe$e3e different perspectives correspond
to the different agendas and interests of partitigaagents, thereby drawing attention
to the salience of agency in determining the fofmpaoticipation which takes place.
This distinction is captured neatly in a typologvdloped by White (1996 — in
Cornwall, 2002a) as outlined in Table 1.2 belowudifferent forms of participation
are presented, from nominal through to transfoweatiogether with the benefits these
confer on the different actors. In addition, tligeative for policy makers of invoking

particular forms of participation is also presentethe typology is as follows:



Table 1.2: A Typology of Participation (wWhite, 1996, after Cornwall 2002a)

Form of What What What
Participation ‘participation’ ‘participation’ ‘participation’ is for
means to the means for those on
implementing the receiving end
agency
Nominal Legitimisation —to | Inclusion — to retain | Display
show they are doing| some access to
something potential benefits
Instrumental Efficiency — to limit | Cost — of time spent | As a means to
funder’s input, draw | on project-related achieving cost
on community labour and other effectiveness and
contributions and activities local facilities

make projects more
cost-effective

Representative Sustainability — to Leverage — to To give people a
avoid creating influence the shape | voice in determining
dependency the project takes and their own

its management development
Transformative Empowerment —to | Empowerment —to | Both as a means and

strengthen people’s | be able to decide andan end, a continuing
capabilities to take | act for themselves | dynamic

decisions and act for
themselves

Within this typologynominal participation is presented as representing lititee than
a display of action on the part of policy-makeParticipants stand to gain by possibly
retaining access to some services or benefitsrtitpkar policy actions. Such a form is
seen as legitimising the action of policy makdrstrumental participation aims at
reducing costs of specific policy initiatives byadiing on participants’ own resources.
This form of participation represents a potentaihgo participants in the hope of
obtaining new and/or improved services and faediti This form, although sometimes
characterised as ‘partnership’, does not necegsamifer on participants the right to
negotiate. In White’s typology the focus is onrtessing participants’ own resources.
Representativg@articipation moves on to a more political levéleseby participants
begin to find a space to influence the design aridames of policy initiatives. The

benefits to participants are clear in that theywgaime power and influence over the



final outcomes. This form also benefits policy mekas increasing involvement of
participants in the design, as well as in the im@atation of policy initiatives, offers
more likelihood of higher levels of effectivenessgplicy action together with
sustainability in outcome. Finally within Whitetygpology, transformative

participation takes the concept and practice tahardevel whereby participation is
seen as an end in itself, as well as a means tevpaility design and implementation.
The focus of participation at this level is on papiants themselves, consolidating and
enhancing their own capacities and abilities tattéve agents in their own

development, ultimately leading to their own empowent.

White’s typology, although deriving from localisptbject-based contexts, is useful to
an analysis of participation within broader goverreprocesses in two principal
respects. First, it highlights a distinction bed¢weparticipation focused on policy
outcomes — be that enhancing legitimacy (nomiedticiency (instrumental), and/or
sustainability (representative), and participafimcused on the outcome of the process
itself (transformation) whereby the focus is on empring the actors involved to plan
their own futures and scope is provided for muttigiscourses of development.
Second, it highlights the importance of agencywilg attention to the different
agendas of different actors. White’s typology éstaps a little misleading in one
respect however. The horizontal alignment of tiffeid@nt forms of participation with
specific agendas of different actors suggests aggaeon each between all actors. This
is certainly not always the case, with the formaoig anticipated outcome of
participation often contested by different actorthim the same process. While the
typology presented perhaps misses this important,gbnonetheless proves useful in

highlighting a number of different forms of parpation, and drawing attention to the



competing outcomes and agendas of different asteadved. The potential of
participatory governance institutions and arrangem# engage multiple discourses
therefore lies in the form of participation pursue@ach case. Employing White’s
typology, only representative and transformativen® of participation offer potential

for engaging multiple discourses.

Debates on the practice and potential of partimpatave developed in tandem with its
gradual incursion into developmental governancéiwitwo disparate bodies of
literature, development studies and political soégpublic administration respectively.
Although pursuing their debates in isolation (nossrreferencing is apparent across the
two literatures), both highlight a number of comntbemes and have independently
arrived at a common point, placing participationh&t centre of evolving governance
arrangements and shifting relationships betwedr atad civil society globally. Both

literatures are examined below.

1.2.1 Participation and development studies: ‘Tyrany’ or ‘transformation’?

Early forms of participation in countries of thelal South post-independence tended
to mirror early forms within community developmeémtreland (see for example
Collins, 2002, Kellagher and Whelan, 1992 for med#lcommunity development in
Ireland) in that they focused on community parttipn in local self-help development
initiatives which were largely unconnected to thdew policy environment (Gaventa
and Valderrama, 1999, Cornwall and Gaventa, 200hyough strengthened
participation of the communities it was hoped #@ngencies and service providers would
be better able to understand their needs and mtrap® thereby contributing towards

more effective and responsive services more fiaglyned to local needs. The



perceived benefits of participation at this leveinivbeyond increased service
efficiencies however. Cornwall (2002), noting himamany ex-colonies the templates
for many of these local institutions were alreadylace through the decentralised
governance structures set up to administer inditdetduring the colonial period,
describes how the colonial strategy was that defasy participation in self-help
initiatives as a way to save government money estdfivdemands for services, and
counter opposition to the regime. Cornwall clatimet this strategy continues in many
of the same countries today. This view is echgeAdkerman (2004) who claims
“participation is usually seen to be important irssdds it reduces government costs
and responsibilitie€s(2004: 447). And so, concepts of participatieare, and in many
cases continue to be, in White’s terms, instrunefdeused on the off-loading of
service delivery and management to NGOs and contgngroups, or on convincing

local residents to donate voluntary labour or malgr

In more recent decades however, coinciding witkermnced focus on Western
agendas of ‘good governance’ and accountabilifg, argued that a shift has occurred
towards a more political model, broadening parttign to include searches for more
direct ways through which citizens may influenceeymments and hold them
accountable (Gaventa and Valderrama, 1999). Tiheipal elements of this shift from
what may be characterised as a largely instrumemtdkel to a more political and

transformative one have been outlined as follows:

From To

Beneficiary Citizen

Project Policy
Consultation Decision-making
Appraisal Implementation
Micro Macro

Gaventa and Valderrama, 1999
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According to Gaventa and Valderrama’s analysigjgpants have moved from being
passive beneficiaries of development interventibesg informed and consulted at the
outset, to playing a more active role, engagingitizens in the process. The shift has
seen participants share in decision-making andrbedovolved in implementation and,
in many cases, in monitoring, of the agreed intetiea. In tandem with this shift in
participation, localised micro-projects have begpiaced with an emphasis on wider,
macro policy-based interventions, what are knowdewelopment circles as SWAPs
(sectoral wide approach programmes). While GavanthValderrama (1999) rather
optimistically point toward the transformative pati@l of this shift, the degree to which
participants influence policymakers remains unclaad the shift, if in fact representing
a shift at all, may in fact constitute a move mieards a representative form of
participation as outlined by White (1996) rathaarita transformative one. Any
conclusive characterisation of this developmentireg a closer examination of the
processes, and levels of influence of the diffeeators within the different processes

involved, such as that carried out in this study.

While quietly expanding its reach within developmpractice since the mid-1980s, it is
only in recent years (with the possible exceptibthe Participation Working Group in
the Institute for Development Studies in Sussea) éhgrowing debate on the merits or
otherwise of participation as a broad approacthoticy making has begun to emerge in
the development studies literature. A provocayiwititled 2001 collection (the first
main publication devoted to the theni&grticipation — The New Tyranny€ooke and
Kothari, 2001), focusing on participation as preed in participatory rural appraisals
(PRAS), has captured much of the critical debatbeénarea.Tyranny’scritique focuses

on the criticism that so-called participatory agmioes have often failed to engage with
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issues of power and politics and have instead bedargely technical approaches to
development, in the process depoliticising whatathors assert to be an explicitly
political process. More specific charges withia tollection include the assertion that
so-called participatory approaches are carriedwitiitan insufficiently sophisticated
understanding of how power operates and is cotetifjand of how empowerment can
occur (Kothari, 2001, Mosse, 2001), an inadequatierstanding of the role of
structure and agency in social change (Cleaver]2@Mhd a dominance of
methodological individualism which obscures an gsialof what makes participation

difficult for marginalised groups in the first pe¢Francis, 2001).

Provocative in both title and content, thgrannycollection crystallised many of the
issues of concern to commentators and practiticalées, re-igniting debate in the area,
and providing the impetus for a more optimistidection published in 2004.
Participation: From Tyranny to Transformatidilickey and Mohan, 2004) agrees with
Tyranny’scentral charge that participatory development ligendailed to engage with
issues of power and politics, but contends thakwneeds to be done in this area with a
view to transforming practices and approacHesunderstanding the ways in which
participation relates to existing power structuaasd political systems provides the
basis for moving towards a more transformatory agmwh to development, one which is
rooted in the exercise of broadly defined citizgoisif2004: 5). Noting that much
commentary, both laudatory and critical, on theessf participation to date has tended
to focus on Participatory Rural Appraisals (PRAating them as the definitive form
of participation (2004: 5), the collection arguleattthe real debates should now be
situated more widely in the area of governancethadittendant division of labour

between public and civic spherés.. real contests remain concerning the form that
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development and democracy, state and civil soaety,and should take, concerning
how to theorise the role of agency within debates development and governance”
(2004: 10). The empirical findings of this studgke a direct contribution to these real

debates.

Specifically, theTyranny to Transformatiooollection argues that participatory
approaches must engage with development as anlyindgrrocess rather than a series
of technical approaches, thereby broadening tredise on participation by building
on existing forms of agency (Masaki, 2004, Waddingaind Mohan, 2004). Masaki’s
contribution to the volume, combining structuratigrost-structural accounts of power,
draws attention to how individuals may (re)makesuind (re)constitute institutions
and conversely, how institutions can shape indzidictions (Masaki, 2004). Both
Bebbington’s and Vincent's contributions problersatihe issue of agency, taking issue
with Escobar (1995, 2000) and other post-developitinemrist’s insistence on localities
or local communities as unproblematised sites siktence. The writers argue that this
view fails to take into account issues of ineqyadit power and wealth, and the forms
of political action these engender within thesess{Bebbington, 2004, Vincent, 2004).
Other contributions to the volume explore underditags of space as a social construct
(Cornwall, 2004), as well as examining the issueepfesentation (Mitlin, 2004,

Gaventa 2004, and Browne, 2004 (in relation to PRSP

Both theTyrannyand theTyranny to Transformatiooollections have re-inserted issues
of power, politics, structure and agency into thbate, lifting theories and conceptions
of participation out of the narrow methodologicghigrametered confines of PRAs and

placing them within a wider theoretical contexgolvernance and democracy. In doing
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so, both collections explicitly draw from a transfative framework. Many of these
theoretical advances within international develophiigerature converge with recent
advances within Western political science/publimadstration literature on emerging
forms of governance, which have also begun to emgath issues of participation and

agency. ltis to this literature that we now turn.

1.2.2 Participation and political science: Govermig participation

Recently, theoretical consideration has been gioghe issue of participation within a
range of political science literature focusing lalgaon emerging forms of governance
and, more specifically, within the UK, on such farof governance associated with the
‘third sector’. The roots of this literature liea number of areas. Reddel (2004) traces
its origins within both theories of public sectefarm through the 1990’s in many
Western countries whereithe euphemism that ‘governments should steer ahcbno
became the mantra of public choice propone(®604: 133), in tandem with the re-
emergence of ‘community’ as a critical space fdigyadormulation and political

activity. A series of studies in the 1980s and0k98emonstrated how different social
and political actors interacted in public policyrfaulation, moving towards the
articulation of new forms of governance (Marsh &ibdes, 1992, Kooiman, 1993,
Rhodes, 1996). Studies since this time have katge¢n instrumentally focused -
describing these emerging processes in terms wfithpact on policy outcomes.

While many commentators (e.g. Sorenson, 2002, Kanjr003, Bang, 2004) put
forward a more instrumental relationship betweevegoament and citizens within the
context of these emerging forms of governance, e focus is on enhancing the
efficiency and effectiveness of policy and servjdgsddel’'s analysis (2004) posits a

more active citizen engagement in policy formulatmd implementation through the
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agency of ‘community’, from which more innovativesponses (than those traditionally
put forward by both state and market) to sociaigyahnd programmes might come.
Interestingly Reddel’s proposals, coming from Aaké and influenced by
developments in joined-up governance in the UKyrgjly resonate with those of
Powell and Geoghegan (2006) who, discussing thegameand future roles of the
community sector in Ireland, also posit an actide for communities in the country’s
future development policy. It should be noted hesvehat, while Reddel’s proposals
are located within the frame of emerging forms @fernance, positing a role far.an
active state and engaged civil society comprisimgipeture of democratic institutions
and networks...[Reddel, 2004: 138), Powell and Geoghegan explicgject
institutions of partnership and those of joinedyopernance in the UK, advocating
instead that communities serve as an alternatiligégadb site for the development of a

social left and a space where counter-publics rioayish.

While public administration literature on new forwisgovernance draws from the area
of public sector reform, political scientists emptbe term as a descriptor of the
increasingly diverse polity that they observe bt@ader level. Within political science
circles where, since the 1980s, it has been resedrhat political decision-making is
not confined to the formal structures of governm@&itodes, 1994, 1996), concerns
have been raised about the democratic legitimacyofi arrangements (Held, 1989).
This is a concern which has also been raised iedhéext of Ireland’s Social
Partnership (O’ Cinnéide, 1999). Given the faettin diverse forms, such governance
arrangements abound, these concerns highlightethé to examine in more detail how

they relate to, and interact with, existing poétiastitutions.
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Looking at the potential of these new forms of gaaace for transformatory
participation, the contributions of a number of pdsvelopment theorists have also
something to offer. Commentators on the post-agraknt debate have argued that it
presents an opportunity to bring politics back idéwelopment, (Pieterse 1998, Munck,
2000, Gibson- Graham, 2004). Ziai (2004) explcé#tgues that “.sceptical post-
development could be seen as a manifesto of radaabcracy in the field of
‘development’ policy and thedry2004: 1057). And so, perhaps a somewhat unfikel

alignment of post development theory with politisaience literature may be discerned.

An important point to note is that questions ofafiénce, dissent and conflict
highlighted in some of the development literatusedssed above, as well as within
Gramscian theory and social movement literatueeyarely addressed in the public
administration literature on new forms of goverrantlewman et g2004), in an
empirical examination of new forms of governancéhi UK, argue that such questions
have much to contribute to the development of guwmece theory, and to the
development of new, and perhaps more challengingSof collaborative governance
appropriate to complex and diverse societies. paist is also made by Reddel (2004)
who highlights the dangers in an overly generalsszbunt of the place of networks in
social governance, noting that power differentidierences between state and civil

society networks, and the diversity of networksuiegjcareful attention (2004: 137).

Surveying the literature from the field of publidrainistration, it becomes clear that
much writing on participatory or networked formsgaivernance to date has been of a
descriptive nature, with the focus on identifyingladlemonstrating co-governance

arrangements within different (Northern) countaesl within different policy fields.
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Sorenson (2005), asserting thagtwork politics is here to stay(2005: 198) calls for
“a second generation of governance network reséaf@@05: 206) to focus more
explicitly on how such participatory processes rhaygoverned. Specific issues
requiring further research highlighted in the htierre include the processes / norms
which underlie new governance processes (Trialuafik004, Bogason and Musso,
2006), the diversity and power differentials betawgeoups (Reddel, 2004), the
diversity of discourses and how these might be tigtgal (Rosell, 2004, Sorenson,
2006), and the linkages between these processesxatithg political institutions

(Sorenson, 2005).

Notwithstanding the apparent fact that both litera$ have developed in isolation from
each other, it is clear that the burgeoning palitscience / public administration
literature on new, potentially more participativerhs of governance converges with
that of development studies in a way that placesggaation firmly within the context
of evolving governance arrangements and shiftifgiomships between state and civil
society globally. Having identified this broadusitional context, both literatures
highlight a range of areas requiring more in-degttidy and examination in order to
advance the debate from the abstract to the moreret®, exploring conditions and

enablers for more transformatory participation.

Contributions from development studies highligte tieed for further work within the
areas of power, politics, and the links betweemncstire and popular agency, with
particular emphasis on how more marginalised gronight be involved in such
processes (representation). Empirical lacunadeeffects of participatory processes

have been highlighted and studies in this areaalted for. Contributions from the
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field of public administration focus more closely both institutional arrangements for
such processes and the role of the state thefesecond generation of governance
research has been called for, with topics includiimther work on the norms and
processes underpinning new forms of governancedakio account power
differentials and diversity, the implications ofcbuprocesses for state agency, and the
linkages between such processes and existinggaolitistitutions. Taken together,
both literatures, focusing on new forms of goven®as potential sites of participation,
highlight the interaction between structure andnageand the importance of power,
drawing attention to a number of issues requirintghier examination. These may be
summarised as follows:

* Institutional frameworks, norms and processesaat plithin new forms of

governance

* Power and discourse

« Communications and decision making

* Representation and agency

» Linkages to broader political institutions, praescand cultures
Combined in this manner, the issues raised witbth bteratures provide a framework
from which we can proceed to examine the tyranrdealgers and/or transformatory
potentials of participatory processes. Employinghsa framework, this study analyses
two national development processes — the Poverdu®mn Strategy Process (PRSP)
in Malawi and Social Partnership in Ireland. Bptbcesses involve non-governmental
organisations (NGOs) whose mandate is to repregpeaific marginalised groups
within Malawian and Irish society, thereby potelyigransforming participation within

the two processes through the introduction of mpldtdevelopment discourses. This

study explores the extent to which this has occuared the factors contributing to this.
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1.3 Malawi’'s PRSP/MGDS and Ireland’s Social Partneship

1.3.1 Malawi's PRSP

The immediate context for the development of PgvBeduction Strategy Papers
(PRSPs), which constitute mid to long-term natiatetelopment plans aligned to
national budgets, was the decision by internatioreditors to grant debt relief to a
number of indebted countries. This necessitate@ehanism for the disbursement of
released funds. PRSPs were devised by the Worldd Bad IMF in September 1999 as
a condition of qualification for their debt reliphckage, the Highly Indebted Poor
Country Initiative (HIPC). PRSPs were also develbm the context of plans within
the World Bank for greater coordination of dondemrentions (Thin, 2001, Booth,
2003), and the idea of the PRSP came rapidly &ebe (by the Boards of the IMF and
the World Bank) as having the potential to servéhasoverarching country-level policy
document to serve as a framework for all aid fl§@Bl, 2004). PRSPs are now a
precondition of aid from the IMF and World Bank fdf countries, and are relevant to
over seventy low-income countries with around dmedtof the world's population

(IMF/World Bank, 2002).

According to the IMF and the World Bank, PRSPstased on six core principles.
They should be:

» Results-oriented, including targets for povertyuetn

» Comprehensive, integrating macro-economic, strattsectoral and social
elements

» Country-driven, representing a consensual view

» Participatory, with all relevant stakeholders gaptting in formulation and
implementation

« Based on partnerships between government and athens

» Long-term, focusing on reforming institutions andl@ing capacity, as well as
short-term goals

(World Bank, 2002)
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And so, PRSPs are, in principle, consensus agresrdeweloped in participatory,
partnership-type arrangements between the stata eatge of other actors, including

local NGOs. In this context the World Bank defipasticipation as follows:

Participation is the process through which stakeleo$ influence and share

control over priority setting, policy-making, resoa allocations and access to

public goods and services. (2001: 3).
According to the World Bank’s formulation therefpparticipation constitutes a
mechanism of ‘shared control’ and hence, presumalolywer over policy formulation
and implementation among a different range of aciocluding international donors.
How precisely this control or power is to be shaiedains unclear however, with the
Bank’sPRSP Sourcebodk set of guidelines produced by the World BankHBRISP
formulation, see World Bank, 2004) making no refeeeto differentials in power or

influence between actors, and paying little atento how competing and/or

conflicting discourses might be negotiated.

Malawi's PRSP formulation process began in late2@@lowing IMF and World Bank
approval of an interim PRSP strategy in Decemb@020rhe principal civil society
group involved in the process was a self-formedvagt known as the Malawi
Economic Justice Network, MEJN. The MEJN netwodswnade up of a range of
NGOs, religious associations, trade unions, busiagsociations, academics and
community groups. The resultant three year styatess formally launched in April of
2002 (Jenkins and Tsoka, 2003). Following its cletnpn work began, in mid-2005,
developing a follow-on strategy. This five-yeamastgy, known as the Malawi Growth

and Development Strategy (MGDS) brings togethanefes of the PRSP and an
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economic growth strategy, the Malawi Economic Gto®trategy (MEGS). It was

completed in 2006 and launched in early 2007.

The literature on PRSPs to date may be dividedtimtoprincipal categories. Much of
it takes the form of externally commissioned techhreviews, often by Northern
NGOs, as well as World Bank and IMF literature (Breexample Driscoll and Evans,
2005, Bwalya et al, 2004, Lucas et al, 2004, ODQ4£ Booth, 2003, Ellis et al, 2003,
Ellis and Mdoe, 2003, Jenkins and Tsoka, 2003, Mc@&el, 2003, Trocaire, 2003,
Panos, 2002, IMF 2002). With a focus on enhanaidgeffectiveness, such reviews
often cover the experiences of a range of PRSPtiesnand focus on technical aspects
of the process rather than on wider theoreticasictemations. Analyses of participation
tend to be limited to accounts of numbers of ‘ggsants’ consulted, although some
contributions also point to a widening of discogréier example McGee et al, 2003).
Largely eschewing wider debates on the nature @ldpment, its historical and
contextual situation, and the role of states anmmnal and international civil society
therein, these studies generally lack any in-daptitount of power relations and the
broader political context within which these pramstake place. Focusing on aid
effectiveness, they provide little insight into fhetential of PRSP processes to explore

and engage multiple frameworks of development.

A second body of literature represents a morecatistream and brings a more overtly
political analysis to the processes. Three maasof focus emerge within this
literature. First, commentators such as Stewattvd@ang (2003), Gould (2005), and
Cheru (2006), pointing to the ongoing influencemérnational donors on PRSP

processes, highlight the contradiction betweerptireiple of country ownership and
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donor influence. Second, commentators includirgdgcand Porter (2002), Weber
(2004, 2006), Cheru (2006), Sumner (2006), and Xdtkams and Mohan (2006)
focus on policy outcomes and argue, to varying elegrthat PRSPs represent a
refinement of the liberal political project. Craagd Porter (2002), Weber (2004, 2006),
and Zack-Williams and Mohan (2006) are most sttiidietheir criticism in this regard,
with Craig and Porter (2002) describing the pro@ssa mode ofificlusive liberalism

in which the disciplined inclusion of the poor lietcentral task. Weber (2004) argues
that the PRSP approach represents a form of gavegrthat attempts to foreclose
social and political alternatives, while Zack-Walihs and Mohan (2006) argue that
PRSPs constitute, by and large, replicas of thesicttural adjustment prescriptions.
Sumner (2006), comparing policy content acrosy &ftategy documents, is less
conclusive as to the degree to which strategiegsept fnore of the samiewhile

Cheru (2006), acknowledging the neo-liberal biasfoican PRSP documents, argues
less critically that, with the aid of strong statesch policies can succeed in alleviating
poverty. Third, the impact of PRSP processes orabrelations constitutes an area of
concern for both Weber (2006) and Cornwall and Bi@905). Cornwall and Brock
(2005), asserting that only a small group of eléesinvolved in PRSP processes, argue
that the processes reinforce inequitable statasioek and increase exclusioweber
(2006) is of a similar view. Asserting that pagatory processes do not necessarily
result in progressive social and political relatipshe argues that the PRSP process
represents an attempt to further entrench domswaial power relations. Both of these
latter contributions implicitly draw attention tbe issues of civil society representation
— specifically, who are ‘participants’, and do tregford a voice to more marginalised

groups?
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While the second body of literature opens up theatkeon the PRSP process to include
issues of power and politics, it remains limitedinumber of respects. First, while a
number of studies focus on policy outcomes, theyaia limited detail on the process
wherein these are achieved — i.e. the actual dyssaaiiparticipation. Second, even in
studies focusing on the institutional frameworkd arocesses (in particular the first
body of literature), details are limited to tectalipoints such as the dates of meetings,
lists of participants etc. Little detail is furhisd on what exactly happens inside the
doors of the processes, how rules are decided cbawpeting discourses are negotiated,
what communication norms predominate, which paréiots prove most influential and
why, etc. Third, beyond technicalities of how Hésut strategies do or do not link to
existing policy and national budgets, no accouptr@vided on how the processes link
to existing political institutions and practicestorthe broader political context in which
they are (or are not) embedded. Fourth, the foause role of donors, together with
assertions of elitism and exclusion engenderedh&ytocesses, appears to leave little
room for agency among national state and civilagcactors. Studies include no
accounts of how national civil society participargpresent their constituents, from
whom they derive their mandate, or how their paréition is informed. And finally, all
studies to date take either PRSP strategies arftraiulation as their point of focus, in
doing so drawing conclusions from a snapshot viewhat is, in fact, an ongoing
governance process with implications for evolvitages-civil society relations. This
study addresses these gaps by employing the caatémework outlined towards
the end of the previous Section (1.2) and theoniseck deeply in Chapter Four to go
behind the doors of Malawi’'s ongoing PRSP/MGDS pesc It examines in detail the
evolving dynamics of the process, including acterigagement with each other within

the process, and with their constituents without.
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1.3.2 Social Partnership

O’Carroll (2002) traces the roots of Social Parshgy back to the post-civil war period
when, he argues, a sense of community, harmong@mgknsus was actively fostered
by both government policy (under De Valera) andGla¢holic church. This context
was institutionalised through strategies of cooj@nsbetween employers, trade unions,
and other interest groups. The first Social Pastrip agreement was signed in 1987.
Although principally a pay agreement between cépita labour designed to promote
industrial stability and a climate attractive todign investment, as McSharry (2000),
Laffan and O'Donnell (1998), and Hardiman (200284 point out, the agreement
also embodied non-pay aspects, including a widgeraf economic and social policies
such as tax reform, the evolution of welfare paytsieinends in health spending, and
structural adjustments. The five subsequent aggatsthave had a broadly similar
form. Each covers a three-year period and setpauincreases for the public and
private sectors as well as commitments on tax mefond social equality. Like PRSPs,
Social Partnership is a consensus-based proceskged in participatory, partnership
type arrangements between the state and a rarsgeiaf actors. This is reflected in the
wording of the process — the principle of partngréh embodied in the title, while the
characterisation of the resultant strategies agé&ygents’ reflects the consensus driven
nature of the process. The invitation, in 199&itght organisations from the
community and voluntary sector to become involvexs Wweralded as widening and

deepening participation within the process (Pastmier2000, 1996).

Ireland’s Social Partnership has been heraldedoassible model for PRSPs

worldwide within two specific studies (World Bar)03a, Connolly, 2007). While the
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World Bank (2003a), in a short paper on Irelandtpss, appears to see significant
potential in its application as a model for papgation within PRSPs, Connolly (2007)
is more circumspect. She argues that signifiddferences exist between the range of
actors engaged in both processes, emphasisingtioybar the power and capacity of
economic interest groups in Ireland versus thostoimhern countries. However, with
her paper largely focused on an analysis of S&aatnership itself, little substantiation
is provided for the claim of weak power and capawitthin Southern civil society.

This area is explored in depth, in the Malawiantegt in this study and a markedly

different conclusion is reached.

With regard to the other literature on Social Penghip, in contrast to the PRSP
literature, much of this produced domestically, although recently it atisacted
interest from scholars further afield (for exam@leston, 2003, House and McGrath,
2004, Baccarro and Simoni, 2004, Nicolls, 2006iferature on Social Partnership
tends to be divided between commentators who fooube concurrence of the
country’s economic success with the process (Om&003, Hardiman 2004, 2002a,
2002b, House and McGrath, 2004, O’Donnell and Thxra@02, O’Donnell, 2001,
McSharry, 2000), and more critical analysts whopa@more political approach to
variously argue that the process co-opts the contynand voluntary sector, silences
dissent through an illusion of consensus, andhsriently anti-democratic (Meade,
2005, Meade and O’'Donovan, 2002, O’Carroll, 2002y, 2002, Allen, 2000,
O’Cinnéide, 1999). A smaller body of literaturei¢hblls, 2006, Larragy, 2006)
focuses on the social policy outcomes of the peesl the community and voluntary

pillar’s role therein.
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The first body of literature, which tends to foarsunion-employer-state relations
within the process, has revolved around corporpéisadigms, highlighting the role of
the Irish state in shaping both the institutionc@arry, 2000, O’'Donnell, 2000,
O’Donnell and Thomas, 2004, Baccarro and Simori42®ardiman, 2002a, 2002b,
2004, House and McGrath, 2004) and even the sparathers themselves (Ornston,

2003, arguably also perhaps O’Donnell and Thom@ag4R

Specific attention is paid to the role of the commityuand voluntary pillar within the
process in a number of other contributions. Faausin the process’s policy
implications, Nicholls (2006) rather confusinglytimg community and voluntary pillar
representatives’ scepticism on outcomes in relgtbdiamily friendly work policies,
argues that Social Partnership has brought abeaifsppolicy commitments in this
area, thereby concluding, as reflected in the ditleer article, thatSocial Partnership
Matters”. Larragy (2006), on the other hand, is less condnaeguing that the
influence wielded by the community and voluntarygpiin the 1990s has waned
considerably in recent times, in line with changéngernal circumstances. Both
Murphy (2002) and Meade and O’'Donovan (2002) povérd images of a somewhat
emasculated community and voluntary pillar whidth@ugh conscious of the limited
impact of its involvement with the process, fealsre is nothing to be gained by
leaving. In a more recent article, Meade (200§uas that community development
organisations within the proce$gve been sold recognition within national anddbc

partnership processes as a cheaper alternativedistributive justice.(2005: 353).

Again, a number of gaps appear in the literaturSacial Partnership, many of which

interestingly mirror those in the literature reveshabove on PRSPs. First, with the
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exception of the characterisation of the commuroogbrocess as a mixture of
bargaining, negotiation and deliberation (and #mplies to just one institution of Social
Partnership, the NESC — see O’Donnell, 1999, O'atinrend Thomas, 2002), little is
known about what goes on inside the doors of tbegss. Second, although the
process has been charged with being inherentlydentiocratic (O’Cinnéide, 1999) as it
takes place outside the national parliament, til@lies to existing political institutions,
and its place within broader political culture, @munexplored. And third, the charges
of co-option and silencing of dissent, again appearegate the agency of the
community and voluntary sector, and underestintaariteraction between structure
and agency. Although the accounts of Murphy (20883 Meade (2005) in her
tellingly titled article“We hate it here, please let us staydtiggest conflicted
experiences within the community and voluntarygpjlthe experiences and motivations

of different members remain largely unexplored.

In the absence of detailed empirically based ewidem the dynamics and power
relations underpinning both Malawi and Ireland’eqasses, the jury remains out,
therefore, on whether or not members of Irelandmmunity and voluntary pillar and
members of MEJN’s network have been co-opted imagsses which entrench
dominant power relations and foreclose alternativgehe dominant development
discourse — a ‘tyranny’ in Cooke and Kothari's (2D@rms, or whether, in fact, their
participation has opened up a deliberative spaarevimultiple development discourses
may be articulated and considered — a ‘transfoomain Hickey and Mohan’s (2004)
terms. Some ten years on from both groups’ initrablvement in their respective

processes, in countries where economic inequatibesinue to rise, a key question
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remains as to whether their involvement has widetedzhtes on the form of

development appropriate to each place and its peopl

One way in which this question may be examinetinsugh an analysis of the
participatory claims of each process. What doesggaation mean to participating
groups? Does it merely offer a place at the respepolicy tables or does it afford a
deeper, more substantive engagement? What afactioes which determine the
consequent level of engagement? And what ararthkcations of this engagement for
participating groups? These questions form theslfasthis study which examines
MEJN'’s participation within Malawi’'s PRSP/MGDS atite community and voluntary
pillar’s participation within Ireland’s Social Pagrship process in the context of

evolving relations between state and civil societipoth settings.

1.4 'Us’ and ‘Them’ in a globalised world: A compaitive approach

The comparative case study approach between pescasMalawi and Ireland chosen
for this research initially reflected my own intst® and experiences working with
groups in, or on the margins of participatory pssss both overseas and in Ireland. |
was struck by both the similarities in the conceptderpinning participatory processes
in Ireland and other countries (participation, parship, consensus, capacity building
(always a one way process targeted at civil sog)edynd the experiences, as recounted
anecdotally, by participants. While Malawi’'s PR&RI Ireland’s Social Partnership
processes, embedded in countries which clearlgdiff economic, social, political, and
cultural terms, might seem to offer little to a quamative analysis of national
governance processes, a number of common featw@nmediately apparent. Both

are national development strategy processes; bethraderpinned by concepts of
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participation and partnership; both involve a widege of actors; both result in
consensus-based agreements; and the attractioteofational finance, in the form of
aid and investment, was core to the establishnfdmith. Moreover, as the above brief
review reveals, broad similarities exist in theaaref focus and arguments of the
literature on both although each have developesbiation from each other. These
commonalities offer some points of departure foemmpirically derived comparative
analysis. While comparative studies to date of PRISave been limited to PRSPs in
other countries, and comparative studies of S&aainership have looked to processes
no further than Europe, a comparative account daiicand Ireland’s respective
processes, uncovering similarities and differerted®/een both, can help elucidate to
what extent the global context exerts an influemitkin both processess a visthe
national context. In this manner, further lightyniee shed on the engagement of both

the community and voluntary pillar and MEJN withireir respective processes.

An underlying contention of this study is that thehotomy of ‘the West and the Rest’
is outdated and unsuited to contemporary times gibbal development map is
messier than the simple dichotomies of First Waithitd World,
Developed/Undeveloped (or more optimistically ‘Dieggng’), North/South suggest.

As a stroll through the leafy suburbs of Lilongwedas Three or Ten for instance) or
the council estates of Jobstown in West DublinautBill in Limerick will quickly

attest, the North is to be found in the Southand versa These binary categorisations
are not only outdated, but they are also unhelpfthat they obscure our understanding
of countries such as Malawi, with its diverse sbsiauctures, politics and culture.
Moreover, they mask the growing inequalities at Borin the contemporary world it is

necessary to consider different sorts of sociaraand to contemplate different forms
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of social organisation. How do people ‘do’ poktin a globalised world? On what
basis do people make alliances and enter intoicts#l How do internal interests,
ideologies and traditions combine with externagigsts, ideologies and influences to
produce political action? These are some of tlietiping questions which inform the
main objective of this research — to explore theepial for transformative participation

within the two development processes under invastg.

The underpinning of both development processetdgame concepts is testament to
the globalisation of the networked or participatgoyernance phenomenon. An
underlying question in this context is this — caogesses underpinned by similar
concepts result in similar outcomes in such difiésocio-economic contexts? Or if
they result in different outcomes what are the axatory factors for these differences?
Such a study has not yet been conducted. Whilexdar of cross-national
comparative studies have previously been carri¢douwational PRSP processes and
Ireland’s Social Partnership, in both cases thase been geographically limited.
National PRSP processes have been compared wih timther Southern countries,
while comparative studies of Ireland’s Social Parship have been limited to national
processes within other European countries. A Shiattth comparison was chosen in
this instance because it was felt that the dissbcto-political contexts within which
each process is embedded may reveal interestidgntormative, differences in the
their respective transformatory potentials. Ineotivords, while both processes appear
to be products of a globalised discourse of govezaand participation, they sit within

distinct contexts. Does this make a difference?
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Comparative studies do require some elements ofrcmmality however, and for this
reason Malawi was chosen. Malawi, a relatively l§ma-British colony, with a high
dependence on external aid, and a strong religradgion, bears many superficial
contextual similarities to Ireland. Malawi’'s PRB@cess proves a useful comparator
to Ireland’s Social Partnership in two further waysrst, Malawi was one of the first
African countries to undertake the PRSP processamovided more material for the
processual approach taken in this study, examiminigpnly the formulation process
itself but its ongoing impact over the years. Aedond, the principal civil society
group involved in Malawi's PRSP, MEJN, appeared parable to Ireland’s
Community Platform which is involved in Social Reatship. Both constitute an
amalgam of diverse groups comprising, principalfMEJN’s case, and exclusively in
the case of the Community Platform, NGOs and conityiactivist groups, and both
were formed with the intent of inputting to thesspective processes (although in the
case of the Community Platform this is disputedstiyne members — see Chapter Eight
for more on this). And so Malawi was chosen asuntry which had some history of
(and hence data from) the process, and which, vgbitéo-economically markedly
different to Ireland’s (post) ‘Celtic Tiger’, noretless appeared to offer some
significant contextual comparators, thereby hopgfmaking the analysis more relevant

and meaningful to the actors involved, as welloathé broader academic community.

The research approach employed in the study ioffattical social theory. Although
understandings of this approach are conteste@;atribheory is understood for the
purposes of this study to mean employing theosetk self-understanding, and from
this self-understanding to find a place in whiclstand outside existing knowledge

practices, in order to critique them. In this, épproach employed is influenced
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primarily by Habermas (1984), and, building on Hatees, Fraser (1984). The
employment of a critical social theory approackhis study carries with it some degree
of discomfort for the researcher in two respeéisst, | am acutely aware that both state
and civil society actors in the global South haaeeived more than their fair share of
critical analyses from Western researchers operatir of vastly different ontological,
epistemological and historical contexts (see SediB.2 in Chapter Five for more on
this). And second, at a time when, arguably, tmaraunity and voluntary / NGO

sector is being challenged and weakened (see Chaptg, it is not my intention to

fuel politically motivated charges against it. Rat from the standpoint of, as
advocated by Fraser (2004: 9@)partisan though not uncritical identification'my

wish is to critically analyse both the respectivegesses and actors’ engagement within
them in a constructive, reflexive manner — a mamvtgch, | hope, serves to highlight,
challenge, and inform the actions and experientastors in both processes, while
addressing the central preoccupation of the reBeado participatory forms of
governance offer the potential to engage multipleé @mpeting conceptions of
development in a way which helps us to move beybadurrent development

‘impasse’?.

1.5 Research questions

So far | have argued that development, as a urlarsdel applied to specific places
and peoples, is failing. It is failing becaustaits to engage with the lived realities of a
significant cross-section of the world’s populatiorcreasing their marginalisation
from economic, social and political life. | havgaed that this is as true in Ireland’s
‘Celtic Tiger’ as it is elsewhere. Following omfn this, | have argued that attention

needs to move from the universal ‘what’ of develepirto the disparate ‘who’. People
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who are going to be affected by development pdieied programmes need to be
involved in their formulation. | have posited thparticipatory forms of governance

may provide a vehicle for this to take place.

However, we have seen that this is not so simples concept of participation which
underpins these networked forms of governancerisweich contested. Participatory
processes may indeed offer the potential for tansditory participation, but they may
also co-opt actors and end up ‘tyrannical’. The lkes in actors’ own understandings
of participation and their subsequent agency withése processes. To analyse this, it
is necessary to go ‘behind the doors’ of ostengiblticipatory processes, and to
uncover the dynamics of participation and poweatrehs within them. As we have
seen however, to date, there is little detailedigogb data at this level. This is the task
of this research. Taking two national developnpntesses, this research investigates
the power relations and dynamics within and arduwith processes. The overall
guestion framing the research aims at moving beyoock generalised
characterisations of ‘participation as tyranny’,/marticipation as co-option’, or, more
optimistically, ‘participation as transformatior specifics which may inform actors
both inside and outside both processes. It dagbyhidentifying the enablers and

constraints to transformative participation in bptbcesses.

Merely identifying the enablers and constraintgtair own is of limited use however if
the factors that give rise to these are not undedst In deliberately sampling for a
‘North/South’ comparison, additional valuable infation is potentially available on
the extent to which domestic versus global facameount for similarities and/or

differences between both processes. In this waynay begin to discern to what
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extent both processes constitute cases of a mabalgled phenomenon and/or to what
extent domestic factors influence the respectiteames. Building on the first
research question, a second question thereforeatirdentifying and interpreting the
factors that give rise to the enablers and comggradlentified through the first. It
examines how internal interests, ideologies andanices combine with external

factors to produce these enablers and constraints.

1.6 The Thesis

Exploring these two questions by employing the tbtcal framework set out in
Chapter Four and going ‘behind the doors’ of batttpsses over time, this study finds
that participation within both Malawi’'s PRSP/MGDBdlreland’s Social Partnership is
dynamic rather than fixed. In a pendular fashainjarious times within both
processes, participation has swung from nominaissumental to transformatory, and
from there back again. In this manner, as the ditlthis study indicates, participation is
not, as suggested within more structuralist clit@ounts of both processes, a
constant. It is something which is continuallyrgetransformed over time. At times it
is indeed a ‘tyranny’, but at times it moves taftsformation’. This occurs through the
agency of participants in both processes, whera@gaetermines structure, and

thereby the potential for transformative participat

My central argument is that, with state actorsothlrases focused on nominal and
instrumental forms of participation — ‘spinningetprocesses to attract inward
investment, while contracting social ‘partnersagsist in managing the social costs
accruing from global insertion — the power, capeaitd resources to transform

participation within both processes to the transftive end of the spectrum, turning
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constraints into enablers, necessarily rests wifONactors in both cases. A key
variable identified in this regard is their comnuative role — both within and without

the respective processes.

The findings presented in Chapters Six and Sevaw dn the theorisation of the
network state discussed in Chapter Two to arguesthte actors, embedded within
global economic networks in both cases, are focosesaintaining a spin of
participation for international onlookers. Theywe this by drawing on internal
governance traditions, as discussed in ChaptereT kwecontract ‘partners’ domestically
to manage the social fallout of development, thgfabilitating the state in maintaining
social control. Through their actions, severe tran#ts are placed on transformative
participation, and the pendular arc swings narrdveiwveen nominal and instrumental

forms.

NGO actors however, deriving their legitimacy frémeir constituents, are mandated to
bring diverse development discourses to the resgepolicy tables. The findings
presented in Chapters Six and Eight demonstratedisnilarities in their actions in
this regard up to a point. In their initial invelment in both cases, emboldened by the
support of global networks, and employing the medigise public debate and focus a
critical public eye on both processes, NGO actoceseded in transforming a number
of constraints into enablers for transformativetipgration. These actions were
shortlived in both cases however. As ChaptersaSdkEight demonstrate, as time
evolved, domestic patterns of hierarchy, as digaigs Chapter Three, re-emerged and
NGO participants, having been ‘disciplined’ (in au€auldian sense) by state actors,

turned to disciplining their own constituents. Thain focus of this disciplining was
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behavioural and communicative norms, and the desallr was the foreclosing of space
for multiple development discourses within bothgasses together with a restriction of
public debate. The participatory pendulum had swoeckward and participation had
been effectively ‘professionalised’ and constrain@tie principal reasons for this, |
argue, were both economic and cultural in bothsa¥#ith regard to the former, |
argue that NGO participants in both cases, mosicpéarly in the Irish case,

underestimated their own legitimising power witttie process.

The parallels in outcome for both cases end herneeter. While, the findings
presented in Chapter Eight suggest (although iHosively) that NGO actors within

the newly (post-2003) re-constituted community goldintary pillar in Ireland are
succeeding in this disciplining of members, findipyesented in the same Chapter
demonstrate that MEJN'’s disciplining efforts areetirgg with resistance from
members. The principal reason for this differem@gue, is the vibrant public debate
on the role and legitimacy of political actors,luding NGOs, which has come, often in
the form of the ‘good governance’ discourse, toadalfrom abroad. This debate, and
MEJN'’s actions as a result, sees the participgiendulum swinging, although
somewhat haltingly so, forward once more in thedtion of transformative

participation.

1.7 Thesis contributions

The contributions of the study are three-fold.sEiat a theoretical level, the study
contributes to efforts to deepen debates on ppaticin and participatory governance.
In this respect it makes two principal contribuorfirst, the comparative study of

Malawi's PRSP/MGDS and Ireland’s Social Partnersitipates both processes within
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a global context. This is the first study to do 8y exploring the similarities and
differences between the two processes, the stuciyvens the extent to which
globalised and national factors impact on eachgs®c This makes a contribution to
political globalisation theory where, despite awninous literature on globalised forms
of governance, less work has been done to try denstand, or think about
globalisation as a framework for evolutions in aaéil governance. Second, drawing
on a range of social and political theory, it offan analytical framework wherein the
political dimensions of participatory processes rhayexamined. This is set out in
Chapter Four. Employing this framework, it moveydnd abstract diagnoses of
‘good’ or ‘bad’ levels of participation to identifgnabling and constraining factors to

transformative participation in the two governapeecesses under investigation.

Second, the study makes a contribution at an ecapievel. While there is a growing
body of literature on Social Partnership and otfaional and local governance
processes in Ireland, much of it lacks an empiacabunt of the microprocesses
involved, together with the experiences and impilices for participant groups.
Similarly, although some empirical work was carred on the PRSP formulation
process in Malawi which took place in 2000 (Jenkind Tsoka, 2003, McGee et al,
2003), these studies were largely focused on thgegiies themselves and no study has
been carried out on the evolution of the procegh@implications for groups involved
over time. This study makes an empirical contrdouto research on evolving

governance and its implications for state-civilistcrelations in both contexts.

And finally, my hope is that this study also makgsractical contribution in stimulating

reflection and public debate on the dynamics arglications of contemporary
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governance arrangements in both Malawian and ¢ashexts. The paucity of public
debate, in particular in Ireland, in this regasddiscussed elsewhere in this study. In
particular, | hope that the study proves usefyddtitical actors at all levels, from
villages to offices to state ministries / departisewhen visioning their futures and

contemplating their resultant strategies for paditiaction.
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Chapter 2

Participation and partnership in context: Globalisation, governance
and participation

2.1 Introduction

In the previous Chapter we have seen that, whitecgaation has been quietly
extending its reach for decades in national andllgavernance practice throughout the
world, it has eluded academic radars over muchisftime. Although it has now come
under scrutiny within the fields of both developrmstudies and political science/public
administration, the territorial boundaries of seomtributions remain at the level of the
nation state. In this Chapter | extend these bates and argue that, although
underpinning national and/or local governance gses, the concepts of participation
and partnership derive from the reconfigured saekations necessitated by the global
embedding of nation states within a global poliRe-situating this context for
participatory governance, the motivations for aydadnics behind participant agency

within them become clearer.

Specifically, within this Chapter | argue that pepation and partnership constitute
mechanisms through which nation states, facingemgéds to their legitimacy as their
role in maintaining existing levels of social prctien is undermined, attempt to rebuild
legitimacy and support, both domestically and métionally. The apparent paradox of
how states manage to rebuild domestic legitimacyevapparently sharing power (i.e.
surely power sharing and devolution result in redulegitimacy?) is examined with
reference to the works of Antonio Gramsci and Midfaucault on power relations

wherein the ‘power-sharing’ theses of some glob#ibs theorists (for example Manuel
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Castells) are interrogated. Finally, the Chapiend to states’ new ‘partners’ in
governance, civil society. Drawing from debatethimi development studies, | argue
that these new partners in governance constitnteraalised and idealised version of
civil society, a ‘manufactured’ civil society as étygson (2004) terms it, rather than its
diverse reality. The form of leadership exercibgdhe leaders of this manufactured
civil society, the new partners in developmentréfare becomes central to evolving

power relations within these new governance conditjons.

2.2 Globalisation and inequality: Challenging stategitimacy

During the last two decades the word ‘globalisdtitas come to dominate discourses
on the world's political economy. Held et al (1926) define globalisation ag"

process (or set of processes) which embodies aftvemation in the spatial
organisation of social relations and transactiongenerating transcontinental or
interregional flows and networks of activity, irdetion, and the exercise of power”.
The work of Held (1995, 1999), McGrew (1997), Clst¢000, 2003), Carnoy and
Castells (2001), and Held and McGrew (2003) argln@scontemporary globalisation
invites a significant rethinking of democratic tigamost especially in respect of
traditional accounts of liberal democracy and thle and influence of the state therein.
Held and McGrew'’s assertion théthe state has become a fragmented policy-making
arena, permeated by transnational networks (govemtai and non-governmental) as
well as by domestic agencies and forc€2003: 11) draws attention to the extension of
contemporary state’s field of action, in the forftomplex webs of networks and
political forces, which states mediate in theioe to formulate policy and direct

individual nations’ development
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Two main implications arise from these developmeritse first is that states’ roles and
agency have significantly altered. While onceestaxercised exclusive political
authority within their national boundaries, delimgr fundamental goods and services to
their citizens, they now share this authority withtworks of international agencies and
institutions including bodies such as the Europgaion (EU), World Bank and
International Monetary Fund (IMF), transnationasimess corporations, and
international aid agencies. The second implicatieses inevitably from the first. With
state authority declining within this widening weherein the ‘visible presence of rule’
is replaced with the ‘invisible government’ of corptions, banks and international
organisations (Held and McGrew, 2003: 10), it gued that both state sovereignty and
legitimacy are challenged. While there is someatieamong commentators as to
whether state sovereignty is challenged within ¢oistext, there is little doubt that

state legitimacy is in trouble. As Susan Stranggs i (2003: 127);Politicians
everywhere talk as though they have the answeassdnomic and social problems, as if
they really are in charge of their country’s degtinPeople no longer believe them”.
With national governments now sharing power ant@i@ity with international agencies
and forces, their ability to carry out their traalital functions is seriously compromised

and undermined.

Sovereignty is challenged because the politicahauity of states is displaced
and compromised by regional and global power systgmlitical, economic
and cultural. State legitimacy is at issue becaugk greater regional and
global interdependence, states cannot deliver foretstal goods and services to
their citizens.

Held and McGrew (2003: 13)

% See Held and McGrew, 2003: 19-23 for a discussiothis.
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Both Malawi and Ireland correspond to this concelation in similar ways.

Malawi’s high level of dependence on internaticaiaf sees donor agencies wielding
significant power on policy and development direcs in-country, a fact acknowledged
by both commentators (Englund, 2002, Magolowon@962 and donors alike (Booth

et al, 2006). Furthermore, with an export baseqyally comprised of primary
commodities, Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) is incredgiegposed to fluctuations in the
global market. SSA has a higher export to GDR hi@n that of Latin America,
(standing at 29 per cent and 15 per cent respéciivéhe 1990s), and has been
classified as one of the regions paradoxicallygrated into, yet left behind by, the
global economy (UNDP, 1999). Similarly Irelandpstimes referred to as a small
open polity, is strongly embedded within both thé &d the global market (Kitchen
and Bartley, 2007). Like donors in Malawi, the Bi¢lds an ongoing influence within
a range of domestic policy issues as exercisedigifrits spending policiésits
agricultural and regional funds, the demands ofgla currency, and through European
regulation (Laffan and Tonra, 2005). This has gixise to questions on the role and
legitimacy of member national states (MacCarthak§l§6). Moreover the country’s
high level of dependence on foreign direct investhheaves it highly exposed to the

vagaries of global financial markets and mobileitzd¢fO’Hearn, 1999, Kirby, 2003).

Within this context, both the Malawian and Irishtsts traditional role and source of
legitimacy in maintaining existing levels of sogmbtection in delivering fundamental

goods and services to its citizens is challengee Krby 2003, 2004 on Ireland). This

* Of the 77.2 billion Malawi Kwacha required to fir@nthe 2004/05 budget, 67 per cent came from
domestic revenue while the balance (33 per cerd)sséicited from donor funding. An increase in don
funding is being solicited for the 2005/06 budgéiiah totals MK 116.2 billion (figures derived from
those cited in EIU, 2006: 22).

® For example, in 2002 Ireland received a net temsf 1.6 billion Euro from the EU budget, a figuhat
amounted to 1.5 per cent of gross national incdraeytear (Laffan and Tonra, 2005: 451).
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is further exacerbated by the congruence of gleaatin with growing levels of

inequality both within and between national soeigin both cases.

In 1999, the UNDP’s annudluman Development Repdocused on the issue of
economic globalisation wherein the congruence oivgrg global inequalities with

economic globalisation was highlighted.

Global integration is proceeding at breakneck spaed with amazing reach.
But the process is uneven and unbalanced, withamparticipation of
countries and people in the expanding opportunibieglobalisation — in the
global economy, in global technology, in the glogatead of cultures and in
global governance. The new rules of globalisaticand the players writing
them — focus on integrating global markets, negtgcthe needs of people that
markets cannot meet. The process is concentrpomger and marginalising the
poor, both countries and people.

(UNDP, 1999: 30)
While globalisation commentators remain dividedadrether this accelerating gap
between rich and poor may be attributed primadlg¢onomic globalisatiSnthere is
little disagreement that the trend exists. Contanaufy economic globalisation, with its
central tenets of trade and investment liberabsatis unquestionably associated with a
growing gap between rich and poor peoples and tsesieMoreover, the geographical
situation of the gap has changed. Poverty andiadéy are no longer confined to the
global South but have arrived and are spreadingtht®ughout the so-called
‘developed’ North also (Birdsall, 1998, UNDP, 19@3stells, 2000). Three related
patterns are evident. Globalisation brings ab@égnentation in the global workforce
into those who gain and those who lose, a growiaggimalisation of the losers from
the global economy, and the erosion of social ptaie within nations as states are

unable or unwilling to bear the costs of protectimg most vulnerable (Castells, 2000).

® For a discussion on both sides of the argumenHsét:and McGrew (2003: 28-32) and Wade (2004).
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Globalisation commentators concerned by the apparewitability of this rising
inequality consider that it remains a problem withany effective means of
international resolution. And so it appears thé at the level of the nation-state that

this issue must be addressed.

It is only within the borders of the nation-statéhe nation as a moral
community of fate — that legitimate and effect@tsons to the problem of
global inequality can be realised. Such solutiailsalways be partial and
limited since governments cannot realistically aspo redress all the external
sources of domestic inequality.

(Held and McGrew, 2003: 32)

Both Malawi and Ireland have experienced growiriggaf inequality in recent years
(see Chinsinga, 2002, Chirambo, 2002, and Ngwied, @003 on Malawi; Hardiman,
2003, and Jacobson and Kirby, 2006 on Irelandjnelil with a growing
disillusionment with representative forms of denamgras evidenced in falling voting
rates in both countries (see Dulani, 2005 on Malaaver, 2005 on Ireland). In
Malawi, a growing disillusionment with the statepaestector and guarantor of basic
rights is evident within current public discourse€ the following Chapter) while, in
Ireland, arirish Times / MRBpoll indicates that the Irish public’s primary
consideration in the run up to the 2007 nationa¢t&bns was the deteriorating quality
of life”. Within this context a key question becomes —twhategies do states employ

to maintain and build legitimacy? This is examimethe following Section.

7 “Key Issues for the ElectorateThe Irish TimesMay 20", 2007.
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2.3 Toward participatory governance: Legitimacy and he network
state

In the second volume of his expansive three-volstody of the transformation of
state-societal relations, Manuel Castells (200@pards on how states react to the
legitimacy crisis engendered by globalisation. gdsits that states react by re-
configuring themselves along two axes in orderydad accommodate the new
pressures and demands exacted by their insertionhia global political economy,
thereby rebuilding legitimacy domestically. On three hand, states work together with
other states to build international, supra-nati@mal co-national institutions, in order to
try to manage together the process of globalisdatiahthreatens to overwhelm
individual states (2003: 323-332), (examples inelathtes’ involvements in the EU, the
G-7, the IMF and World Bank, and the WTO). Alsora this outward axis, states seek
to attract international investment and foreignitedjin order to foster growth and
productivity domestically (2003: 364-366). Stagency along this outward axis is
therefore focused on the insertion of national ecaies into the global network in a
manner which maximises the benefits offered, thenetreasing legitimacy for states
among their own constituencies back home. To m@einiese benefits, state agency is

also focused on enhancing legitimacy internatignall

On the other hand, states attempt to regain legatyndomestically and represent the
increasing social diversity of their constituendi@®ugh processes of decentralisation
and the devolution of power and resources natipri@hstells, 2003: 340) in attempts
to improve the living standards for the large misjyoof the population. This is
achieved through partnership arrangements witth sbgiety groups. In a later paper

with Martin Carnoy, Castells argues thiie dramatic expansion of non-governmental
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organisations around the world, most of them subsitior supported by the state, can
be interpreted as the extension of the state iiMibsociety in an attempt to diffuse
conflict and increase legitimacy by shifting restes and responsibility to the

grassroots.” (Carnoy and Castells, 2001: 13).

The result of this re-configuration, following Celét’ theorisation, is a new form of
state, anetwork statewhich, “made up of shared institutions, and enacted by
bargaining and interaction all along the chain afailsion making... functions as a
network, in which all nodes interact, and are edyiakcessary for the performance of
the state’s function$(2003: 14). This network state is characterisg@utward and
inward relations wherein nation-states finds thdweseintegrated outward into global
networks of accumulation and domination, whilethat same time, attempting to

respond to pressures and demands from their nhpopalaces.

2.4 Networking inward: Partnerships and participation

This inward axis finds institutional expressiorthie participatory forms of governance
which have come to characterise national staté-sgiety relations in an increasing
number of countries, both in the global North andt8. Within these forms, in
response to the domestic challenges posed byimsénto the global political
economy, state agency has shifted from governinggodirectly to collaborating with
a range of social actors which cut across publit@ivate sectors. Underlying these

new configurations are the core concepts of pashierand participation.

The first studies of such new forms within the glbNorth, carried out in the early

1990s, were largely descriptive. Noting that pubplolicy formulation and policy
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decision making were no longer confined to forntalctures of government, analysts
set about demonstrating how different social aridipal actors interacted in public
policy formulation (Marsh and Rhodes, 1992, Kooimb®03, Rhodes, 1996). A
number of analysts (for example Kooiman, 2003, Red2D04, Bang, 2004) trace the
origins of these new governance forms to theorigriblic sector reform through the
1990s in many Western countries as governmentshseofaboration with a wide
range of strategic actors in formulating and imgatng public policy. The principal
characteristics of such new forms of governancelaseribed as including dense
networks of vertical and horizontal channels ofespntation and communication, a
spread of decisional authority and autonomy, araliance on iterative dialogue for

conflict resolution and policy consensus (Amin dimbmas, 1996: 257).

In tandem with these developments, new forms oegmance also began to emerge in
countries of the global South. Linked to the nateiinational post-Cold War discourse
of ‘good governance’ of the early 1990s, these migolved increased interaction
between political and social actors in the natiat®lelopment policy arena. Promoted
by international donor institutions, and linkedaid flows, these new arrangements
were initially focused on the monitoring of aid @stment, channelled through the new
‘conditionalities’ imposed on recipient states, godited a role for local NGOs in this
process (Doornbos, 2003, 2004). As time elapsatinaany countries failed to adhere
to the conditionalities imposed, donor institutidregan to investigate new methods of
coordinating their interventions and improving pglimplementation. The PRSP
approach, advocating participation of a wide raofggocial actors in both policy
formulation and implementation (World Bank, 200&nerged as one of these methods.

The principal characteristics of this new architeetof governance mirror those of the
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global North — public participation, through honital networks, in policy formulation,
implementation and monitoring, a spread of decismaking and authority, and

consensus-based policy outcomes (Gaventa and Vahdar 1999).

Following Castells’ theorisation, the aim of pulgharticipation within these new
governance processes is to enlist public suppdraativism in the state’s traditional
domain of social protection. Within Ireland, thate’s motivations in networking
inward through these governance structures maysoemted from a number of core
documents together with some relevant public adstration literature dealing with the
issue. In accordance with the argument put favisgrglobalisation theorists, the Irish
state sees a role for civil society (both in therf@f the community and voluntary
sector and more widely) in the area of social mtee through service provision and
the fostering of self-help initiatives within locedmmunities. This is laid out in the
government’s White Paper published in 2b@feland, 2000: 23, paragraphs 3.13-
3.14). Within this paper, the State is describethat the answer to every problem, but
just one player among others” (2000, Qvith the government’s vision of society
described as beinghe which encourages people and communities todtiek their
own needs — very often in partnership with staugencies — but without depending

on the state to meet all ne€gd2000: 10).

This view is echoed within public administratioteliature where contributions
celebrate the comparative advantage of voluntaggrgsations in reacting swiftly and
effectively in addressing social needs throughbpem solving’. Echoing the features

attributed to Southern NGOs in the early 1990s &sstion 2.6), community and

& White Paper on a Framework for Supporting Voluntantivity and for Developing the Relationship
between the State and the Community and Volungegio6
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voluntary organisations are hailed as being clasé&he people’, flexible in their
approaches and capable of innovation, and haviogsado a large ‘volunteer’ (unpaid
or modestly paid) resource base (Faughnan anddtelte 1993, Boyle 2002a,
O’Sullivan, 2005). New ‘participatory’ forms of gernance in Ireland therefore,
drawing social groups and individuals into eitheplesit or implicit partnership
arrangements, involve a transfer of responsibitiiyn the state topeople and

communities to look after their own needb®land, 2000: 10).

Within the global South, as has been seen, suchan@angements are heavily promoted
by international donors and focused on improvirhedficacy and management.
Drawing on Castells’ work, Ankie Hoogvelt (2001fers a more critical analysis as she
discusses donor agency in relation to the growiagginalisation engendered by
globalisation. In a Chapter exploring the implioas of globalisation for the African
continent, Hoogvelt argues that the donor commumaty moved from a programme of
development and incorporation of Southern stat@stire global economy to one of
containment, what she terms thmanagement of exclusioi2001: 171). Thus
Previously, development was theorised as a praziesscietal convergence
between hierarchically conceptualised state-soegefrich-poor, developed-
underdeveloped). In this theorisation the statgeisn the accepted engine of
growth. The failure of modernisation in many partshe Third World,
however, brought criticism of ‘top-down’ approachasd the disparagement of
big government and the state, thus making waybfmitom-up’ interventions
concerned with the vulnerability of the poor, wham to strengthen local
structures and empower local communities.
(2001: 193)
Noting that the social fall-out from structural asiment programmes, and the
associated emasculation of the state, has corgditectly to escalating violence and

conflict in many African countries as societiesp@sd angrily to the failure of

modernity, Hoogvelt argues that.there is an emerging system of global governance
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with methods and instruments geared to contain@edtmanaging symptoms rather
than removing causes(2001: 195). Hoogvelt's argument appears to badout by
the World Bank’s 200%Vorld Development Reponsthich, focusing on the issue of
equity, argues that policies aimed at increasiogvtr do not need to take equity into
account individually. Rather, they should be acpanied by other policies aimed at
management of possible downsides. As the Banlkaaglfor example, the best way
to deal with inequitable effects of particular teadeform is not always through fine
tuning trade policy itself... but through complemeptaolicies for safety nets, labour
mobility, and education(2006: 10) Hoogvelt, in turning the spotlight on the actions
and motivations of international aid institutiopgrhaps underestimates the agency of
certain African states, in seeking incorporaticio ithe global network. While there are
indications that the current government in Malasinitent on reversing its peripheral
position within the global economy, as indicatedbath the content of the recent
MGDS and within many of the President’s public sppes (see, for example,
Government of Malawi, 2004, Mutharika, 26)5Hoogvelt's argument in relation to
the international donor community nonetheless rings. This is evidenced in the
recommendation of the recent ODI report on theréutirections of donor assistance in
Malawi. The ODI report, commissioned by DfID Maliathe British High

Commission (Malawi) and the Royal Norwegian Embg#églawi) argues that...

...current budget support in Malawi has to rest om thore limited ‘traditional’
rationale for programme aid, which is about mitigf the impact of a very bad
macroeconomic situation (thereby improving the atienfor a recovery of
business performance) and/or creating space focifipeeforms of a limited
sort...(Booth et al, 2006: 63)

° November 3, 2005,Speech by HE Dr Bingu wa Mutharika, President efepublic of Malawi
delivered to the Scottish Parliamentww.sarpn.org.za/documents/d0001742/index, @tgessed
December %, 2005.
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While this donor view represents just one viewigil society’s role in Malawi, it is
arguably a very powerful view (see Gould, 2005)] ane which is backed by
significant finance. Unfortunately there is n@idture exploring the Malawian state’s
view of civil society’s role, either in general, iorrelation to the PRSP. While official
documents stress national ownership over governammoesses such as the PRSP,
much of the academic literature, focusing on the of donors, gives little insight into
the state’s role or its view of the role of pagnt civil society groups. This is an area

which is explored in this study (see Chapter Senguarticular).

In relation to donor agency, Hoogvelt's ‘containriginesis, or the national strategy of
‘exclusion management’ contextualises the probleiwksg approach which has, for
decades, underpinned the discipline of developsteiiies, and which has, more
recently, been used to characterise the approaSbaél Partnership. At a more
theoretical level it resonates with Foucault’s ttyean the regulation of populations
through normalisation, or biopower (1981: 139) (Seetion 2.5.2 on further).
Foreclosing opportunities for deliberation on theses of these ‘problems’, this
approach appears to limit the scope for more taansdtory agendas within national
governance processes, pointing toward a more mstntal form of participation, as
theorised in Chapter One. State agency in thigegbis examined within this study

(see in particular Chapter Seven) to see if thisdeed the case.
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2.5 Theorising social relations: Consolidating state pmer through
dispersal?

Clearly these new governance configurations, viidirtunderlying principles of
participation and partnership, imply changes in @owelations between state and civil
society actors. While the blurring of traditiotedundaries and the devolution of
responsibility suggest shifts in power betweenitiaahal state and civil society actors,
the issue of state legitimacy remains salient.s Tiwes rise to some key questions. Do
such new arrangements imply a sharing of state paar@ss governance networks? |If

so, does this not further erode state legitimacy?

Some political scientists and globalisation thderassert that participatory governance
configurations involve a sharing of power acrosgegnance networks. Political
scientist, Henrik Bang asserts that, within sudivoegks, political authority no longer
consists of relations of subordination and one-a@ytrol, but rather constitutefidtly
operating networks of political communication, ingions and people interlocked in
multiple, reciprocal relations of autonomy and degencé (2003: 9). Suggesting
more transformative forms of participation, he dixs successful governance as the
“empowering and ruling together with lay people andl society in dialogical and co-
operative relationshigg2003: 9). Another political scientist, Janetiaan (2005),
also contends that power is dispersed within anolsaagyovernance networks. In line
with globalisation theorists, she notes that powelispersed outward towards
transnational business corporations, while simekasly flowing inwards towards

local communities participating in policy formulati and implementation.
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The view of globalisation theorist, Manuel Castalisa little less clearcut on this issue.
While he alludes to the transformation of powenglaetworks within his theory of
network states and network societies, his anabfdisis shift is complex and, at times,
appears somewhat ambiguous. While, on the one I&asdells argues that power,
being a function of an endless battle around thtei@l codes of society, is diffused
throughout global networks...
Power is no longer concentrated in institutionse(gtate), organisations
(capitalist firms), or symbolic controllers (corm@ie media, churches). Itis
diffused in global networks of wealth, power, infiation, and images, which
circulate and transmute in a system of variablengetsy and dematerialised
geography... whoever, or whatever, wins the battjgeoples’ minds will rule...
(Castells, 2003: 424-425)
...on the other, implicitly accepting the dominané¢he transnational business culture,
he acknowledges the concentration of power witkitain nodes within the network...
...the state can hardly refer to the representatibmsoconstituency at large. It
must assume the interests of the overall netwatk ,sand therefore it must
respect the domination of the most powerful intsresthis network, as a
condition of being a node within it.
(Castells, 2003: 363)

Power, therefore, for Castells, is shared, thowgterenly, across horizontal networks

where different interests prevalil.

As we have seen in Chapter One, in contrast teth@sous ‘power sharing’ theses, a
Marxist view, that the state operates as an ingniraf the capitalist class, imbues,
either explicitly or implicitly, much of the crita literature on PRSPs and Social
Partnership. Marxist theorist Antonio Gramsci feesion how social stability and order

are maintained within such a system. His theadras useful in that it helps explain
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how state legitimacy may be maintained, and codatg#d, within instrumentally

focused governance arrangements.

While Gramsci, writing in the 1930s, offers a maaozount of how power relations are
ordered within capitalist systems, the later wdrkast-structuralist theorist Michel
Foucault is less concerned with macro-economiskiss-based analyses, focusing
instead on the mechanisms whereby power is exetciBeucault’s theory of
‘disciplining power’ is also useful to this studyerefore, in that it helps understand the

micro-dynamics and mechanisms whereby power iscesest within both processes.

2.5.1 State-centred analyses: Hegemony and consémmation

Arguing that the state operated as an instrumethiteifnands of the capitalist class,
Marxist theorist Gramsci focused his attention owlsocial stability and control could
be accomplished within such an inherently divisivel exploitative system\riting in
the 1930s, Antonio Gramsci (1971) conceptualisesthate as including both the
traditional apparatus of governance (governmenitiqed parties, police and military)
together with that of civil society (church, medgucational institutions etc). States,
thus conceptualised, constitute a social relatetwéen traditional state institutions and
those of civil society (1971: 261). Through thigisl relation the state attempts to
exercise its control over its populace. As welégsrcising control through domination
(physical coercion by the police and army), Grantiseorises that states exercise
control by actively seeking the consent of socBtypersuading its members to accept
and internalise their values, attitudes, and noenpspcess attained through control over
knowledge and discourse, and known lasgemont This permeation throughout

society of a particular system of values, attitugled norms is achieved through social
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relations between and within state and civil sgciestitutions. In this manner, the
ruling or dominant class attempts to maintain @dmdhance over civil society at large

and constitutes, in effect, a hegemonic power bloc.

Gramsci notes (1971: 161) that this consent folwnatiay have a material or non-
material basis — this is an important point in ¢batext of Malawian and Irish civil
society. NGOs in Malawi are funded primarily byemational NGOs and civil society
groups. As outlined in Section 2.6, ‘NGOism’ ig liusiness in Malawi, offering
lucrative salaries and attractive working condisioMalawian NGOs are, therefore,
financially bound to international donors. Cledts imposes some constraints on
their activities, and highlights the importancedohor views of civil society’s role

within the domestic political economy.

In Ireland, community and voluntary organisatioasaive a significant proportion of
their funding from the state. Connolly (2006) do@nts how this proportion is
increasing, with the community and voluntary secsmeiving approximately 450
million Euro from public funds in 1995. State fumgl currently accounts for 74.5 per
cent of non-profit organisational income (Conno906: 86). These figures
demonstrate that the relations between state aidaciety groups (community and
voluntary sector) in Ireland go beyond the socibtigal to embrace also a significant
financial dimension, one which, as with NGOs in Mai, may act to restrict or
constrain their agency in certain areas. The afgithns of these financial relations for
participant groups in both Malawi's PRSP/MGDS areddnd’s Social Partnership are

analysed in the findings outlined in later Chapters
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It is important to note that Gramsci’'s analysishaligh positing a hegemonic power
bloc, does not read as a structuralist view ofidnees (dominant, ruling classes), and
have-nots (marginalised, subordinated groups)aéiesp Rather, it highlights the role
of agency, with the process of consent formati@s@nted as a dynamic process with
the dominant group continually responding to chrgkss and conflicts from

marginalised and subordinated groups within society

...the dominant group is coordinated concretely whthgeneral interests of the
subordinate groups, and the life of the State izcetved of as a continuous
process of formation and superseding of unstahléibga... between the
interests of the fundamental group and those ostimrdinate groups —
equilibria in which the interests of the dominanbdgp prevail, but only up to a
certain point...

(1971: 182)

And so, for Gramsci, power oscillates within socelations, and the object of study
becomes the relations themselves together withglkacy of different groups within
them. Civil society’s consent therefore, in ragfiag to the pressures of inequalities
engendered by economic globalisation orrmahaging exclusion’in Hoogvelt's
terms, is gained through a hegemonic process afetdriormation involving civil

society organisations.

2.5.2 Society-centred analyses: Disciplining and normaleation

While Gramscian conceptions of power relations sbug understand power in terms
of the role it plays in the maintenance of relasioh economic production and class
domination, in a lecture delivered in early 1976¢ch&l Foucault declared an interest in
moving away from economistic analyses of poweruigthat a focus on the

mechanisms whereby it was exercised was required.
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...Is power always in a subordinate position relatwéhe economy? Is it
always in the service of, and ultimately answerablehe economy? Is its
essential end and purpose to serve the economyttdstined to realise,
consolidate, and reproduce the relations approgriet the economy and
essential to its functioning?... do we need to emydoying tools in its analysis
— even, that is, when we allow that it effectivelypains the case that the
relations of power do indeed remain profoundly esimeel in and with economic
relations... if power is exercised, what sort of ei@r does it involve? In what
does it consist? What is its mechanism?

(1980: 89)

One such mechanism, dnstrument of dominatidn(1980: 95) proposed by Foucault,
that of discourse, is discussed at length in Chdgar. Of interest here in a relational
context, is the mechanism whereby this is exercigemicault’s interest specifically lies
with the agents — groups and individuals — of posvet the mechanisms whereby they
exercise this power.We need to identify the agents responsible for tfnrepressions
and exclusions), their real agents... and not beemario lump them under the formula
of a generalised bourgeoise. We need to see hese tmechanisms of power... have

begun to become economically advantageous andagadijt useful (1980: 101).

Exploring these mechanisms, Foucault argues thaepm modern society is
comprised of both sovereign power and what he tédiseiplinary power” This
disciplinary power, which aims at (1980: 106-10imoting order within society, is
focused on the individual and comprises two paftse first, what Foucault termed an
“anatomo-politics of the human bodgéntres on the body as a machine, and the
second, a set ofégulatory controls : a biopolitics of the populati”, focuses on
demography, the economy and social security (198%). The aim of this disciplinary
power is to hormalise” individuals and eliminate deviancy, thereby incnegshe

possible utility of individuals within society (197210). In contrast to Marxist
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thinkers, Foucault locates the nexus of this powet within the state, but within

society as a whole — its members, social groupsrestiiutions.

For Foucault, power is something which circulatesaciety. Referring to this as the
‘capillary’ nature of power, he argues th&dWwer must be analysed as something which
circulates, or rather as something which only fumes in the form of a chair(1980:

98). Following this, disciplinary power may be mised by individuals and institutions
throughout society, with the norms underpinning thisciplining’ being constantly
remoulded and defined. For Foucault, the objeetnaflysis thus becomes the
mechanisms of disciplining,..discipline may be identified neither within arstitution

nor an apparatus, it is a type of power, a moddityits exercise, comprising a whole
set of instruments, techniques and procedureslsl@i@pplication, targets, it is a

‘physics’ or an ‘anatomy’ of power, a technoldd$977: 215).

These mechanisms, in particular disciplining thiodgscourse and dominant norms of
knowledge, are discussed in detail in Chapter Félate, what is of interest is the locus
of power within institutions and among individuaissociety at large, rather than solely
within the state, its normalising focus, and it® @f increasing the utility of

individuals. As will be seen in the following Chap(Three), normalising tendencies
towards conformism and an intolerance of dissewn¢ lieen described as features of
both Malawi and Ireland’s socio-political culturel contrast to Marxist theory,
Foucault argues that this power may or may notdeecesed to serve the interests of

capitalist accumulation.
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Although the contexts within which Gramsci and Fault worked were somewhat
different from today’s, (in particular, as we haen, the field of social forces
constituting today’s contemporary states extengsibe national boundaries), their
analyses of states and societies as constelladiswial forces remain pertinent today
in the context of Malawi’'s PRSP/MGDS and Irelan8izcial Partnership. A number of
contemporary theorists variously draw from the wofkoth Gramsci and Foucault to

explore evolving socio-political relations withirgéobalised context.

lan Douglas (1999) explicitly draws from Foucaoliargue that contemporary forms of
governance constitute disciplinary governanceWwhich is aimed at consolidating
order. Governance, thus conceived, comprises &eiifs — Spatialisation” and
“deterritorialisation” of state power (1999: 137). In the first, the goweent widens

its reach, intervening in an ever greater numbepates and locations. In the second,
the government becomes integral, diffused at thel lef society as a whole — e.g. in
law, morality, customs, habits and social knowledgel assumed within a social code
of conduct. And so, according to Douglas (1992)1%he age of visibility
(institutions, governments) gives way to the agdise#ppearance (networks,
dispersions), but not as reduction in powePollowing this analysis, authority in the
modern period has to be traced beyond the statahatsocial unconscious and codes

of a culture.

A more recent contribution to the view that contenapy forms of governance
consolidate state power comes from sociologist iiicDean who, in his book
Governing Societie@007), puts forward a theory of what he tetagthoritarian

liberalism” to describe processes of contemporary governahlceis argument, in its
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essence, posits that state power is consolidatedgh its dispersion. This, Dean
theorises (2007: 108-129), is achieved througmarpiprocess which entails the
‘enfolding’ of certain norms and values of civilcsety onto the political, while, at the
same time, ‘unfolding’ the political sphere inteitsociety through participatory
processes, partnerships, and other new participdons of governance. The
‘enfolding’ involves the Values, expectations, and conducts of civil socreil or

ideal, form(ing) the means and objectives of govesmt programmég2007: 116).

The ‘unfolding’ is exemplified in the linkages, netrks, partnerships and joining up of
state organisations with the commercial, non-gavemtal, voluntary and community
organisations and associations found in civil sgcidhrough this process, following
Foucault’s theory of disciplinary power, Dean amgtieat (2007: 126-127),..the main
objective of domestic policies is to reform thosel of individual and institutional
conduct that are considered likely to affect ecoiegmerformance compared to that of
members of other national, or even regional popai®... this is often best achieved by
contriving and constructing market systems of atmn in domains where they had not
previously been in operation.While Dean’s analysis draws directly from Foucaafdi
theory, his contention that new forms of governangelve penetration of market
mechanisms and logic into new domains, appeamsstnate also with Marxist

relational theories.

The contributions of these theorists are usefileiping us think about how legitimacy
and consent may be obtained across horizontal gamee networks. While Gramsci
offers us an explanation for how legitimacy carsbeured through instrumental
participatory governance arrangements, Foucaulisies our attention on the micro-

mechanisms whereby this takes place. Followingettkeeorisations it appears possible
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that participation may indeed constitute a ‘tyraniag state power is both dispersed and
consolidated at the same time. However, attemtemds to be paid to the agency of
civil society in this regard. While so far withihis Chapter | have focused on
contemporary states as social relations amonggerahpolitical actors, including civil
society, it is important to remember that civil gbg actors also mediate relations with
constituent groups whom they represent. Thisrlagdation tends to be that highlighted
in literature on transformatory participatory preses where a common assumption is
that participating groups enter with the intentadrbringing alternative narratives and
frameworks to the table, reflecting the experierares analyses of the constituent

groups they represent. This assumption is intatexjin the following Section.

2.6 Civil society as ‘partners’ — the idea versus theeality

The question of the ‘who’ and the ‘what’ of civbaety has long occupied thinkers,
with theories and concepts of civil society dergvirom a rich tradition. Both Kaldor
(2003) and Hall and Trentmann (2005) provide coinensive overviews of the
competing strands of thinking on the concept okierdenturies, from its origins in
Greek political philosophy where Aristotle talkeabat the Politike koinona” (political
community / society), to its renaissance in theesgzenth and eighteenth centuries
where, re-emerging in the context of a crisis aiaoorder and rooted in a religious
vision, it was linked by John Locke and Scottistigirienment thinkers to theories of
individual rights and the idea of a social contradegel was the first to use the concept
as something distinct from the state, employingténm “Biirgerliche Gesellshaft”
(bourgeois society) to denote a distinct arealutat life, in contrast to, and mediating
between, the family and the state. This definitias later taken up by Marx and

Engels in the nineteenth century to emphasiseadileeof the economy. Unlike Hegel,
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Marx and Engels argued that the state was subdedioaivil society, viewing the state
as an instrument in the hands of the dominantetask contrast, liberal thinker Alexis
de Tocqueville celebrated all forms of associati@ae#vity for their own sake,
independent of the state, and is sometimes regasibdving depoliticised the term.
On into the twentieth century, the concept wadirnarrowed to forms of social
interaction distinct from both the state and thekaa Gramsci called into question the
economism of the Marxist definition and posited thaas not economic structure as
such that governs political action, but ratherititerpretation of it. As has been
discussed, for Gramsci social inequality and ctlsrination were exercised by a
variety of cultural institutions that enabled th@mdnant group to impose its sense of
reality and values on the rest of society, a protestermedhegemony”. It was only
through addressing the labyrinthine cultural comipyethat the oppressed could
liberate themselves and wrest control of civil spcfrom the bourgeoisie, which had
traditionally opposed popular participation. ThghuGramscian theory, civil society
came to be viewed as the site of ideological arti@l struggles within political
society. This stands in marked contrast to de Uieeije’s society-centred model
which operates independently of both political sbcand the state, and constitutes the

private relationships between citizens and their-political voluntary associations.

This brief historical journey through the historiytibe concept serves to demonstrate
that civil society has long been, and continudsetoa highly contested concept with its
popularity waning and waxing over time. This catégion notwithstanding, it is
apparent that most debates and ideas about coidtgdhave been developed within the
context of debates and arguments on political $peied socio-political relations more

broadly. | now turn to contemporary debates aedties on the subject where it is seen
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that the contributions of both nineteenth and tvegntcentury thinkers, in particular de

Tocqueville and Gramsci, remain highly relevant.

2.6.1 Manufacturing civil society: Contemporary debates

A revival of academic interest in the concept eflGgociety within international
development literature commenced in the aftermatheoCold War, with Eastern
European intellectuals such as Andrew Arato andavadavel highlighting the role of
civil society in the downfall of authoritarian regeés. Throughout the 1980s
authoritarian regimes collapsed and a wave of deatisation swept through Africa
(and Latin America) with Malawi attaining democranyl994. The ‘lost decade’ of the
1980s also witnessed the failure of structural stdjent and its exacerbation of poverty
and inequality for many people (see Clapham, 1@9@ssudovsky, 1997 on Africa in
general; Chinsinga, 2002 on Malawi). With growangi-statist sentiments and a
reluctance to attribute rapidly deteriorating eaoimand social conditions to the
inappropriate policy prescriptions of structurajustinent, a donor discourse of ‘good
governance’ was borne. This posited a centralfooleivil society in the
‘democratisation’ of political relations, enhanciagcountability, and opening a space
for the participation of citizens in the developrprocess (Doornbos, 2003, 2004).

The discourse of good governance thereby gave toiihnew role for civil society.

The rise and fall of the NGO

Within the discourse of good governance which datgd the 1980s and early 1990s
the concept of civil society became exclusivelyagqd with NGOs, many of whom
were newly established following ‘democratisationtheir respective countries.

Although the concept of civil society incorporatefar wider array of associations and
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networks, it is useful, given the prevalence o$ tiscourse, to firstly examine debates
around this narrow section of the rich traditioattts civil society within an African
context. The rise of NGOs in this period coupléthwihe surge in aid flows toward this
sector has been well documented (Hulme and Edwi&@8, Pearce, 2000). NGOs
were seen to possess a ‘comparative advantaga'wss‘corrupt’ governments in both
the more traditional arena of service deliverywa#i as new areas of democracy
building, human rights work, policy analysis andaarch. An exponential growth in
both numbers of NGOs and the diversity of theircast characterises this period. By
the mid 1990s however, as Pearce (2000) and Lewigoku-Mensah (2006)
recount, a growing cynicism with the inevitable mmaoming of NGOs among
Southern professionals was becoming apparent.n8ouNGOs were accused of
uncritically swallowing the agendas of donors amthing developmentifito just
another ‘busines$’(Pearce, 2000: 4). By the end of the 19904itteeappeared to
have turned, with NGOs facing a barrage of critigseatly encapsulated by

Holloway.

While people inside the NGO world still think oéthselves as occupying the high
moral ground, the reality is now that few peoplehia South outside the NGO
world think of NGOs like this. The word in theegtrin the South is that NGOs
are charlatans racking up large salaries... and maimyconditioned offices.
(Holloway, 1999 - cited in Pearce, 2000).

Also writing toward the end of the millennium, Edda and Hulme (1997) in their
tellingly titled publicationNGOs, States and Donors — Too Close for Comfartpje
that, in their rapprochements (both financial, &lab in terms of values, interests,
methods and priorities) with both donors and tbhein states, NGOs were losing their

relationship with the poor, and with the radicaéadatives to the orthodoxies of the rich

64



and powerful that they once espoused. Urging N@Oeeturn to their roots the
authors asserted thaheéir ultimate achievements are not their scalejdmis or
reputation, but their capacity to support effectagsociation at the local leve[1997:
283). Pearce (2000) argued that NGOs had, byaagd,|failed to develop a critique of
the global order, instead opting for a problem-s@h\approach underpinned bgrt
intellectually lazy reliance on a handful of conteepnd words as a substitute for
thought (32: 2000). This charge was reiterated repeatedlyeagdhrs progressed with
many commentators criticising NGOs for operatinthwi a neo-liberal agenda and
failing to offer any alternatives (Roy, 2003, TemB603, de Santisteban, 2005, Ayers,

2006).

In common with many other African countries, theiga following ‘democratisation’

in Malawi (1994 onwards) saw a proliferation of nE¥#Os hailed as the new
guardians of civil society. This brief honeymoaeripd was followed by public
criticisms of elitism, lack of patriotism, succumgito donor-driven agendas, and
seeking personal enrichment. While some of thtemm emanated from the ruling
elite unhappy with NGO opposition to the so-calliitd term debaté®, more
emanated from systematic empirical research agrtwing international mood of
cynicism reached Malawi Wiseman Chirwa (2000gmaiing the role played by
Malawian NGOs in the 1990s, concludes that theaied to shift public debate and
discourse to wider socio-economic issues, whileriHarglund’s research on a national
civic education programme demonstrates how an amtlgrpolitical project is being

implemented in a manner which negates both povegualities and relevant political

19 Following his election for a second term of offinel 999 then President Muluzi began a campaign to
alter consitutional provisions which prevented Hiiom running for a third term when the time came
again in 2004. The so-called ‘third term debatLdme a major political issue dominating political
discourse for the next five years. It was vehelgeagposed by church leaders and ultimately failed.
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and historical specificitié$ (Englund, 2003). The findings of both piecesasfaarch
echo critiques of Southern NGOs more generally wiltarge them with
unquestioningly adopting dominant frameworks ankhfito operate critically within
them. By 2006, surveying the global scene, Lewt @poku-Mensah, signalled a
downturn in global enthusiasm for NGOs assertirag‘there are (nevertheless) signs
that NGOs are no longer seen today as being imtamstream of development2006:
667). Intandem with these developments, donohadishifted more towards direct
budget support (directly to governments) leading ggrowing fragmentation within the
sector, with NGOs compelled to compete with eatieotvithin a dwindling resource

base.

From normative to empirically based research

As is apparent, much of the international debaterasearch on civil society throughout
the 1980s and 1990s narrowly equates civil soeugty Southern NGOs. This has been
criticised for its overly normative character, fsowg on what civil society should be
and do, rather than on its actual character andra®earce, 2000, Lewis 2002, Lewis
and Opoku-Mensah, 2006). Three implications drim@ this narrow

conceptualisation. First, as seen above, a p&tigarsion of civil society has been
reified and elevated through high levels of finahsupport provided in the 1980s and
1990s. Second, the complex and diverse natwwibEociety within African contexts
has been largely ignored. Indeed civil societyfisn described as weak or non-existent
in many African countries. And third, normativepapaches have provided no account

of actual social relations within and between thasie associations, glossing over the

" The programme in question (NICE — National Initiatfor Civic Education) is ongoing.
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inherent contradictions that exist in communitied gending to treat them as ideal

homogenous wholes (Roy, 2003).

A notable exception to this general trend is thekwad Jean and John Comaroff who, in
their 1999 publicatioi€ivil Society and the Political Imagination in Add, explicitly

set out to uncover thestcial revisioning”(1999: 3) they assert has taken place over the
previous two decades. Arguing that there is #&atitifference between the

bourgeoisie and civil society within African sogi€l999: 17), their publication

uncovers a diversity of civic associationalism initiag African public spheres, in the
process drawing attention to ‘uncool’ forms of &&n civil society, forms often dubbed

partisan, parochial or fundamentalist.

Few have considered the sorts of public sphereupnesl by specifically African
relations of production and exchange, codes of aohr styles of social
intercourse, by Africamarkets, credit associations, informal economies,
collective rituals, modes of aesthetic expressiisgourses of magic and
reason; by the various strands, in other wordst theeave the fabric’ of the
civil here beyond the official purview of governanc
(Comaroff and Comaroff, 1999: 23 — emphasis ininal)
In this conceptualisation, civil society in Africeseen to encompass a far more diverse

range of associations underlain by complex wehahfes, priorities and relations.

In Malawi, this diversity and complexity is alsopgpent. Lwanda (2005) draws
attention to the wide variety of indigenous grotipest existed in colonial times,
including Bao societies, Malipenga groups, Benip@s, and various ‘native’
associations. Minnis (1998) argues that thesetiwadl associations in Malawi offered

a buffer against the excesses of the colonial.stalinough more politically assertive
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groups were quashed during the highly oppressivel&aregime, local associations
are currently numerous and varied within the coudéspite frequent assertions of an
‘undeveloped’ civil society (Chirwa, 2000). Despthis diversity, the equation of
professional groups with civil society is self-r@ircing, as professional civil society
members repeatedly refer to themselves as ‘thesaviety’, largely ignoring other
forms. In Malawi, Lwanda (2005: 54) notes thaidst elements of articulate elite ‘civil
society’ (represented by NGOs, churches and otHeruorganisations) ignore the
various cultural, traditional and economic groupsvélage, community and district

level...”.

Recent research on civil society within Africa Kaltigh still focusing largely on NGOs)
has begun to engage more with its reality rathem thormative, idealised conceptions
as heretofore. The ethnographic work of both M&tl§a004) and Igoe and Kelsall
(2005) are examples of this. While Michael’s cidmition, following a presentation of
the findings of her empirical work, falls back omare normative set of prescriptions
as to how NGOs may gain more power within the s@ailitical arena, in the process
once again negating issues of power differentiatsthe complexity of social
interactions involved, Igoe and Kelsall's volumelgiematises the concept in more
detail, in particular drawing attention to the nfiédee between state and civil society,
wherein it is argued that the line between boihdseasingly blurred This

intermingling of civil society and state, a morea@scian conceptualisation than the
idealised Tocquevillian one conceived in much ef tlormative literature, is a recurring

theme within the small body of empirically basedrature. Karlstrom (1999), writing

12 Dr Hastings Banda ruled Malawi from 1964 to 199dler an increasingly brutal and oppressive
regime. A vivid account of the violence and oppies of the time is provided by Jack Mapanje, a-wel
known Malawian poet, himself jailed for a numbemuodnths during the Banda era for his literary
criticisms of the regime (Mapanje, 2002).
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of civil society in Uganda, draws attention to thiiculty in attempting to distinguish
neatly between it and the state wherein sometimesame actors are engaged at both
levels (1999: 105). The churches in Malawi (Cathd?Presbyterian and Muslim), often
identified as significant actors within Malawiawitisociety (Minnis, 1998, Von
Doepp, 2002, Jenkins and Tsoka, 2003, Ross, 2834) exemplify this porosity
between civil society and state, as highlightedam Doepp’s 2002 research which
demonstrates a prevalence of class interests alocalgclergy, with many of them
forging links with strategic powerful interestscinding state actorsin this vein,

Lewis and Opoku-Mensah (2006) highlight the neediore empirical research in the
area that will do justice to the complexity andedsity of civil society in all its forms
and contexts. This study makes a contributiois tegard and moves beyond
normalised conceptions of civil society througheimographic approach to the study
of the principal NGO group involved in Malawi’'s PR&IGDS, the Malawi Economic

Justice Network (MEJN) together with its diversennbership base.

In this Section | have traced the debates and yrmocivil society in Africa and

Malawi, from its waxing within a particular guise a key element within the good
governance discourse of the 1980s and early 18®@s, waning, by the late 1990s, and
on to current emerging debates and research. el @i@ued that the tendency within the
literature of the 1990s to confuse a normativeigara/ith existing realities has had a
number of implications for our understanding of tiaure and potential agency of
African and Malawian civil society. In reifyinggarticular normative variant, in the
form of professional NGOs, much of the literatuges ignored the rich diversity of civic
life that inhabits African society, while at thensatime playing a crucial role in

shaping the environment it inhabits. Normativecdigses have furthermore failed to
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take account of the complexity of social relatitimst characterise African civic life, in
particular operating out of a neo-Toquevillian feamork which neatly separates civic
life from that of the state and wider political &g. | have concluded the Section by
tracing recent shifts in this discourse where magagsrds empirical research on civil
society in Africa and Malawi have problematised ithealised neo-Tocquevillian view,
highlighting both the diversity of civic associatadism and its embeddedness within
wider socio-political relations and culture. Aral ¢he reality appears to concur more
with a Gramscian conception of civil society. lnturn to an examination of the
literature on civil society in Ireland where, asill show, much contemporary writing
appears to follow the normative trend within thebgll literature, focusing more on
what civil society should be and do, rather thapl@exng the complex reality of what it

actually is.

Civil Society in Ireland — an empirical gap

Although the ‘good governance’ discourse of the@s9&nd early 1990s, with its
implicit polarised assumptions of ‘bad’ or ‘corruptates and ‘good’ civil society,
remained confined to debates on governance inltlalgSouth, it is clear that it also
influenced thinking and developments within Irelamdparticular as mediated through
the EU, then Ireland’s principal donor. In parkliéh the African context, the late
1980s and 1990s was a period in Ireland wheretecplar segment of civil society, the
professionalised community and voluntary sectois heralded as an important actor
within the country’s governance. In contrast t® tble posited for NGOs in the South
however, and, despite emerging reports of endearrugtion within the political
sphere (see Chapter Three), the normative roléaskcto this sector in Ireland carried

none of the attendant assumptions of ‘poor govergiant hus the community and
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voluntary sector in Ireland, unlike Southern NG®@as not called upon to exercise a
role in enhancing the state’s accountability omionitoring its actions. A further
significant difference was that although, initiadlyleast, donor support through EU
structural funds formed the basis for this develeptr{Payne 1999), this was
channelled directly through the state, thereby a@bgucompromising the community
and voluntary sector’'s autonomy through its finahdependence on the state. As |
show in later Chapters, this financial dependerasedome to play a significant role in

relation to the evolution of NGOs’ participation$wocial Partnership.

As in the case of Africa, much writing on this sedakes a normative slant with three
main strands discernible. The first strand encas@saa donor discourse — that of the
EU, which, through a series of anti-poverty prognaes, posited a role for the
community and voluntary sector in partnership wité state in the arena of policy
formulation, as well as within service provisioneflegher and Whelan, 1992,

Motherway 2005).

The second strand of literature emerges from bathrish state and public
administration writings on the topic. The statpeqrs to view the role of the
community and voluntary sector more narrowly thas EU, reducing it to the area of
service provision, in tandem with the fosteringseff-help initiatives within local
communities, as discussed in the previous Chafteis conception has recently re-
emerged under the guise of ‘active citizenshigldnd 2006a, 2006b), in an interesting
re-morphing of the concept of citizenship whereeitship is now equated with local

voluntary work and self-help initiatives rather ihective political engagement.
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A third strand within the literature on civil sotyen Ireland adopts a more political
approach wherein, in line with critical contribut®within the development field,
community and voluntary groups are urged to unctiveir critical voice and put
forward a more radical social analysis (Powell @abghegan, 2004, 2005, Meade,
2005). Noticeably, negating the sector's own ageits failure to do this is attributed

to its compromised positions within partnershimagements with the state, rather than

any inherent failing on its own part.

This last point highlights an important differermtween the body of literature on the
community and voluntary sector in Ireland, and Hradlysing the agency of the
Southern NGO sector. The Irish literature reméangely uncritical of the community
and voluntary sector, thereby largely negatingws agency in deciding its focus and
direction. Any failures or shortcomings of growpishin the community and voluntary
sector are attributed to the consequences of istat@ention (through funding and
partnership arrangements) (see for example Murp®@2, Meade, 2005) and the sector
itself and its constituent groups remain largelpnabblematised. For example,
following extensive research into the role andvasitn of the sector nationwide wherein
a shift toward increasing professionalism in tandeth a move away from more

radical agendas is identified, Powell and Geogh€g@@4) conclude that...

It is difficult not to conclude that the Irish stahas been particularly adept at
co-opting community development into a partnergitipernance of Irish
society. The boundaries between state and cigiegphave become both
porous and permeable. This is the Irish versiomtofd Way politics. The
anxiety must be that this is a Faustian bargaimwlrich a state that has
embraced neo-liberalism and is replacing welfarégyoby an enterprise
culture is seeking to incorporate civil societyoirat project of governance that
will fatally compromise its ethical legitimacy.

(Powell and Geoghegan, 2004: 260)
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In contrast therefore, to critiques emerging indegelopment literature in the late
1990s, and indicating a more structuralist perspecoupled with an apparent
resistance towards self-reflection, literature k& ¢ommunity and voluntary sector in
Ireland is largely devoid of the charges of elitidegitimacy, and efforts towards self-
preservation which have assailed Southern NGOdat&s Chapters will reveal, this is
a critical difference between the two cases unuegstigation with respect to the nature
of civil society leadership exercised within theotprocesses, and their subsequent

potential for transformatory participation.

Notwithstanding this absence of critical commentamythe direction and agency of the
sector itself, in tandem with the situation of NG@®%#\frica, support to the community
and voluntary sector in Ireland has waned in regeats. Financial support began to
fall in the early 2000s. Funding in 2003 was ddwrper cent, falling a further 7 per
cent in 2004 (Harvey, 2004). Thus, in parallelhvilie African context, the community
and voluntary sector in Ireland has become a vemypetitive environment with a
multitude of groups competing for a dwindling pablresources. Unfortunately, there
has been no new phase in research on this seqtardtiel that beginning at an
international level, uncovering the reality of tedas and contexts within the sector, and
therefore leaving an important empirical gap in¢batext of its involvement in Social
Partnership. While it is beyond the remit of tt@search to carry out detailed research
at different organisational levels in the mannelgoe and Kelsall's (2005) illuminating
work, | hope that the documentation and analysth®@icommunity and voluntary
pillar’'s experiences of Social Partnership may sf@de light, in a more limited

manner, in this area.
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From the idea to the reality

Again, in line with literature on Southern civil@ety, civic activism in Ireland
encompasses a far wider array of associations remgigngs than those falling under the
umbrella of the community and voluntary sectornuimber of commentators provide
an account of the origins and development of a@gsociationalism throughout the
decades (see for example Kellegher and Whelan,, AM&%y and Curtin, 2002,
Collins, 2002, Lee, 2003, Powell and Geoghegan4 2Bbtherway, 2005, and Daly,
2007). Two approaches to civic engagement emargedh this telling. The first,
rooted in the rural cooperative movement, takegdha of traditional voluntary
organisations (e.g. the GAA (Gaelic Athletic Assaicin), Muintir na Tire) which are
described as espousing virtues of neighbourlirsedtreliance and independence from
the State. Close associations with the Cathodimgl a fostering of a ‘self help’
approach, and a traditional conservatism are seeharacterise this period. In many
respects, the government’s drive towards whatint$eactive citizenship’ represents a

return to this approach.

A second more radical wave of civic engagemeniiiémiced by the US civil rights
movement, began in urban areas in the 1970s, héthise of tenant and housing
groups, together with the rise of the women’s mosein Influenced by European anti-
poverty programmes, these groups adopted a moieladcial analysis aimed at
challenging and transforming structural causesookpy. It was many of these groups,
and/or their successors, who later became invalvéite partnership arrangements with

the state that characterised the re-morphing oféleéor in the late 1980s (Kellegher
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and Whelan, 1992). And so many, although nobéllhese groups have now been

absorbed into the community and voluntary sector.

In addition to its role within local communitiesydin tandem with the situation in
Malawi, the Catholic church has also played a magte in Ireland’s voluntary sector.
Since the 184€haritable Bequests Aithad been a major provider of health and
social care services and, for well over a centilmy,state funded the church to run a
substantial component of health and social senttoesighout the country, leading to
what has been described (O'Toole, 1998: 67) agadte to gravé welfare system.
The Catholic church’s profound influence on affaifghe state in the past have been
well documented (for example correspondence puidigty Dr Noel Browne on the
church’s opposition to his proposed public healt@dall for mothers and children in
the 1930s) with Powell and Geoghegan (2004) argtiagthe country is left with a
strong legacy of voluntary-statutory service pransa situation which parallels

directly with that in Malawi.

While no systematic mapping of the sector has &lkan place (although the Task
Force on ‘active citizenship’ is charged with camgyout this task and the recent work
of O’'Donoghue et al (2006) provides a rich bodylafa from which such a map may
begin to be constructed), it is clear that them richness and diversity to Irish civic life
which parallels that in many African countries,luding Malawi. Unfortunately, the
empirical shift which has occurred within civil sety research internationally, wherein
the idealised analytical construct of civil socies been problematised and contrasted
with civil society’s diverse and complex realitgshnot occurred in Ireland, where

normative contributions continue to dominate debatehe field, leaving an important
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empirical lacuna within a field which is acquiriggeater importance in policy circles
through partnership arrangements and exhortatawarts greater civic engagement in

the form of ‘active citizenship’.

In parallel with civic life in Malawi, while manyigc associations in Ireland may be
characterised as politically inactive, this mayaltteibutable more to lack of opportunity
rather than lack of will. This question of opparity is of central concern to this thesis
and has direct bearing on the issues of repregami@id democracy theorised in detail
in Chapter Four. The remainder of this Chaptertwih to a closer examination of this
issue of opportunity, examining in particular tretgmtial for political agency among
the diversity of groups that represent actual,aathan normative, civil society in
contemporary Malawi and Ireland, and theorising ltlois agency can be mediated by

civil society representatives.

2.6.2 Social Capital: Missing link or instrument d exclusion?

The above literary journey through theories anditres of civil society in both Malawi
and Ireland to date has uncovered a strongly navrenalant which has privileged a
particular conception of civil society which, paoadtally, is conceived of as operating
independently of the state, yet, in practice, r#tredly engaged in a range of processes
of state building. Even more paradoxically, Irelancommunity and voluntary sector
is, for the most part, dependent on the stateifiantial support and hence survival,
although the same argument might be made for Souti€ Os depending on how the
state is defined (as we have seen in Section @rgrd may also be perceived as part of
the state). This analytical construct, a proddietteat Comaroff and Comaroff

characterise as a process sbdcial revisioning”(1999: 3), has been heavily influenced
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by the work of Robert Putnam on social capital.ratteed by one World Bank expert as
“the missing link in developmeniGrootaert, 1998), and by Ireland’s current

Taoiseacit as ‘hugely relevant to what's going on héfe Ireland)™*

, social capital
has become a hot topic, with the publication ohBuat’s influential publication
Bowling Alonein 2000 re-igniting a keen interest among sociedrsme theorists and

practitioners alike. The concept therefore mesiisme attention here in that it helps

elucidate dominant analytical perceptions of atiety in Malawi and Ireland alike.

Social capital has been defined as the resourassat resulting from voluntary
associations and networks within society. Buildamghis study of development
disparities between northern and southern Italyereim social capital is identified as
the key to development (Putnam, 1993), Putnamfeeamesl his analysis to the United
States arguing that, as civic associational lifelides (i.e. as people go bowling alone),
so too does a stock of capital capable of addrgdkenation’s economic and social
malaise. Thus, for Putnam, the trust and well-dpeingendered by associational life

constitutes an asset which can contribute to adirg®conomic and social issues.

Stocks of social capital such as trust, norms, etsvorks, tend to be self
reinforcing and cumulative. Virtuous circles resul social equilibria with high
levels of cooperation, trust, reciprocity, civilgagement, and collective well-
being...

(Putnam, 1993: 177)

Putnam’s work in this area has attracted conside@bention from academics and
policy makers alike, most particularly in the U8t Blso in Ireland. The World Bank

has a dedicated website on the topic where itssréed that “. social cohesion — social

13 Prime Minister, Taoiseach literally translated meeahieftain or leader
14“Meeting at the crossroads” The Irish Times, Septen3®, 2005
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capital — is critical for poverty alleviation andistainable human and economic
development.*>. The current Irish Taoiseach has described Puistmn

extraordinary genius’®, and, in September 2005, Robert Putnam, who wéteihto

come and address the Irish parliamentary partyendpic, noted théthere is no

political leader anywhere in the world who has hikd sustained interest in the issue of
social capital as the TaoiseacH” Recent Social Partnership agreentémtske
reference to the concept and it underlies the nate-sriven, national campaign for
‘active citizenship’. While earlier Social Partakip agreements have not made explicit
reference to the concept, as noted previouslyfatering of trust, community cohesion
and solidarity through associational life has badeature of Irish political life since the

founding of the State.

Putnam’s concept of social capital has attractedesiarsh critiques however.
Theoretical critiques fall into two main groupsirsiy, it is argued that, in common
with neo-Tocquevillian concepts of civil societydiscussed above, and many
conceptualisations of participation as discussd&dhapter One, the concept of social
capital and the closely related idea of trust séwwde-politicise social relations and the
development context. Harriss (2002), in particuiaakes this case in relation to the
adoption and use of the concept by the World Badté&.returns to Bourdieu’s earlier
(and now largely ignored) work in this area whibkdrises social capital not as an
attribute of society as a whole, but rather assgpeet of the differentiation of classes.

Social capital thus, following Bourdieu’s theorgnstitutes an instrument of power.

15 hitp://imww1 .worldbank.org/prem/poverty/scapitalfndhtm accessed irl]anuary, 2007.

18 “Harvard professor my guru since early 1990s, gshern”, Interview with Taoiseach Bertie Ahern
The Irish Times3“ September, 2005.

17 Cited in Brennock, Mark, “Change in outlook to w@nd new citizens urgedThe Irish Timess"
September, 2005.

18 Sustaining Progres£003 Towards 20162006, see also NESC, 2005a, 2005b, and NESF 2003.
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Social capital for one group of people may resuthie exclusion of others. Developing
this point, Harriss (2002: 10) cites the work ofrMar Olsen The Rise and Decline of
Nations,1984)who argues thatell-organised interest groups may well have no
incentive to work towards the common good of sgcéet posited by the Putnam view
of social capital, instead possessing every ingerit engage in socially costly and
inefficient, but privately profitable ‘rent-seekingThis argument is interesting in so far
as it resonates strongly with charges fuelled ag@outhern NGOs within international
development literature within recent years. IndBatham, in describing social
relations in the Italian South, emphasises the napae of patron-client relations,
thereby reinforcing existing power relations. YAgrriss notes that, in tA&orld Bank

Development Report 2000/2Q@kisting power structures are accepted as given.

The possibility that through political organisatiamd mass mobilisation —
which can both draw upon and help construct ‘socagpital’ (if you must) —
poorer people might actually struggle against ‘estbn’ and ‘lack of
resources’, and so bring about change in the distion of power and
resources, does not even enter into consideration.
(Harriss, 2002: 11)
It appears therefore, that the World Bank’s adaoptibthe concept is highly selective
and resonates strongly with more instrumental fasfgarticipation (as discussed in

Chapter One) wherein issues of power are ignomdljratiatives within this conception

may act to reinforce and exacerbate existing irtaglé power relations.

The second main charge against popular conceptiosscial capital resonates with
critiques (in Ireland less trenchant) of Southe®®¢, and the Irish community and
voluntary sector’s failure to critically engage vdominant socio-economic norms. It

is argued that introducing social capital as tHetsm to development ills draws
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attention away from the economic and social pditieat cause those ills, thereby
leaving the underlying framework intact. Berned &Hillips argue that this approach,
while having merits in creating respect for peapleapability and creativity,
nonetheless proves futile in bringing about soclienge...
The idea that poor communities can ‘develop thevasét- if it means that they
require no redistribution of resources, if it medhat heterogeneity and
inequity within communities can be glossed ovaet nifeans that the macro

structures of wealth and power distribution canidgpgored — is flawed to the
point of being harmful. (2005: 27).

Economist Ben Fine, bemoaning the incursion of entios into the social sciencés
argues thaftthe reintroduction of the social has the troublidgal aspect both of
rhetorically smoothing the acceptance of at mostgmally altered economic policies
and of broadening the scope of justifiable inteti@nfrom the economic to the social
in order to ensure policies are successf(®001: 20). This same point is made within
an Irish context by Powell and Geoghegan (20@4) argue that the term epitomises
the colonisation of the social and political by theguage of the market. The authors
stress that it is important to connect civic engaget with democratic inclusion in the
public sphere. They argue that, while democradclggsvoice of society, social capital is

conceptually disconnected from it.

Thus, Putnam’s concept of social capital, in patéicas adopted by both the World
Bank and the Irish government, may be seen to piderore normative,
conceptualisations of civil society, what Hodgsa8Qd4), in a British context, refers to

as a ‘manufactured civil society’. Theoreticaliques of the concept, highlighting its

19 Capital is itself an economic concept — Fine nétes all capital is social, thus the concept appea
something of an oxymoron.
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role in both de-politicising and de-contextualissagial relations within a development
context, and echoing the concerns of critics ofmadive versions of civil society, point

the way towards thematic areas for future empireaéarch. With its implicit focus on

social relations among and between state and N@@tsgvithin the two processes

under investigation, this research makes a cortioibun this regard

2.7 Popular agency within civil society: Theorisig forms of leadership

So far we have seen that a normative conceptiaivibtfsociety has dominated
literature, both globally, and within Ireland, paoxically placing it distinct from the
state, yet attributing to it a role wherein it @igely engaged in state affairs through
roles in service provision, employment generatenmd(in the case of Africa monitoring
and promoting ‘good governance’). As we have sdes,conception has been
challenged within a smaller body of empirically édditerature which uncovers the
reality of a more diverse civil society engagea icomplex set of socio-political
relationships with a range of different actors uritthg the state. Central to the
conception of participation is the issue of ageaegt, more specifically, in relation to
the MPRS/MGDS and Social Partnership, the assatisseies of representation and
hence, democracy. In this Section | set out torike this issue more deeply, returning
to the issues of representation and democracyfcanging in particular on the issue of
mediation, as highlighted by Young (2000) and dised in further detail in Chapter
Four. A key question in this regard is how do civil sagieepresentatives mediate the
diverse voices of their constituent groups, therf@gylitating the articulation of their
multiple discourses within the respective processeer examination? In this Section

| argue that cultural attitudes and norms formigasis for this mediation, and | draw on
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both Gramscian and Freirean theory to explore m@iffeforms this mediation might

take.

Civil society’s rich theoretical tradition, as egptd at the beginning of Section 2.5, and
within more recent empirical research discusseskiction 2.5.1, highlights the
complex relations between civil society and théesfim Ireland this being manifest
inter alia through both financially dependent relationshid arlegitimising power).
This factor, together with criticisms levelled aggtinormative conceptualisations of
civil society which charge them with failing to agep critiques of dominant
frameworks, draws attention to the salience of Gr@am theory in exploring the
relationship and its implications for civil socieagency. Two aspects of Gramscian
theory are particularly pertinent in this regafche first is his theory of hegemony.
This refers to the consensual aspects of poliloatination and involves dominant
classes persuading others in society to accepinggrhalise their views, values and
norms — what might be termed ‘dominant discouraesbrding to a Foucauldian

theorisation as discussed in Section 2.5. AccgrthnGramsci...

... the supremacy of a social group manifests itséif/o ways, as ‘domination’ and
as ‘intellectual and moral leadership’.
(1971: 57)
While many neo-Gramscians focus, in particulartreneconomic dimension of the
concept — how particular economic models and fraonksvcome to dominate — of
particular interest here is the cultural dimensiarparticular as it relates to attitudes

and norms of leadership in mediating between diffeactors, i.e. the application of

Gramscian theory to the issue of agency and itsatied. For Gramsci, hegemony is
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achieved both through institutions of the state, #wose of civil society. Thus he
identifies one of the most important functionstu state...

... to raise the great mass of the population tori@aar cultural and moral level,

a level (or type which corresponds to the needb@®productive forces of

development), and hence to the interest of thagudlasses. The school as a

positive educative function, and the courts aspassive and negative educative

function, are the most important State activitieshis sense.

(1971: 258)

It is seen here that schools are identified agtinigins wherein dominant cultural
values and practices may be diffused to the wideiesy. And so, educational
philosophy, as taught and practised, together @dgtiteptions as to what constitutes
knowledge, or, in Chambers termgjHose reality count§1997), may constitute
important components of the hegemonic apparatuker@ivil society institutions may
be added to this such as churches and civil sogretyps themselves (NGOs /
community and voluntary sector / other civic asatons). Within this conception,
institutions of civil society themselves may redtthe parameters of what is acceptable
as ‘knowledge’ and what form this knowledge shaake. Civil society is therefore,
according to Gramsci’s conception, a site of camstieological conflict between actors
supportive of, and those challenging, aspectsefltiminant hegemony (which itself is

non-static). This is a key factor in the potentedognition and promotion of multiple

discourses.

This leads on to the second aspect of Gramscitsngsi of particular relevance to the
issue of civil society’s role in mediating popuégency, that of the nature of the

‘intellectual and moral leadership’ espoused byl siociety representatives in leading
elements of civil society in negotiating within,datinrough, the multiple complexity of

institutions which reinforce this hegemonic ord&ramsci writes in some length about
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different forms of intellectuafS. Of interest to this study is his contributiontbe
nature of intellectuals required to lead peopleai@s transformatory change. In this
context, Gramsci’s notion of the ‘organic intellegf (1971: 10), in leading people in
challenging the hegemonic order, is highly releva@tamsci’s ‘organic intellectual’
stands in contrast to what he terms the ‘tradifiortallectual’ who, a product of the
hegemonic order, acts (and leads) in a manner stingof the dominant class. For
Gramsci the ‘organic intellectual’ is key in theusfgle to bring about transformatory

change within a hegemonic oréfer

One of the most important characteristics of anyugrthat is developing towards

dominance is its struggle to assimilate and to emndideologically’ the traditional

intellectuals, but this assimilation and conquastiade quicker and more

efficacious the more the group in question succéaedsnultaneously elaborating

its own organic intellectuals

(1971: 10)

Gramsci's conception of the ‘organic intellectuad’s much to offer contemporary civil
society leaders as they mediate with constituesuigs within participatory processes
and lead groups and peoples towards an understpafitheir position within the
hegemonic order. So what constitutes an ‘orgamalectual’? It is here that
Gramsci’s writings on the topic resonate strongithwhe later work of Freire (1972),
whose writings from the perspective of communityeation have influenced many
civil society leaders in Africa and Ireland alikBor Gramsci, an ‘organic intellectual’,
or, in our terms, ‘civil society leader’, first aforemost understands the potential of

‘ordinary people’ to effect change themselves. sTimhile “.. traditional leadersdon’t

even expect that the subaltern will become direcivd responsible... In fact,

20 gee in particular “The Intellectuals”, ChapteSgction 1 (1971: 3-23)

2L While Gramsci’s end goal of revolution with suleaits gaining dominance may seem a little radical in
the context of Malawi's PRSP/MGDS and Ireland’si8@bPartnership it is felt that his ideas on thiero

of the ‘organic intellectual'- here employed in the context of civil societgresentatives — retain much
relevance within the context of the two process@rdexamined.
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however, some part of even a subaltern mass isyal@mective and responsible”

(1971: 337). The role of the ‘organic intellectuslto bring marginalised people (the
‘subaltern’ in Gramsci’s terms, ‘oppressed’ in Fe&s) to a point where they understand
their position within the hegemonic order and arénsa position to begin to articulate

alternatives.

Consciousness of being part of a hegemonic foha {$ to say, political
consciousness) is the first stage towards a funtiegressive self-consciousness in
which theory and practice will finally be one.
(1971: 333)
This allies with Freire’s concept téonscientisation”wherein civil society leaders

play a role in bringing marginalised people andugsoto an understanding and

awareness of the contextual conditions of theirasion.

Freire, also emphatic about the capacity of petuplee authors of their own destinies,
has much to say about the process whereby thashis ichieved. This is of direct
relevance to civil society groups engaged in ppdiory processes such as the
MPRS/MGDS and Social Partnership in that it thexsrisow civil society
representatives might mediate with their constitggaups. Freire underlines the

importance of working with, and not for, people &ods their own self-development.

... a pedagogy which must be forged yuittt for, the oppressed (be they
individuals or whole peoples) in the incessantgite to regain their humanity.
This pedagogy makes oppression and its causestslgeeflection by the
oppressed, and from that reflection will come tmsEcessary engagement in the
struggle for their liberation

(1971: 25 - emphasis in the original)
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This is important in that it highlights a distiraghproach which sees civil society
representatives working wind not merely on behalf dieir constituents (the latter
being an approach often attributed to church lea@erd one which negates the
potential and capacity of popular agency, whileftdrener more closely correlates to
Young's (2000) perspective based representati@s discussed in Chapter Four). The
importance of dialogue, communication and undedstenin this context is
underscored by both theorists. And so, for Gramsci
...the intellectual’s error consists in believing tlome can know without
understanding and even more without feeling anddanpassioned (not only
for knowledge itself but also for the object of Wiexige).
(1971: 418)
while for Freire
...the more radical h&he radical / civil society leadei, the more fully he
enters into reality so that, knowing it better,d@n better transform it. He is not
afraid to confront, to listen, to see the world eited. He is not afraid to meet
the people or to enter into dialogue with them.
(1972: 18-19)

This highlights the importance of multiple formsa@mmunication (including emotion

and passion, Gramsci, 1971: 418) as discussedapt€hFour.

Drawing from both Gramsci and Freire’s contribuspand applying them to civil
society agency in mediating diverse voices withartigipatory processes, a number of
points emerge. First, the importance of understenand challenging one’s own place
within the hegemonic order is highlighted. Ciwlcgety participants within Malawi’'s
PRSP/MGDS and Ireland’s Social Partnership mustlyibe aware of their position
within the hegemonic order and be capable of stepputside of this to analyse it
objectively. Second, both Gramscian and Freirbaory highlight the importance of

communication and dialogue with constituent gromps way which a) brings civil
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society leaders to a greater consciousness ofdbestituents’ situations and lived
realities, and b) facilitates group members thewesein also understanding their place
within the hegemonic order, critically analysingaihd conceptualising and articulating
alternative realities and futures. Third, thevaince and importance of constituent

groups’ own knowledge, perceptions and analystkigicontext is highlighted.

2.8 Conclusion

Examining the contexts for the emergence of padiciry forms of governance, in this
Chapter | have argued that the concepts of paaticip and partnership derive from the
reconfigured social relations necessitated by thleay embedding of nation states
within a global polity. Drawing from Castells’ they of the network state, | have
argued that participation and partnership constitaikéchanisms through which nation
states, facing challenges to their legitimacy a# ttole in maintaining existing levels of
social protection is undermined, attempt to rebla@dtimacy and support both
domestically, and internationally. Their ‘partri@rsthis endeavour, | have argued,

constitute a normalised or manufactured subsecfi@ivil society.

The form of leadership exercised by the leadethisfmanufactured civil society, the
new partners in development, therefore becomesatd¢atevolving power relations
within these new governance configurations. Asthexrs’ in development, how
effectively do they represent the interests, viand ideals of their constituents? Do
they sit within or without the hegemonic bloc, amdat mechanisms do they use to
secure this position? These questions throw digpbbn civil society leadership, a
spotlight which, as we have seen, shines more tyighd with more critical intensity,

on civil society leaders in Africa than those ialémd. As we will see in later Chapters,
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this public spotlight has played an important tialéhe differential forms of leadership
exercised by the main civil society participantaoigations in the two processes under

investigation.

While this Chapter has explored the global confiexthe emergence of participatory

governance, the question remains to what extesetgkbal theories hold true for the

specific cases of Malawi and Ireland. We turrhis tjuestion in the following Chapter.
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Chapter 3

Partnership and participation in context: Malawi and Ireland

3.1 Introduction

In the previous Chapter | examined the global cdntgthin which both development
processes under investigation are embedded. Howmsither the PRSP/MGDS nor
Social Partnership emerged from or operate witmatéonal socio-political vacuum.
An analysis of both processes therefore must naggsengage with the socio-political
contexts and cultures from which they emerged,veittin which they are embedded. |
set out to do this in this Chapter through an eration of both countries’ governance

legacies, together with their broader socio-pditirultural contexts.

It should be noted at the outset that this, inipaler the exploration of political culture
in the two countries, is a rather ambitious unde@n Socio-political contexts and
cultures are highly complex and in a state of comsiux. It is widely argued that
culture and society in Ireland have experiencedranas changes over the last two
decades (Kirby, Gibbons and Cronin, 2002, Coulbter @oleman, 2003, Coakley, 2005,
Kitchin and Bartley, 2007) so any effort at anadyssks appearing dated and out of
touch with contemporary developments. As to MaJamy attempt (by this Irish

writer) to analyse or understand the evolving paltculture and norms may appear at
best, inadequate, and at worst, an arrogance.eTimaigations notwithstanding,

drawing from both Berger and Weber’s argument ‘ttiegt focus (of studies on states

and state building) needs to shift from quanti@i@pproaches... which either ignore
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the wider historical context or assume that thdtiget of strategies can succeed
regardless of the particular contex(2006: 201)and the ODI’s recent tacit
acknowledgement of same within a Malawian contestpresented in their recent
Drivers of Changeeport which constitutes..an effort to adopt a more historically-
informed, less technocratic approach to aid pofegusing on the way change happens,
and how economic, social and political factors rat# over the long-term(Booth et

al, 2006: 1), | feel that an attempted contextadilis is critical in efforts to analyse and
understand the dynamics of, and the constrainteaablers to, transformative
participation within the two processes. To thid,an this Chapter | draw on a range of
secondary sources to present a number of feattialawian and Irish governance
histories and political cultures pertinent to tHRIP/MGDS and Social Partnership
processes respectively. As | note in Chapter Eiggnisant of the limitations to
achieving a comprehensive understanding of the Matacontext, | made specific
efforts during the two periods of field researclMalawi to source commentators on

the country’s socio-political history and culture.

| begin the Chapter with a brief historical socmiical overview of both countries
where | show that, although macro-economicallyimitst both countries exemplify the
globalisation theories explored in the previous féa(Two) and share a common
trend of growing inequality in wealth and incometdbution. Exploring the reasons
for this, | turn to the governance histories oftbobuntries and examine some key
characteristics of, and influences on, policy-mglkanenas within both contexts.
Turning then to the broader political context, éggnt and compare a number of key
features of socio-political culture drawn from tespective literatures. | then go on to

discuss their implications for participatory govance. Finally, | examine some recent
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trends in socio-political culture, and suggest thatmedia’s increasing investigative
depth and geographic scope, which is informingemld/ening public debate, may
(although the evidence on this is somewhat ambigjube challenging and
transforming dominant socio-political cultural nam both countries. As we will see
in later Chapters, the governance legacies andiiegopolitical cultures in both Malawi
and Ireland emerge as significant factors in imtipg the evolution of the national

development processes under investigation overitilbeth countries.

3.2 Malawi and Ireland: Divergent paths towards gbbal
embeddedness

Although sharing a British colonial heritage, ttesicolonial trajectories of Malawi
and Ireland differ in some important respects. avial a landlocked country located
within the southern part of the African contineattained its independence in 1963
when the Central African Federation of Nyasalandl ldorthern and Southern Rhodesia
(now Zambia and Zimbabwe respectively), createtbis3, was dissolved in 1963, with
Hastings Banda becoming Prime Minister of self-gowey Nyasaland. In 1964, Banda
went on to become Prime Minister of independentaWaind, two years later, Malawi
became a republic with Banda as its Presidenturgdorces intervened decisively to
guell an early challenge to Banda’s rule by a tioaliof younger politicians. This set a
precedent and the Banda regime quickly grew motteoaitarian and dictatorial. In
1970, Banda declared himself ‘President for Litefl, 2005). While dissent was
routinely quashed by the Banda regffney the end of the 1980s popular dissent with
growing economic inequalities and political represshad mounted and, in 1992,

Banda gave in to growing pressure and announceféeendum proposing changes to

22 Jack Mapanje, a well-known Malawian poet, himgled for a number of months during the Banda
era, provides a vivid account of the violence aputession of the time (Mapanje, 2002).
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the political system. The referendum, held in 1983ulted in a 63 per cent vote for
multiparty democracy and, in 1994, following thistgars of one-party rule, the
country’s first multiparty elections were held ahe leader of the United Democratic
Front (UDF), Bakili Muluzi, ousted Banda from theeBidency and went on to serve
two terms until 2004. Although Muluzi attemptedalter the constitutional provisions
which prevented him from running for a third fivear term (see Ross, 2004), he failed
in this campaign, and Bingu Mutharika, initiallysalof the UDF, but subsequently

leaving the party to form his own, was elected ideag in 2004.

Ireland, an island on the Western periphery offheopean continent, attained
independence in 1922 with the signing of the Anglsh treaty which divided the
island North and South and led to a bitter andsdrei Civil War (Garvin, 1981). The
dominant political presence of the post-independetecades was Eamon de Valera
who served as President of the Executive Courmihft932-1937, Taoiseach (Prime
Minister) from 1937-1948, 1951-1954 and 1957-196%] President from 1959-1975

(Crotty, 2002). Nine other men have served assigloisince 1922.

While Malawi under Banda was modernist from theseytireland under de Valera was
a traditional, culturally conservative, inward-laog nation. Banda, educated from
1925 to 1937 in the US, and a mature student amlicadepractitioner between 1938
and 1953 in the UK, brought back to Malawi a mog#rdevelopmental vision which
he paradoxically combined with a strong ethnic (@#ecultural traditionalism (Phiri,
1998). In Ireland, theAge of de Valera{Crotty, 2002) has been noted for its
emphasis on a rural economy and rural virtueseitsarianism (with acknowledgement

in the 1937 Constitution of the special place &f @atholic church), its antipathy
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towards England, its social solidarity and cultdradlitionalism, and its subordination

of women (Moynihan, 1980, Crotty, 2002). A draratihange took place in Ireland in
1958 with Sean Lemass succeeding De Valera asdaatisand opening Ireland to the
international economy. Although suffering a sesioeicession in the 1980s, the ‘Celtic

Tiger’ emerged triumphantly in the 1990s.

The initial development paths followed by both esatfollowing Ireland’s brief attempt
at self-reliance through an import substitutiomtgtgy, bear many similarities. In
Malawi, economic growth formed the basis of thertotis development policy from
independence (1964) to the late 1970s. Fuelldudiylevels of borrowing on the
international market, this yielded relative sucdesmacroeconomic terms. GDP rose
by about 5.8 per cent (in real terms), and exigs grew (Chinsinga, 2002).

Following its shift from import substitution to eogt-led growth in 1958, economic
growth also formed the basis of Ireland’s developnp®licy. In parallel with
development trajectories pursued by countries asddalawi, this strategy was
financed by high levels of borrowing. As Raymoni@ put it, “...the policy

depended absolutely on the state’s ability to batravhich permitted the benefits of the
policy to be enjoyed immediately, while its costsld be deferred to a future when, in
the Keynesian aphorism, ‘we are all dead986: 89). However, despite the economic
benefits accrued from accession to the EEC in 18&&nd’s strategy did not yield the
same macroeconomic successes enjoyed by Malawdasgite determined attempts by
the state to pursue a strategy of industrialisatio® country’s economic performance
up until the late 1980s lagged far behind thatlobther western European countries
(except Greece and Portugal), together with a numbinose of the so-called

developing world (Venezuela, Argentina and Chilgylfy, 2003).
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Behind Malawi’'s macroeconomic success during tkisoa lay growing inequalities
and a deterioration in social and living conditidosthe majority of the population.
The agricultural growth strategy pursued by théestavoured an elite minority, with
smallholders exploited to drive estate-led growilhere were poor levels of social
investment, and, by the late 1960s, the Gini coieffit was at 0.448 and rapidly rising
(Banda et al, 1998). By the 1980s, life in Irelavets characterised by mass
unemployment and emigration. The country’s delis P ratio stood at 124 per cent
with unemployment coming close to 20 per cent at time (Hardiman, 2004).
Burdened by high levels of debt and rising inediesf’, the development strategies
pursued in both countries were clearly unsustagabtl something had to give. Itis at

this point that the development trajectories ohixiaites diverge.

A combination of the 1978-1979 oil shock, the 198®1 drought, declining terms of
trade, rising interest rates, the influx of refugé&®m war-torn Mozambique, and
declining aid led to a sharp decline in developnferitines in Malawi and, in common
with many indebted countries, by 1980 the statefa®d to turn to the IMF and
World Bank for assistance. Malawi was the firstiédn country to adopt the World
Bank and IMF structural adjustment programmesfiteeof which began in 1981
(Chinsinga, 2002). Development policy in Malawshm@een premised on structural

adjustment from that time to the present, and thasitating social consequences (as

2 Of interest to this study is Crotty’s observattbat high levels of emigration allowed for the ramb

of virtually every element of discontent in Irisbcgety thereby making it possible for Ireland’s lilgiag
population to achieve relatively high living standia He argues thapartly because of improving living
standards and partly because of the removal afatitent through emigration, a ‘fat cat’ Irish sotjie
has experienced more political stability than otfenmer capitalist colonies and even most
metropolise’(1986: 102).

94



well as economic failings) have been well documeiisee for example Chinsinga,

2002, Muula and Chanika, 2004 specifically on Majaw

Ireland’s faltering development also suffered fritra oil crises and associated rising
interest rates. By the 1980s Ireland too was tathle prospect of rolling over its debts
to the IMF and pursuing the structural adjustmente. However, the state opted for a
different strategy and, through Social Partnersiiiich commenced in 1987, managed
to obtain the cooperation of employers and tradenafor a recovery strategy aimed at
stabilising the economy, paving the way for ragidreomic growth and job creation
through foreign direct investment (FDI) from 199a@rds (Hardiman, 2004). From
the late 1980s through to today, the Irish statedomsciously adopted policies and
developed institutions to aid the insertion of biigh economy into the global market.
Measures for this include favourable rates of cafon tax targeting FDI, in particular
through the creation of the Industrial Developm&uathority, which consciously sought
to focus investment in particular sectors (Hardin2003). And so, in different ways,
and with radically different economic consequenbgshe 1990s both states had
consolidated their insertion into the global poltieconomy. However, in both cases,

this has occurred at the expense of social egdiéydiman 2004, Kirby, 2004).

Today Ireland and Malawi stand at polar ends ofsth@o-economic spectrum as
exemplified in the data presented in Table 3.2wel@Vhile GDP per capita in Ireland
in 2004 stood at US$ 44,644, in Malawi it stooguat US$ 646. Average life
expectancy in Malawi, at just under 40 years, iddeer than that in Ireland, at just
under 78 years, in part due to the AIDS crisis, ianghrt due to poverty.

Notwithstanding these extreme differences in wedlils noteworthy that social
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spending (on health and education — in percentde t8rms) in both countries is quite
similar, with Malawi spending a higher proportionhits national income on education

than Ireland.

Table 3.2: Some comparative socio-economic indicatofor Malawi and Ireland

Malawi Ireland
Area (km2) 118,484 70,283
Population (2004) (millions) 12.6 4.1
Human Development Index Rank* 166 4
GDP per capita (PPP US$) (2004) 646 44,644
Life expectancy at birth (years) 39.8 77.9
Public expenditure on health (% of GDP) 2003-04 3.3 5.8
Public expenditure on education (%of GDP) 2002-04.0 4.3
Share of income or consumption (%) poorest 10% (1997) 2.9 (2000)
Share of income or consumption (%) richest 10% 42 .4 27.2
Gini index** 50.3 (1997) 34.3 (2000)

* The HDI is a composite indicator which includesasures of life expectancy, literacy/formal edwrati
and income per capita, each weighted equally. rthkings here are out of a total of 177 countries.

** The Gini index is a measure of income equalify.score of 0 implies perfect equality (where
everyone has exactly the same income) while a safat80 implies perfect inequality (where one pearso
has all the income, and everyone else has zeronieco

Data derived from the UNDHuman Development Repp006.

The data presented in Table 3.2 also illustratéhemomportant aspect — the depth of
income inequality within both countries. This reater in Malawi than in Ireland, with
1994 figures revealing Malawi to be the third maséqual society in the world
(Mkandawire, 2003). Rising inequalities in bottuntries (see Kirby, 2002, Hardiman,
McCashin and Payne, 2004 on Ireland; Mkandawir®32ith Malawi) raise questions
as to the nature and thrust of developmental patidyoth countries and the interest
groups represented by these policies. These quedtirm the basis of the following

Section.
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This Section has served to provide a broad soditigad backdrop to both countries.
We have seen that both countries have, over thedésc combined legacies of
traditional conservatism with modernism. In Irelathese followed a linear
progression, the first up until the late 1950s, #iedsecond from then to the present
day. In Malawi, both traditions were paradoxicaltynbined into a socio-economically
modernist / culturally traditionalist vision whicmaracterised the Banda period from
1963 to 1994. The socio-economic fortunes of lootimtries are seen to differ
significantly, yet both correspond to the globalmatheories discussed in the previous
Chapter (Two) whereby both, in different ways (thgh international aid assistance in
Malawi, and through both accession to the EU (BER) and an increasing reliance on
FDI in Ireland) have become embedded into the ¢lpbkty. Both also share a
common trend of growing inequality, this being meexere in the Malawian case.
This suggests that development policies in botmtras, while privileging one section
of the population, have done so at the cost of grgwnarginalisation and
disenfranchisement of another. A key factor uryilegl these outcomes, and one of
immediate relevance to this study, is the stylgafernance which has developed and

evolved in both countries over the decades. Bhexplored in the following Section.
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3.3 Governance legacies underlying the emergence of the
PRSP/MGDS and Social Partnership

Although, on the surface, governance regimes imMahnd Ireland in the early
decades of independence appear to differ significardictatorship on the one hand,
and a democratic regime on the other — closer enation of both regimes reveals some
important similarities. Among these are stronglancties towards centralised political
power and decision making. Perhaps somewhat pecadly, though as discussed in
the previous Chapter (Two), necessarily, to engiéimacy, centralised decision
making has been combined over the decades witmdeuof consultative (albeit

selective) governance initiatives. | explore thiegjacies below.

3.3.1 Centralising power

In common with many other African countries, thenBa dictatorship in Malawi
resulted in a legacy of centralised authority. néted by Mkandawire (2003), again in
common with many other African one-party regimés proved expedient to the
international community who found it easier to dedh one individual than a more

broad-based polity. This is evidenced within all9orld Bank report which notes:

...a commitment of an extraordinary kind which did require consensus
building of the nature normally encountered... isugficient in Malawi if the
(World Bank) reforms are pragmatic and presenteavatcingly enough to
appeal to and obtain the consent of Life President.

(World Bank, 1991 quoted in Mkandawire, 2003: 16)
Within Ireland also, the centralised authority leé irish state from the outset has been
noted (Coakley, 2005). This ongoing centralisatgthin both Malawi and Ireland is

evidenced in the relative powerlessness of loctilaities in both states (see Meinhardt

and Patel, 2003 on Malawi; Forde, 2004 on Ireland)Malawi, although a new
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Constitution Actintroduced in 1995, provided for the creatioriaafal government,

with this being enshrined inlaocal Government Aéh 1998, leading to the creation of
local assemblies, it has been argued (MeinhardParel, 2003: 48) that the central
government has no interest in decentralisatiomdgept of the donor community in the
post-cold war ‘democratic’ era). The delaying@®tent (2006) local government
elections, leaving local councils without counaiidor over a year, appears to bear out
this view. In Ireland also, this centralisatioreisdenced in the willingness of post-
independent governments to suspend local authedtid replace them with appointed
commissioners in the 1920s, and, in later yeass1860s to the 1990s), to postpone

council elections on a regular basis (Coakley, 2005

3.3.2 Securing legitimacy: policies, people and per

While these centralising tendencies suggest a gawee culture antithetical to
consultative processes, both Malawian and Irisinreg found themselves faced with
issues of legitimacy from the outset. In Malave paieviously noted, Banda, facing a
number of early challenges from opposition leadgusckly adopted a repressive
system of governance, surrounding himself withdwis personal security force
(Ihonvbere, 1997, Ross, 1998). Although politimaposition was often violently
repressed, Banda sought elite support for his dpuetnt policies by employing a
governance style which has been characterised bhyabhet al (1988: 133) as
“administrative hegemoriic This, Chazan et al (1998) explain, involved eleping
ordered relationships with key social interestereby nurturing elite cohesion. The
assumption was that, to the extent that key intepesip leaders were part of the
policymaking process, they would be more likelgtmperate with government

institutions and their regulations. Through thesdaining regime, Banda pursued a
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development strategy promoting growth based on cercial agriculture. Later
analyses of the economic legacy of Banda'’s regimeldvappear to bear out the elitist
charges of Chazan et al's (1998) analysis. Econamalyses demonstrate that, through
these policies, commercial farmers prospered vdthier groups (including small
farmers and workers) were increasingly marginali@ahda et al, 1998, Chinsinga,

2002).

This governance legacy of the Banda era is impbkiacause it appears it continued on
into the Muluzi period (1994-2004) and, from theéndo the current governance regime.
As one commentator note's, large number of our politicians learned their [gcs at

the feet of Banda — and many literallgfkandawire, 2003: 21). With the advent of
multipartyism, and the new donor emphasis on hurggnts and ‘good governance’,

the more repressive and violent underpinningsrategies of social control proved no
longer acceptable (to the international communibaturally they were never
acceptable to large elements of the national coritmﬁ‘h While Muluzi’s relations

with a wider grouping of entrepreneurial elitesaported to have operated more on a
financial than a political plane (Lwanda, 2005)rreat President Mutharika’s widely
publicised ‘zero tolerance on corruptidhéees his nurturing of elites once again
acquiring a political dimension as he seeks sufpotis economic policies of export

promotion and investment generation.

In, Ireland too, following the difficult birth ohie new ‘Free State’, the new government

found itself faced with a formidable challenget®legitimacy as it attempted to

24 Although political violence and intimidation are tonger officially tolerated, the legacy and, to a
degree, practice, of this era reportedly contir(ses Englund, 2002, Mkandawire, 2003).

25 see, for example “Malawi President rules ‘his WwayBBC News, Wednesday, Septemb&' 4004,
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/africa/3618948.sancessed April 38 2007.
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mediate between the British government and distgteRepublicans in Ireland. In an
attempt to claim legitimacy in the eyes of botsHhrrepublicans and British politicians,
an anomalous political arrangement was devisedetiyefor several months of 1922, a
President of the Dail coexisted with a ChairmathefProvisional government
(Coakley, 2005). Fostering a close relationshighwhe Catholic church which
supported the new government’s nationalist polioksusterity and self-reliance, the
state is reported to have incorporated vocationelésnents into its governance from its
earliest days (Broderick, 1999, O’Leary, 2000, Pbaed Geoghegan, 2004: 53-57).
Vocationalism differed from Malawi’s ‘administraivhegemony’ in that, promoted by
the social teachings of the Catholic church whietpleasised the principle of
subsidiarity, it involved proposals to limit thewpers of central government through the
establishment of vocational councils in which merspboth workers and employers, of
each industry and profession would be organisetiga@ry, 2000). Of particular
relevance to this study is the fact that vocatisnalfailed to make any significant
impact on the political system. This is attributsdWhyte (1979: 74-76) to the

influence of entrenched political and civil servsteuctures.

The second phase in Ireland’s policy trajectorg,ghift from import substitution to
export-led growth in 1958, led by senior civil semis and the new Taoiseach, Sean
Lemass, necessitated the development of a secosdltative initiative. Focused on
the field of industrial relations, bargaining amgaments within this initiative took the
form of a series of tripartite national wage agreata which dominated the field of
industrial relations from the early 1970s. Theseddten cited as precursors to the
current Social Partnership process in that a pesdeaf consultation and deal making

with key interests had been set (Hardiman, 19928214, Laffan and O’Donnell, 1998,
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Mc Sharry, 2000, O’'Donnell and Thomas, 2002). Bigantly, as in the Malawian
case, these mechanisms may also be characteriséitish$n that the resultant policies
benefited (and continue to do®Socapital rather than labour, thereby inevitably

resulting in the growing economic inequalities witkrish society.

Despite ostensibly very different political regimedoth Malawi and Ireland —
dictatorship and representative democracy respygtivit therefore appears that
governance regimes, in practice, incorporated aeisna consultation from the outset
in both instances. These governance strategies avewedly elitist in orientation
however, seeking selective support for developrpelities in both countries which,
evidence now shows, result(ed) in increasing ecanamaquality and marginalisation
for specific sections of each state’s populatiirmay therefore be argued that the
consultative ethos and practice underlying bothrRR&EP/MGDS and Social Partnership
was not entirely new (in nature if not in scalegd ampractice if not intent) to
governance regimes within both countries. As hallseen, it was, however,
international influence that led to the institutiddisation of such practices into the
PRSP/MGDS and Social Partnership processes regglgctiThese international
influences, in highlighting the social dimensiorisievelopment, also brought this

added dimension to these practices.

3.3.3 National governance — international influences: Themergence of the
PRSP/MGDS and Social Partnership

As outlined in Chapter One, the immediate contextlie development of the PRSP

process was the decision, taken in 1999, by intienmal creditors to grant a degree of

%6 The relative consistency of Irish developmentgpsince 1958 over successive regime changes has
been noted (O’Riain and O’Connell, 2000; Hardin2004).
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debt relief to indebted countries. This necessitat mechanism for the disbursement of
released funds. Malawi was, therefore, obligedridertake the PRSP process in order
to qualify for debt relief. As we will see in tii@lowing Chapter, the MGDS, in
contrast, emerged as an initiative of the Muthalddagovernment and is focused as
much (if not more) on securing private (internasijnnvestment and growth as on
social development. With the MGDS therefore, #t $tas taken place wherein the
process is described by commentators as more fredlyoowned’ (see Chapter Eight)
than its predecessor, the PRSP, yet it is nonethetotivated by external influences.

As one Malawian commentator notes, in respectagdlinfluences, image counts.

Malawi is a poor country, landlocked, not in posses of any known valuable
mineral and of not much strategic importance.slaiso a country which for many
years to come will be in need of external supparité developmental efforts in the
form of aid, investment and trade. With respedio of these image is important.
(Mkandawire, 2003: 35)

Interestingly, Ireland’s Social Partnership, althowlso developed with an eye toward
the international arena, appears to have followenheerted path to that of Malawi. As
outlined by commentators such as Laffan and O’'Dbiih@98), McSharry (2000),
O’Donnell and Thomas (2002), and Hardiman (200R828), objectives of economic
stability and growth with a view to developing alde and attractive investment climate
underpinned the initial processes which were dgezldhrough the initiative of the

Irish state. From the late 1980s, the EU alsaerfted the evolution of the process
however, particularly following reform of the sttucal funds (disbursable through local
partnership companies) (Payne, 1999). The EU was ko have wider participation in
decisions regarding the use of such aid and, intpaatisfy EU requirements and

maximise the amount of structural funds attainalbigty social policies and Social
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Partnership programmes closely mirrored those®&H throughout the 1980s and
1990s (Larraghy and Bartley, 2007: 206). Imagerdfore, appears as important in

Ireland as in Malawi.

In conclusion, some common governance featureaguarent within both Malawi and
Ireland since independence. Political power ariaity appear highly centralised in
both countries. While power within this centratissystem appears to lie with elected
leaders, in particular individual Ministers, inlaad senior civil servants also appear to
wield significant power, negotiating this with théinisters. It appears that, while
external conditions necessitated the developmetitecoPRSP/MGDS and Social
Partnership processes in Malawi and Ireland res@dgt governance legacies within
both countries already included elements of coasal. These bargaining /
consultation mechanisms were limited and sele¢toxgever, and sought to obtain elite
support for policies which resulted in growing inafity and marginalisation in both

countries.

An examination of governance legacies alone pravjdst part of the contextual
backdrop to the introduction and functioning oftbptocesses however. As examined
in Chapter Four, the broader political culture dlag significant implications for the
functioning of processes in both countries, inipatar in relation to its impact on the
agency of the different actors. It is to this [@eacontext that the remainder of this

Chapter turns.
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3.4 Citizens or Subjects? — Some features of politicaulture in
Malawi and Ireland

Within Malawi, debates on political culture ofteand to be overshadowed by a
narrower focus on institutional development in plost Cold-War ‘democratisation’ era.
Analyses of legal and constitutional developmeatethtralisation, national elections,
and civic education initiatives sit side by sideéhnongoing analyses of the country’s
economic development (see for example articles dechpiithin Phiri and Ross, 1998,
Immink et al, 2003, Ott et al, 2005). The contakgation of some of these articles
however (in particular those within Phiri and Rdk898 and also the work of John
Lwanda, 2005) provides some understanding of thadar political context within
which contemporary political developments occur.Iréland, although the advent of
the ‘Celtic Tiger appears to have promoted a shifocus within the Irish literature
from broader studies of Irish political culturenmre focused explanatory analyses of
the economy’s rapid growth, the broader issue bfipal culture in Ireland was the
subject of much debate throughout the 1970s an@sl98Ithough somewhat dated,
this literature remains relevant in contextualising legacy (and to a significant extent)
ongoing practices which form the backdrop to Soeettnership and political activism
within the contemporary state. Analysing these bedies of literature some broad
parallels in the distinctive features of Irish daddlawian political culture emerge
which, as noted in Chapter Four, provide an impart@antext within which both the

PRSP/MGDS process and Social Partnership function.

In this Section | draw from secondary sources f@ae some of the key features of
political culture in both contexts. Noting manyndarities (although to varying degrees

within each country) in accounts of political cuéwithin the two countries, a number
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of interrelated features are examined. | go ohiwithe Section to explore the
implications of these cultures for the promotion @evelopment of participatory forms
of governance in each country. | suggest thatrthm legacies of political cultures in
both countries may have combined to erode citizpngading to what has been
characterised in the Malawian context dsubject culture” (Patel 2005, Mamdani,
1996), and thereby limiting the potential for tremmative engagement in participatory
governance processes. There are, however, imahsaith both countries that this

subject culture may be changing.

3.4.1 Political culture in Malawi and Ireland: Sorre key features

A recent overview of Malawi’s political culture (Bth et al, 2006: 13-20) reiterates
many of the features outlined within African litaree more broadly. Coakley (2005:
55-56) provides an overview of the key featurebkish political culture as reflected in

the literature. The key features in both contexéssummarised in Table 3.4.1 below:

Table 3.4.1: Key features of Malawian and Irish patical culture

Malawian political culture Irish political culture

Authoritarianism — ‘big man’ politics Authoritarissm — combining deference to the
views of established leaders with intolerance of
those who dissent from these views

Social relations characterised by inequality and &ersonalism and individualism — a pattern of
large power distance — hierarchy is expected, | relations in which people are valued for who they
concentrated authority and dependency are the are and whom they know
norms

Dr Banda'’s four cornerstones — unity, obediendel oyalty — to leaders in churthand state
discipline and loyalty — the legacy remains strong

Collectivism leading to ‘in-group’ preferences —| Anti-intellectualism in which consensus on

position and saving ‘face’ are important religious and political values was able to continue
virtually unchallenged
Conformity — conflict is to be avoided Strong prasstowards political conformism

Sources: Booth et al, 2006, Coakley, 2005

" Coakley (2005) argues that loyalty to church mayitvindling with what he describes as the
increasing secularisation of Irish society.
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This brief comparison of the main features of jpaditculture within the two countries
highlights many similarities between the two, dnagva picture of hierarchical,
asymmetric systems, in both cases, in which loyaiy conformity to political leaders
remains strong, and conflict and dissensus iseadtily tolerated. In particular, a
strongly hierarchical structure of social relati@asipled with an authoritarian strain has
been identified within both Malawian and Irish cu#s. This is described as
constituting not just a feature of political cukubut of society in both instances more
broadly (in Malawi see Englund, 2002, 2003, P&eQ5, Booth et al, 2006; in Ireland
see Schmitt, 1973, Whyte, 1984, Hardiman and Whdla®4, and Coakley, 2005).
Stemming from these hierarchical social relatioms people’s attendant deference to
authority, a high degree of loyalty to politicaldachurch leaders has been noted in both
contexts (although loyalty to the latter is purpdrto be waning in Ireland (Coakley,
2005)). Allied to this loyalty is a degree of corthism where dissent from the
dominantly held views (of leaders) is not readdietated and a consensus culture

prevails (Booth et al, 2006 on Malawi; Coakley, 2@h Ireland)

Politics in both Malawi and Ireland has been chir@sed as being highly personalised,
with an emphasis on individual personalities rathan issues or policies, resulting in a
lack of any strong ideological opposition or debaitnin the country as a result (see
Dzimbiri, 1998, Phiri, 2000, and Patel, 2005 on &l Schmitt, 1973, and Kirby,
Gibbons and Cronin, 2002 on Ireland). As PhirlO@0notes in a Malawian context,
this leaves the electorate with little choice lmuehgage in personality politics rather
than with the issues.

Without clearly defined ideologies, however, paditiparties become rather

redundant, and the electorate increasingly restrtprimordial or parochial
criteria for the choices it has made.



(Phiri, 2000: 68)

A framework within which many of these featuregfgxpression is that of clientelism.
Although the Constitutions of both Malawi and Imlishave adopted a citizen
framework to characterise the relationship betwiberrespective polities and their
members, both countries have been described dayligpthe essential features of a
clientelist framework (see Dzimbiri, 1998 and Lwan@005 on Malawi; Bax, 1976,
Chubb, 1970, Collins, 1985, Higgins, 1982 and Komlt984, 1989, 1992 on Ireland)
whereby patronage is bestowed on political reptasers (MPs, councillors and
Traditional Authorities in Malawi, TDs and counoits in Ireland) mediating between
citizens and the administrative apparatus of tagestDetailed accounts of how this
occurs are provided in the studies of Nkhoma (2Q08)Malawi) and Higgins (1982)
(on Ireland). In many cases citizen rights areoeded through the mediation of a
broker (TA/MP/TD/councillor), for example a boreldd well or employment position
in Malawi, housing or a medical card in Ireland hi& some commentators in Ireland
prefer the more neutral term ‘brokerage’ to the eatmat pejorative term ‘clientelism’
(see Komito, 1984, Gallagher and Komito, 2005)uarg that links between citizens
and political leaders are not institutionalisecity way through these relationships, the
implications for both political activism and policgsues of particular relevance to this

study, remain the same.

Although the origins of this culture have provesisla focus of study than its actual
character, Mart Bax, writing on Irish political tule in 1976, suggested that it
represents a follow-on from the colonial systenthef nineteenth century where
landlords functioned as patrons and brokers tm#tere Irish. With independence, the

landlord was succeeded by professional politicidBax’s analysis is interesting in that
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it echoes the more detailed analysis in an Africamtext carried out by Jean-Ftais

Bayart (1992, 2000). Bayart'politique du ventre”(1992) postulates that political
leaders make subjects of their citizens in a maremoducing colonial forms of
authority. This system oEktraversion”’generates a culture of dependency wherein all
political expression is mediated through tipatfon” or broker. Thus

... at the heart (of extraversion) is the creation sime capture of a rent

generated by dependency and which functions astartwal matrix of

inequality, political centralisation and social sggle...

(2000: 222)

In recent decades globalisation has exposed tlaisamship to new social and
economic pressures and, in Ireland, there is nonestebate as to how these pressures
will / are impinging upon the traditional patroalient relations (O’Halloran, 2004,
Coakley, 2005). While new governance arrangenmmrah as the PRSP/MGDS and
Social Partnership have ostensibly brought abaetrative frameworks for citizen
engagement, traditional clientelist mechanisms neriianly embedded within the
political cultures of both countries. Their possilmplications for emerging forms of

governance in both countries, as exemplified byRR&P/MGDS and Social

Partnership, are discussed below.

3.4.2 Citizens or subjects?: Possible implicati@for participatory governance
Exploring the possible implications of these cledist mechanisms, and the broader
political cultures in which they are embedded,darticipatory governance in both
countries, a number of issues emerge. These atgmnpact on the range of
discourses, the depth of participation, and thepdffectiveness of both processes.
On the issue of discourse, the equation, by a nuoft@dmmentators, of the strongly

hierarchical culture within both countries withémalised perceptions of inequality
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wherein, it is asserted, concentrated authoritydepmendency become the norm (see
Booth et al, 2006 on Malawi; Nic Ghiolla Phadrei§95: 598 on Ireland), suggests that
transformative change may not be desirable toita €lhe quality of discourse and
policy input to the respective processes may, thexebe necessarily restricted. There
are two main potential contributory factors. FEiwith concentrated authority the norm,
local knowledge and forms of communication may berlmoked. The resultant
tendency to speak on behalf of, rather than with fteople’, in opposition to Freire’s
exhortations, and representing a more ‘traditiotieh ‘organic’ form of leadership,
may result in further marginalisation, thereby owaing the range of discourses and
forms of communication available. Second, the llyyand deference to authority
prevalent within both cultures, limiting the spacailable for intellectual debate and
exchange on relevant issues, may give rise tacdlffes for participants seeking to
promote public debate and discussion on issuedmigioutside of, or risk challenging,
the consensual framework and its proponents. Adggf anti-intellectualism has been
posited in the Irish case (see Coakley, 2005) widdawian commentators have been
keen to point out that the so-called ‘brain drdiom the country in the direction of
North American and European institutions owes ashnifi not more, to the
intellectually repressive political culture thantbe usual charges of financial

inducement (Mkandawire, 1997, 1999, Zelaza, 2004).

On participation, writing in an Irish context, O’'Ha&an (2004) argues that one
consequence of the asymmetric power relationsaitiqular as practised through
clientelist political practices, which have beesaé&ed (again, in an Irish context) as
“coercive”, and“exploitative” (Higgins, 1982), has been the erosion of a conoept

citizenship, in particular for poor and marginatiggoups within society. Writing in an
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African context, Bayart goes one step further intcaversially arguing that African
political elites, in the face of weakening legiticyadeliberately sought to foster such
dependent relationships, thereby consolidating fh@iver and position.
... the leading actors in sub-Saharan societies bewded to compensate for
their difficulties in the autonomisation of the povand in intensifying the
exploitation of their dependents by deliberate tgse to the strategies of
extraversion...
Bayart, 1992: 21
The“subject culture” (Mamdani, 1996, Patel, 2005) thus engenderedtithatical to

the proactive engagement promoted by proponerarntitipatory forms of

governance.

Finally, on policy effectiveness, the dominancepeirsonality politics’ in both

contexts, in particular as practised through céésit relationships, renders efforts at
long-term policy formulation difficult. With poiital leaders spending most of their
time either, in the words of Basil Chubb describiing Irish situation, going about
persecuting civil servantgChubb, 1963 in Komito, 1984: 130), or going abou
convincing citizens of the efficacy of their intentions, their policy interests tend to be
short-termist and driven by immediate political sioierations such as upcoming
elections, rather than forming part of a more loegn strategy. Furthermore, while a
raft of policy announcements accompanies events asielections, the record of policy
implementation in both Malawi and Ireland is repdras being poor (Booth et al, 2006

on Malawi; NESC, 2005a on Ireland).

Taken together, these implications suggest thatnidie features of political cultures in
both Malawi and Ireland lie somewhat at odds wlih transformative potential and

ethos of participatory forms of governance. Irtipatar, the hierarchical, authoritative
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nature of both societies characterised by asymanetriver relations, a paucity of
pertinent intellectual debate, pressures towardoconsm, and ongoing practices of
clientelism, appear to leave leaders and citizéks @l-prepared for engagement in
participatory processes. As | have noted in Se@id however, political cultures are
neither static nor immutable. There are some dighsth countries that authoritarian
influences may be weakening, with political andrchueaders coming under some
criticism (although the latter to a lesser degre®lalawi where religious loyalties

remain strong). It is to these developments thafallowing sub-section turns.

3.4.3 From subjects to citizens?: Mass media as a growgrpolitical space

While evolving trends within political cultures adéficult to analyse, evidence from
both recent attitudinal surveys (Afrobarometer @0&nhd Eurobarometer (2001) data as
analysed by Khaila and Chibwana (2005) and Coal@d895) respectively), combined
with popular discourse, as recorded in Malawian laistht media, suggest that, although
adherence to liberal values remains strong in botitries, trust in political leaders has
fallen significantly (see Khaila and Chibwana, 20P8-24 and Coakley, 2005: 57-59
respectively). With the mass media increasingals as the decisive space of politics
(Carnoy and Castells, 2001: 12; see also Cas?éi¥), Blumer and Gurevitch, 2005,
Curran, 2005), the motivations and behaviour ottigal (and, in Ireland, religious)
leaders have come under greater scrutiny in rg@ars in both countries. Post-
multipartyism, the media in Malawi, in particul&etliberalised press (Chimombo and
Chimombo, 1996, Chipangula, 2003), and increasiragjyo (Neale, 2005), which is
popular in rural areas, enjoys relative freedom poidical life dominates public
discourse. While political reporting during thelgagears of press freedom was

characterised bYmud-slinging, muck-raking, character assassinatiq€himombo
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and Chimombo, 1996: 32), more in-depth investigagpurnalism is reported to be on

the increase (Chipangula, 2003).

The media’s exposure of abuses of public officeath countries may be argued to
have had two consequences for political culturigath instances. First, as evidenced in
both popular discourse and falling voter turnoeg(®ulani, 2005 on Malawi; Laver,
2005 on Ireland), it has resulted in increasinglipubsillusionment with, and apathy
towards, political institutions and their eliteNewspaper articles with headlines such as
Why our leaders f&f; The State of Malawf; Political leaders need to consider cost of
impass&” andNever trust politician®, to cite a few, exemplify the widespread
disillusionment and distrust of political leadesn excerpt from the latter article
provides a flavour of public perceptions of poktio contemporary Malawi
But then politics in Malawi is always seen as drraportant opening to social
cachet and wealth... Avarice, jealousy, distrust laatk soon give birth to
uncontrollable political maelstroms and fierce figiy erupts. More struggles,
more defections, more noise and more change. @bdrik my trust on people
with inflated egos and bloated self-interest, Ebndﬁalrls who can’t make up their
minds on one thing and stick to it? No tharks.
While, in Ireland, the language of media commemsaito generally more subdued, at

times even somewhat conciliatdtyheadlines in the national dailjhe Irish Times,

such afRowing back on corruptidfy Devastating use of public trdsand an obituary

28 The Sunday Time®ctober §, 2005

29 Opinion, Kamkwamba KaleZhe Nation October 18, 2005

30 Editorial, The Nation October &, 2005

31 | evi Kabwato,The Sunday TimeSeptember 2% 2005

%2 |evi Kabwato,The Sunday TimeSeptember 2% 2005

¥ For example, th Praise of our Politicians”, The Irish Timetitorial of January's 2007
3 Fintan O'TooleThe Irish TimesJanuary %, 2007

3 Michael O’ReganThe Irish TimesFebruary 18, 2007
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on the late Taoiseach Charles Haughey entftteel most controversial of themZll

provide a flavour of political public discoursethre country.

Following on from this it would appear that loyaéipd deference to authority, among
‘ordinary people’ at least, may be weakening withath countries, thereby potentially
transforming the ‘subject culture’ as argued aboVhkis conclusion is by no means
clear-cut however, in particular in Ireland. Whibe the one hand, a comparison of
Eurobarometer attitudinal data reveals a significkap in public confidence and trust
in political leaders and parties between 1990 &t ZCoakley, 2005: 57), on the
other, the Irish public continues to display a loy#o disgraced leaders as evidenced in
their recent re-election to the national parlianfettbwing evidence of corruption

(Collins and Quinlivan, 2005).

With the inherent ambiguity in these trends, dif§icult to discern conclusively
whether the stronghold of authoritarianism andnatémt ‘subject culture’ is indeed
weakening, and, if so, to what degree. While fesgs that traditional loyalties run
deep, in particular in Ireland, there is certaielydence of a growing public call for
accountability and propriety in public life, anditiwvit, a growing awareness among
political leaders of the need to build public cdefice and bolster a damaged

legitimacy.

In an era where much politics is played out inrtrexlia, citizens in both Malawi and
Ireland are far more aware of the motivations auerests of their political leaders.

This is aptly encapsulated in the astute obsemati@ Malawian peasant to John

36 The Irish TimesJune 14, 2006
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Lwanda (recorded in Lwanda, 2005: 56) who noted“fPaliticians cannot buy my
brain, just my hungry stomagheferring to Muluzi’s practice of campaigning with
hand-outsput in your caseliwanda perceived as a wealthy Malawian glitey buy
both your stomach and your brain.ft may well be that this growing political
awareness translates into pressure for transforendévelopmental outcomes and

greater transparency within the two processes ungestigation.

3.5 Conclusion

Recognising the importance of history, culture aodtext to the dynamics
underpinning both the PRSP/MGDS and Social Patiemocesses, yet cognisant of
the difficulties in capturing their complexity ae#lolving patterns, in this Chapter |
have provided a broad overview of the governandebaoader political contexts within
which Malawi’'s PRSP/MGDS and Ireland’s Social Parghip sit. While both

country’s governance legacies and broader politodures appear (to varying degrees)
to have marginalised significant sections of tipejpulations, both exacerbating
economic inequality and, arguably, underminingritbeonceptions of citizenship, |

suggest, (although the evidence is somewhat ambgjuthat this may be changing.

With the media playing an ever-increasing rolenwveistigating and interpreting political
life, public debate is increasingly informed andivamed in both countries. This offers
the potential for increased public discourse atiden engagement, thereby challenging
dominant norms and diversifying the range of vo@ed discourses participating in
public life. 1t may well be that, despite legact#<litism, authoritarianism, and

conformism, things are changing in both Malawi énethnd. The question of interest
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to this study is how, and to what degree, thesaggmimpact upon the two processes

under examination. This is explored in Chaptexst&Eight inclusive.
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Chapter Four

Transforming participation: A theoretical framework of analysis

4.1 Introduction

In Chapters Two and Three | have explored the dlabd national contexts
respectively for the emergence and evolution ofigpatory governance structures and
processes. While these provide us with some dareébr analysing the agency of
participants within such governance structuresgtrestion remains as to how we
examine what happens within the processes thensseA® we have seen in Chapter
One, participation is a highly contested concéphas the potential to empower
participants and actors, but it can also ‘tyranrisem. How can we ascertain which is
happening within the processes under investigatida?ve have also seen in Chapter
One, little empirical work has been carried outhiis area to date. The literature
available is largely normative and, while offerwigws and arguments on the policy
and/or political outcomes of participatory processeis largely devoid of detail on the
micro-processes as to how these outcomes come. abbatefore, we need a

framework through which these micro-processes earetealed and analysed.

While lacking empirical direction, this same litene offers an excellent point of
departure for devising such a framework. As weetsaen in Chapter One,
development studies literature highlights the praitnature of participatory
governance. Specifically, it draws attention te itmportance of power and discourse,

communications, and issues of representation amed@cy within these processes.



The political science literature focuses more diyean the institutions of participatory
governance themselves. Institutional design isyagtea of focus and the associated
issues of competing discourses, decision-making jraeraction with existing political
institutions constitute primary areas of intere&hd so, a range of factors emerge from
both literatures meriting consideration when exangjrparticipatory processes — the
forms of institutional frameworks themselves — viteetthey are once-off spaces for
participation or more durable, the procedures andhs that underpin them, the
discourses, forms of communication and power m@tatthat circulate within them, the
actors and their agency that inhabit them, and timkiage to / embeddedness in

existing political institutions and structures.

While these issues have been highlighted in trevagit literatures, their application, in
the form of a framework facilitating an analysistioé dynamics underpinning
participatory processes, requires further theadsatThis is the subject of this Chapter.
While each factor enumerated above may be consigesebset of the first, with clear
linkages and overlap between all, to facilitateatge clarity in the exploration of these

factors, | discuss each in turn below.

4.2 Institutional frameworks: Spaces and processes

It has been noted that new forms of governanceataety on diverse networks, but
must take place within a sustainable institutidre@inework comprising a mix of policy
structures (Reddel, 2004). This institutional feamork provides the space within

which the potential for participation may be readis It is perhaps useful to examine the
work of some social theorists who draw attentiothtosocially constructed and

constantly changing nature of space at this pairit lighlights the importance of the
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role of actors and agency occupying these spdaefebvre (1991), in his bookhe
Production of Spaceexamines the spatiality of society and politicati@n. He posits
that social space is a produced space, and dréevgian to the significance of the
interplay between how particular spaces come tweb@ed and perceived, and the
ways in which they come to be animated. In domgh& highlights the importance of
analysing the social and power relations that é¢retspaces for participation, the
‘spatial dialectic’ of identities, activities, disarses and images associated with any

given place.

Space is a social product ... it is not simply tdiea neutral container waiting to

be filled, but is a dynamic, humanly constructeémnseof control and hence

domination, of power.

(Lefebvre, 1991: 24)

Lefebvre notes that all struggles and achievem&nt#vilisation take place in space.
All social struggles are contained and definedhairtspatiality. According to this
analysis, social struggle must therefore becon@naaous politically spatial struggle
to regain control over the social production othpace. Thus, the dynamics of the

spaces in which both PRSP and Social Partnerskeppiace become an empirical site

of study.

Social movements have often opened up existindigallispaces and created new
spaces as sites of social struggle. Cornwall (Bpa#awing on the work of both
Lefebvre and social movements, posits that spgoesenl up by dominant interests may

be re-colonised and become a site for the expresdialternative visions and policies.

Particular spaces may be produced by the powebfu filled with those whose
alternative visions transform their possibilitieSpaces may be created with one
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purpose in mind, but used by those who come tilnéith for something quite
different. The fluidity and ambiguity of effortsemhancing participation means
that spaces produced to lend legitimacy to powenfigrests can become a site
for expression and expansion of the agency of thieeare invited to
participate.

(Cornwall, 2002b: 9)

And so, the spaces opened up by the PRSP proog&oaral Partnership may be seen
to offer potential to groups to introduce transfatary agendas and processes. Itis
acknowledged by Cornwall however that this is noeasy task. Elsewhere (2002a: 2-
3), speaking of contemporary mainstream developnséet points out thatle primary
emphasis seems to be on relocating the poor witigmprevailing order: bringing them
in, finding them a place, lending them opportusitempowering them, inviting them to
participate”, thus suggesting that the spaces are both creatkahaintained by the
dominant forces. Nonetheless, Lefebvre’s themtespace as sites of social struggle,
and the experiences of some social movements istiwgecontrol of spaces from the
dominant forces, remain pertinent to the activiiad strategies of groups within the
MPRSP and Social Partnership, serving to potentiedhsform these into sites of

transformative participation.

In a more recent contribution on this topic, Corth{2004) focuses more specifically
on the dynamics of power and difference within &f@svited spaces’as she terms
them and suggests that the broad configuratiortofa within the spaces turns them
into sites that are constantly in transformati@uarnwall (2004: 85—-87) highlights three
elements which may help toward realising the tramsétive potential of such invited
spaces. The first lies in the area of institutlafesign whereby institutions are
designed to maximise participation, the second efgnmvolves strategies to allow
participants to engage in reframing debate, andhiine element consists of popular

mobilisation wherein participants may reframe aafiret for themselves their own
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scope for agency. She notes (2004: 86-87) “thatansformative participation is not
just about interventions in and through ‘invitedasps’ to transform the way that they
work... mobilising to put on pressure from ‘outsidely be required.”

Acknowledging that work needs to be done in eadh@de areas Cornwall (2004: 87)
notes that there is a need for n@thnographies of participation that help locate
spaces for participation in the places in whichytleecur, framing their possibilities
with reference to actual political, social, cultlir@nd historical particularities rather
then idealised models of democratic practic&his study, in going ‘behind the doors’
of Malawi’'s PRSP/MGDS and Ireland’s Social Parthgrsand exploring the

implications for participants’ involvement in theseeets this challenge.

Cornwall's second and third elements will be diseakin due course, but | will deal
here in more detail with the issue of institutiodakign. Cornwall is not alone in
drawing attention to this. Reddel (2004) notes thia remains an unfinished task in
many emerging forms of governance. The work ofharcFung and Erik Olin Wright
on what they termiempowered participatory governanceilso draws attention to the
need for specific design characteristics built intitutional arrangements (2003: 20-
23), although Fung and Wright's focus on problenwvigg as distinct from problem-
framing (see Section 4.3 for more on this) apptalisit the scope for transformative
participation following their conceptualisationioétitutions of‘empowered
participatory governance” Triantafillou (2004) also highlights the need forther
conceptual work in the area of institutional desidgm particular, he is interested in
examining and questioning how certain norms conferto the common ground for the
deliberations and contestation of governmentaltm@s He highlights the need for

clarity on the norms surrounding specific procesgéisin participatory governance
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institutions. Particular issues he raises inclilngenorms for decision making, norms
for negotiating different discourses / positionstms regarding the form of knowledge
acceptable, and norms regarding inclusivity — ahlpeoples and processes. Thus, the
specific processes and procedures within potentutticipatory governance
institutions require close examination — issues©raagwho is involved, who decides
who is involved, who sets the agenda, who orgamissstings, timing of and notice for
meetings, chairing of meetings, communicative pdaces etc. The key issues of
discourse, power and decision-making, and reprasentare examined in further detail

below.

A second issue in relation to institutional frameksis how these are chaired /
facilitated / mediated. What form of leadershipeeges within these spaces? Newman
et al(2004) draw attention to this issue in a studyetinork / co-governance
institutional frameworks in the UK where the paiéi culture appears to militate
against the principles and norms of the particigastructures. Interviews with local
politicians reveal that they either do not underdtar have not bought into the
participatory culture underlying the new procesgesferring to carry out business as
usual (Newman et al, 2004). A similar study witfoar municipalities in Denmark
(Sorenson 2006) highlights the same issue, anceariipat political leaders / officials
must re-visit their roles, strengthening them hyaolening their concept of leadership to

suit the changing circumstances.

Thus, institutional design is seen to be a keyofaicifluencing the transformative

potential of participatory spaces. Lefevbre’s wdrlews attention to the fact that this

design never remains fixed, but is subject to @msnfluence, modification, and
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change by the plurality of actors involved, ther@imreasing its transformative
potential. As we have seen, this institutionaligiesncorporates a range of factors,
among them questions regarding how debates aredravithin them, how competing
discourses are negotiated, what forms communicatothin and without the processes
take, how decisions are made, and how these itistitliinteract with existing political

institutions and cultures. These are examinedrim bbelow.

4.3 Power and discourse

It has been seen that one of the main chargessagaircalled participatory processes to
date is that they ignore critical issues of powat politics, thereby reducing the
processes to mere technocratic exercises, andimgdgds obvious forms of exclusion.
While power is readily visible in its outcomes aeftects, as a force it proves far more

elusive and hard to pin down. Iris Marion Youngadates the dilemma:

Although the media attend to the persons of thespioly and in particular to
their rhetorical pronouncements, their handshalklesir school choices, their
jogging and shopping trips, still in modern statesl corporations, power loves
to hide. It lurks between the lines of quartedports, executive orders and
memos which circulate and get filed; it feeds andhll routines of everyday
professional life. The effects of power are cledut the forces of power, the
responsible parties, cannot be located.

Young (2000: 174)

Sociological theories of power highlight three dima®ns: direct power through
decision making, indirect power through non-decisitaking, and ideological power
through the shaping of other actors’ perceptionkés, 1974). Many pluralist studies
of power examine the first dimension of power sritost visible manifestation.
Studies examine who has participated in a parti@dtion, who has benefited and who

has lost, in an effort to conclude who has pow&aventa (2004: 37-38) draws
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attention to the less visible manifestations of powithin relationships of place and
space in a manner which may be seen to apply Lukassification more directly to
contemporary participatory processes. While pisiralpproaches to power examine
contests over interests which take place in visigien public spaces, hidden (indirect)
forms of power may operate to privilege the enfrgertain interests and actors into
particular spaces through a prevailing ‘mobilisatad bias’ or manipulation of the rules
of the game. Hence boundaries to participatiorcanstructed. A third form of power
highlighted by Gaventa, what he ternits ‘more insidious form(2004: 37), and
analogous to Luke’s ‘ideological power’, occurs wheisible conflict is hidden
through internalisation of dominating ideologiealues, forms of behaviour, self-
esteem and identitiestich that voices in visible places are but echdeghat the
power-holders who shaped the places want to heatiis draws attention to the
importance of discursive power — a dimension hgjttkd by Foucault and discussed

below.

Many academics concerned with countering margiatidie theorise the exercise and
dissemination of power as a zero-sum game divigdwden the ‘power-holders’ and
the ‘marginalised’. For example Arnstein (1968)her famousladder of
participation”, concentrates on the visible form of power throtighaction of
decision-making and its transfer from the ‘havedhe ‘have-nots’. Foucault’s
“capillary” conception of power (1980: 96 — see also Chap#er) Btands in contrast
to this however. In this perspective, power is stinimg which circulates among
people. Accordingly, power may not only pressunividuals and/or groups to
conform to prevailing or dominant norms, truthsj &nowledge, but may also move in

another direction toward the development and d&imn of new norms, truths and
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knowledge. In this way Foucault highlights thensformatory nature of power
whereby its mechanisnikave been — and continue to be - invested, cotmhisitilised,
involuted, transformed, displaced, extended, et€1980: 99) While, as discussed in
the previous Chapter, much of Foucault’'s work fesusn highlighting the
‘disciplining’ and controlling force of power overdividuals (in particular in his work
Discipline and Puniskvhere he asserts tHaliscipline produces subjected and
practised bodies, ‘docile’ bodieq1977: 138)), he consistently draws attentiondw h
power circulates, transforming individuals, groapsl networks. Following Foucault’s
theory of power, norms are constantly being remedighrocesses and procedures
transformed, and it thus becomes clearer how Le&sisocially constructed spaces

may come to be inhabited, animated and transformed.

Foucault’'s work on knowledge and power, in paracdlis work on the power of
discourse, expands Gaventa’s third form of powerubned above, that of
internalisation. Discourses shape not only whatid and done but also what is say-
able and do-able in any given social space, caoitisiif what counts as knowledge and
whose knowledge counts. Iris Marion Young hasraafidiscourse as follows:
...the system of stories and expert knowledge diffiiseugh society, which
convey the widely accepted generalisations abowt $uciety operates that are
theorised in those terms, as well as the sociamsoand cultural values to
which most of the people appeal when discussiriggbeial and political
problems and proposed solutions.
(Young, 2003: 115)
Within this perspective, power is established, eised and consolidated through

discourse which, in turn, shapes what is undersasdkhowledge and ‘truth’ within

particular fields such as public policy. Foucautjues that particular forms of
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knowledge or discourses vie with each other foitrmbor power over what becomes

established as the ‘truth’.

...in a society such as ours, but basically in argrety, there are manifold
relations of power which permeate, characterise eodstitute the social body,
and these relations of power cannot themselvestableshed, consolidated nor
implemented without the production, accumulatiorgutation and functioning
of a discourse. There can be no possible exerdipewer without a certain
economy of discourses of truth which operates tiincand on the basis of this
association. We are subjected to the productiomush through power and we
cannot exercise power except through the produaifdrnuth.

(1980: 93)

Thus, as in his theory of power, Foucault drawsditbn to the transformation of
discourses, and hence knowledge and truth. Thédotgr here, he asserts, &
modification in the rules of formation of statensewhich are accepted as scientifically
true” (1980: 112). It is not the content of the statetsiéor submissions or positions in
the case of policy fora), but the rules which detaow they should look, what form
they should take, which is key. And we will sdasts a key issue in relation to what
discourses are allowable within both processesrmingestigation. The issue of power
and discourse in turn raise the issue of communitatThis is examined in more detalil

in the following Section.

Before leaving Foucault’s work in this area, ipestinent to note that, in a lecture
delivered in 1976, Foucault noted a phenomenohefime which was the emergence
of marginalised forms of knowledge or what he ahitée insurrection of subjugated
knowledges(1980: 81). These correspond with what Freire 2)9dnd later
Chambers (1977), termébcal knowledge” Foucault goes on in the same lecture to
highlight the importance of such forms of knowledigeleconstructing dominant

ideologies and frameworks, and providing critigteesontrolling discourses.
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| also believe that it is through the re-emergeatthese low-ranking
knowledges, these unqualified, even directly dikfiech knowledges... and
which involve what | call popular knowledge (le sandes gens)... a particular,
local, regional knowledge, a differential knowledgeapable of unanimity and
which owes its force only to the harshness witlcivis it opposed by
everything surrounding it — that it is through tteeappearance of this
knowledge, of these local popular knowledges, thespialified knowledges,
that criticism performs its work.
(1980: 82)
I will return to the significance of such knowledgéogether with the rules determining
how they should look, in my discussion of commutii@aprocesses in the following

Section.

Before turning to the processes and mechanismselvhelifferent discourses are
elicited, mediated and negotiated however, itlsvant to examine the dominant
discourses within development theory both inteortily, and in Ireland, as these
frame both the MPRSP and Social Partnership. Abeurof post-development
theorists (Ferguson, 1990, Sachs,1992, Escobab, Fathnema 1997, Abrahamsen,
2000, and Ziai, 2004) argue that ‘developmentpastised and theorised within
mainstream international development circles, ¢tuist a particular discourse which
does not reflect, but rather constructs reality.doing so, it is argued, it closes off
alternative ways of thinking and so constitutesranfof power, a dominant discourse in
Foucauldian terms. It is argued that developmetiodirse legitimises and reinforces
Western dominance over the so-called ‘“Third Worild'part through its very definition
or categorisation of the ‘Third World’ as beingrieed of Western-style development.

Speaking of what she characterises as the ‘hegerstatus’ of the so-called



‘Washington consensu’; Abrahamsen (2000: 142) notes that this discomse
become an accepted paradigm not just for virtuallpilateral donors, but also for
African elites. Political leaders, incumbents as well as thoseppasition, have come
to understand that without acceptance of the nieerdil paradigm, no international
financial assistance will be forthcomin(2000: 142). She argues that such policies,
now imposed in the form of the ‘good governancendgé constitute a discursive
formation — that is, a historically contingent form of knowledigtimately connected to
prevailing structures and relations of power at thee of its formatioh(2000: 143).
International development theorist Kohler (199%)uss that globalisation has brought
with it a shift in this dominant development discse) repackaging development in the
context of globalisation “.away from the economistic compressions of all piege
decades to a socially-sensitised apprdad®95: 59) aimed at tackling growing
marginalisation associated with economic globabsat Kohler asserts that in an
increasingly globalised world where the rationdleapital constitutes the organising
force in this globalised economy, development disse has turned towards an
‘inclusion — exclusion paradigm’, aimed at rectifgithe downsides of globalisation

without in any way challenging the processes thérase

With its keen focus on growth and competitivendss,clear that mainstream strategies
and discourses of development were key in settinngh® path for Ireland’s
development, albeit in a form that afforded a kag for political intervention and
innovation. With Ireland identified as one of tnest globalised (open) economies in

Europe (Kitchen and Bartley, 2007), Kohler's analyagppears pertinent in this case. In

3" The term ‘Washington consensus’ was originallyiedito describe a relatively specific set of ten
policies under the IMF and World Bank’s structuad]ustment programmes, applicable to all countries.
It has since come to be used, less specificallgeszribe a range of policies broadly associatéld wi
expanding the role of the market, constraining tfdhe state.
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particular her explanation of the ‘inclusion — ergibn’ paradigm resonates strongly

with the ‘problem-solving approach’ which has besed to characterise Ireland’s

Social Partnership. O’Donnell (2001) points owttthe successes of Social Partnership
have been greater in the area of macro economicypbln in social policy (or the
supply-side issues as NESC terms them - i.e. aie$ssuch as transport, traffic,
childcare, housing, and waste management). Theses, which it is acknowledged
have deteriorated over time, are to be tackledbjakpartners employing a ‘problem-
solving’ approach. This ‘problem-solving’ approaelsonates with the ‘fallout
management’ thesis of Hoogvelt (2001), and indeateinstrumental approach to

participation, thereby limiting the potential togaige multiple development discourses.

It has been argued by commentators from Africaleglend alike (see Matthews, 2004
on Africa; Peillon, 2002 on Ireland) that the m&ieam model of development rooted
in modernist values has proven unsuitable to logllres. This paves the way for
alternative discourses on development as positggbbirdevelopment theorists.
Matthews (2004), writing from South Africa, argubat the way in which Africa is
different from the West and the Westernised warlterms of values, world-views and
lifestyles of its peoples, as well as the way inchlAfrica is home to diverse groups of
people who experience the world in diverse ways,la#h provide some alternatives
for those who are trying to conceive alternativBse suggests that mainstream
development theories have failed in many Africantegts because they are premised
upon an alien set of values. Matthews (2004) pdsnots to the diversity of cultures
within Africa “Africa can be said to be home to a number of diffeways of
understanding and beifig2004: 380). This offers a rich source of idéarsthose

looking for alternatives. Similarly, it has beey@ed by commentators in Ireland
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(Peillon, 2002, Keating and Desmond, 1993 — citeldirby, 1997) that the mainstream
development paradigm adopted proved highly unsugexltural conditions in Ireland
for similar reasons. The avowedly modernist vakm®odying this paradigm do not sit
well with the diverse worldviews and ways of beofdreland’s increasingly diverse

peoples.

Freire’s (1972) exhortations against the oppreBsooming the oppressed are highly
pertinent to a discussion on power and discounsgaiticular with respect to Luke’s
third form of power, internalising ideologies. Bahna and Pena (1997), pointing out
that participation in itself fails to resolve thlagsic economic dilemma of ordering
social choices, argue that because participatiarsicial act that springs from a pre-
existing set of social relations, when used to esslproblems it will assign costs and
benefits in accordance with the pre-existing latsiribution of power. This critical
argument highlights the importance of representatiod democratic legitimacy within
participatory processes — an issue we examinedtidbe4.5 below. The same point is
made by Cornwall (2002, 2004) who argues that #rg projects and processes that
appear so inclusive and transformative may turrt@be supportive of a status quo that
is highly inequitable. Both Gaventa’s ‘internatigi (2004) and Foucault’s

‘disciplining’ powers (1977, 1980) clearly lurk Wit participatory processes. The
guestion of pertinence to this study therefore beohow might these invisible,

elusive forms of power be identified, uncovered ardmined. The key to this appears
to lie in the communication mechanisms and proseagereby multiple discourses are
elicited, mediated and negotiated. These provigei@e as to how power circulates and

manifests within participatory processes. Thdissussed in the following Section.
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4.4 Communication and decision making

| have argued in the previous sub-section that pawd discourse circulate within
spaces opened through participatory processeavel further argued that particular
discourses appear dominant at particular timesjiang the elevated status of
‘knowledge’ or ‘truth’. Within fora where particait discourses, frameworks, and
knowledge systems dominate, it can doubtless pilavating for less established or
less elite groups to introduce divergent pointgiefv. Yet it is now established
(Rosell, 2004) that participants are likely to coimen diverse backgrounds, and are
unlikely to have shared sets of myths, assumptmasframeworks of interpretation.
The choice and style of communication and decisiahking processes are key factors
in this regard. In this Section | firstly examitme process of deliberation, a process
which has been used to characterise Ireland’s BBarénership process (NESF, 1997,
O’ Donnell and Thomas, 2002). | examine differfiemins of communication in this
context. Although this mechanism has not beeni@#plapplied to Malawi's PRSP
process, both processes emphasise their consemgeisHdature (see McGee et al,
2002, and Jenkins and Tsoka, 2003 on the Malai®SH. | go on within the Section
to explore other forms of communication, in pat@écuhose aimed at increasing public
awareness of and involvement in the issues undeusision. Finally, | turn to the issue

of consensus-driven decision-making and its attenhidaplications.

4.4.1 Deliberation — privileging argument, distoring consensus?
Literature on the Irish Social Partnership pro@sanating from the National
Economic and Social Council (NESC) places Socianaship firmly within a

deliberative model. NESC describes its role is fiiocess as follows:
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NESC performs a function of “attitudinal restrudiug” in which key actors
seek to establish a common agenda through intedsivate and negotiation.
(O’Donnell and Thomas, 2002: 171)

Elsewhere, the process of deliberation which umeethis fostering of shared

understanding is described more fully.

Although the concepts of ‘negotiation’ and ‘barganyi distinguish social
partnership from more liberal and pluralist apprdaas in which consultation is
more prominent, they are not entirely adequatedsctbe the social
partnership process. Bargaining describes a preéesvhich each party comes
with a definite set of defined preferences andsezknaximise their gains.
While this is a definite part of Irish social paetrship, the overall process
(including various policy forums), would seem tealve something more.
Partnership involves the players in a process dibdeation which has the
potential to shape and reshape their understandohgptity, and preferences.
(NESF, 1997: 33)

Largely under the influence of Jurgen Habermasidea that democracy revolves
around the transformation rather then simply thgregation of preferences has led to a
burgeoning literature within democratic theory ba area of deliberation. Deliberation
may be viewed as a process where dehaterganised around alternative conceptions
of the public good’{Cohen, 1989: 17-19). The idea is not to suppilét=ence, but to
allow differences about competing conceptions efghblic good to be debated in

common fora that ensure the greatest degree okfsrto all participants.

Much of the literature in this area, be it focusexthe outcome of the process (see for
example Millar, 2003), its features (Habermas, 1¥9¢hen, 1989), or its scope
(Fishkin and Hazlett, 2003, Fung and Wright, 198803) pays little attention to the
possibility for false or distorted agreement a®asequence of pressures to reach
agreement. An exception to this is provided by Marion Young (2003) who,
concerned with the issue of inclusion, suggestsdime consensus may be false and

some communication systematically distorted by pow#hile this clearly may be the
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case through the explicit exclusion of certain g(representation), Young argues that
the phenomenon of hegemony or systematically desdiazommunication can be more
subtle than this. It refers to how the conceptualormative framework of the

members of a society is deeply influenced by premand terms of discourse that make
it difficult to think critically about aspects df¢ir social relations or alternative
possibilities of institutionalisation and actioBhe claims that the theory and practice of
deliberative democracy has no tools for raisingpgbssibility that deliberations may be
closed and distorted in this way. It lacks a tlgeas well as an account of the
genealogy of discourses, and their manner of hglmirconstitute the way individuals
see themselves and their social world. For mdgiefative democrats, Young claims

that discourse seems more ‘innocent’.

Drawing on James Bohman'’s deliberative theory whohing identifies as an
important exception to this claim, and which is cemed with identifying ways that
structural inequalities operate effectively to lidde political influence of some while
magnifying that of others, even when formal guagastof political equality hold,
Young posits thatDemocratic theory that emphasises discussion astarion of
legitimacy requires a more developed theory okihds and mechanisms of ideology,
and methods for performing critique of specificifpdl discussion”(2003: 118). She
notes thatSuch ideology critique needs not only to be ablanalyse specific
exchanges and speech, but to theorise how medidlmae to naturalising
assumptions and making it difficult for participanh a discussion to speak outside a
certain set of concepts or imagesroung is thus drawing attention to the impodean
of different forms of speech, together with theerof the media in disseminating and

consolidating dominant discourses. Warning thest should resist the temptation to
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consider that ideals of deliberative democracy pueinto practice when public
officials or foundations construct procedures irfhiged by these ideal$2003: 18),
Young argues that the exchange of ideas and preee$sommunication in a vibrant
democracy take place as far more rowdy, disordertydecentred processes, and so
“processes of engaged and responsible democratimmenication include street
demonstrations and sit-ins, musical works and aar) as much as parliamentary
speeches and letters to the edit¢2003: 118-119). And so, communication, for

Young, exists in many different forms and at maiffecent levels.

Elsewhere, Young (2000: 36-51) expands on whavi&ves as some of the limitations
of deliberative models in ensuring inclusion fdrgarties. Although acknowledging
that the models of deliberative democracy offes@ful beginning for offering a vision

of inclusion, Young notes that some formulationshef model privilege argument as
the primary form of communication. By this, sheamg an orderly chain of reasoning
from premises to conclusion. She argues that #aergood reasons to be suspicious of
privileging argument as the primary communicatioenf in that it is premised on an
agreed conceptual framework / set of premiseslipaaiies. Given, as noted above,
that participants are more than likely to come wilitrergent frameworks, such a
method proves exclusive or a non-starter from titead. Additionally, Young points

out that expectations about norms of speech amdisl®f dispassion sometimes serve to
devalue or dismiss the interventions of some pagrts. Norms of speaking, what she
terms ‘articulateness’, can privilege modes of egpion more typical of more educated
participants. Norms of dispassionate speech wpdvilege white, middle-class men,
while the speech of women, ethnic minorities, armtermarginalised groups is often

perceived to be more excited and embodied.
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A second limitation Young sees to this model igsrprivileging of unity or a common
understanding, (in NESC'’s terms a ‘shared undedgtgi), among participants. Young
asserts that, again, given the diversity of pgréinots, this is unlikely, either as a
condition, or as an outcome of the process. Thirdbung notes that the face-to-face
discussion assumed by many contemporary theofisksliberative models rarely

OcCcurs.

Finally, Young finds fault with the norms of ord&hich seem inherent to deliberative
processes whereby more disorderly, or disruptiven$oof communication, or certain
positions, are dismissed as being extreme andfoortder’. She argues that, while
being reasonable (a key component of deliberativegsses) entails non-violence,
disordered forms of communications should not b#ugled. Among such forms of
communication Young (2000: 52-77) includes pubtikrsowledgment of participants,
affirmative uses of rhetoric including emotion, wddigures of speech and story-
telling, and forms of communication not involvingech such as visual media, signs
and banners and street protests. A number of ottrementators, speaking explicitly
of participatory processes, also draw attentiathigissue of communication. Cornwall
(2004: 84), noting that speech acts constitute@gewer, asserts thahaving a voice
clearly depends on more than getting a seat atahk”. Alluding to the almost
intimidatory environment in which many participafitsd themselves, Young exhorts
participants to overcome their nerves and speak 8be acknowledges however (2004:
84) that'Resisting discursive closure, reframing what cauas knowledge and
articulating alternatives, especially in the fadeapparently incommensurable

knowledge systems, requires more than simply sgékiallow everyone to speak and
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asserting the need to listenigter arguing (2004: 86) that strategies are reguio

allow participants to engage fully in the debatécalating their own experiences and
perspectives. Young (2000: 70-77), drawing fromeperiences of Latin American
scholars, elaborates on the method of storyteimgne such strategy. This is
particularly pertinent to Malawi where storytellirgarguably the most popular form of
communication (see Lwanda, 2005). Young pointstioatt radical injustice can occur
when those who suffer a wrongful harm or oppreskiok the terms to express their
claim of injustice within the prevailing normatidéscourse leading to their exclusion.
She argues that storytelling is often an imporaitige in such cases between the mute

experience of being wronged and arguments abotitgusShe notes that

While it sometimes happens that people know theygaorant about the lives
of others in the polity, perhaps more often pecplae to a situation with a
stock of empty generalities, false assumptiongyaamplete and biased pictures
of the needs, aspirations, and histories of othéts whom or about whom they
communicate... Narratives often help target and cxrseich pre-
understandings.
(Young, 2000: 74)
The importance of storytelling as a form of comneation within participation is also
underlined by Sorenson (2006) who argues thatifaicits of participative processes
should actively encourage and support such forfitus, while acknowledging the
potential for inclusive and constructive commurimatwithin deliberative fora, Young,
together with a number of other commentators examgiparticipatory processes, draws

attention to the importance of eliciting and meid@gtbetween multiple discourses

through the use of a range of communication teclesq
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4.4.2 Stimulating public debate

Another feature of communication, and one whickdidirectly to the issue of
representation (discussed below — Section 4.H)giextent to which participatory
processes stimulate public debate, thereby draaingler group of people and their
voices into consideration. Cornwall (2004: 86-&9nscious of the hegemonic
potential of dominant discourses within so-callgdrticipatory’ processes, argues that
such processes should be accompanied by mechaimistisiulate wider public debate.
Asserting that...transformative participation is not just aboutt@mventions in and
through ‘invited spaces’ to transform the way tttay work, strengthening their
inclusiveness and representativityfCornwall (2004: 86-87) argues for a range of
accompanying measures through the arena of pomahiiisation (including popular
education, information, and mobilisation to inceegsessure from the outside). In this
way individuals and groups méseframe and define for themselves the scope of the
agency rather than just taking their place withgtablished discursive space@004:
86). Cornwall’'s ideas in this area call to mindodemas’s contributions on the need for
‘public spheres’ within societies wherein he argtined individuals become part of a
wider political community through engagement in jputiscussion and deliberation
(Habermas, 1990). This, he argues, becomes a méasalising active citizenship.
Habermas’s contributions in this area have beditised in the respect that they appear
to assume all actors are able to participate egjual as has been seen with earlier
participation theory, ignoring issues of differahfpower and access. His ideas are
taken up by Young (2000: 177-178) however who,ngknto account the main
criticism of assumed communicative equality, argis such public fora serve an
important function if they facilitate inclusive presses of communication. And so,

Cornwall’s ideas on the use of public spaces am@tement to participatory processes



ally to those of Young. It is seen, thereforet foea and mechanisms to stimulate
public debate serve as an important complemenrduiicgpatory processes, further
extending the opportunities for inclusivity by eggey multiple discourses and actors

within the wider public sphere.

4.4.3 Decision-making and consensus

As we have already seen (Chapter Three), both Mataand Irish societies have been
characterised as being very consensus-driven. tBetMPRS and Social Partnership
are characterised as consensus agreementsntiiigsting that one of the first models
of participation to appear in the literature, tbatlined by Arnstein in the late 1960s
(Arnstein, 1969), took an explicitly political agarch which focused on the issue of
decision-making. Despite emerging from a libetarglist political context (the US),
ostensibly underpinned by consensus (Dahl, 1989jst@in’s model makes no mention
of the possibility of consensus-type arrangemeb#stining citizen participation as
“...the redistribution of power that enables the hawvegitizens, presently excluded
from the political and economic processes, to bioeeately included in the future’..
(1969: 216), Arnstein’s ‘ladder of participatioenvisaged the marginalised obtaining
majority decision-making capacity at rungs seveth @ght of the ladder, where she
viewed processes as being at their most partiaipatdhe form of power envisaged by
Arnstein’s model was either visible or invisibl@responding to Luke’s first two
categories. In consensus-driven processes howepenyes much more difficult to
ascertain how power is circulating, or to whoseaai&ge consensus is reached.
Clearly consensus requires shifting positions &od tay well entail internalisations of
particular discourses. The question is whose disas and how. Consensus driven

processes have been critiqued as being anti-detiwocra
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Chantal Mouffe (1996), drawing from a post-modetitigque of essentialism, offers a
critique of pluralistic processes which seek talfoonsensus and agreement, arguing
that instead they should give positive status tiedince and refuse the objectives of
unanimity and homogeneity which, she argues, avays revealed as fictitious and
based on acts of exclusion. Distinguishing betwéeffact of pluralism and its
symbolicdimension, Mouffe argues (1996: 246) thahat is at stake is the legitimation
of conflict and division, the emergence of indialdiberty, and assertion of equal
liberty for all”. Mouffe, like many others already discussed, drattention to the

issue of power in pluralist societies and policsafo

To deny the need for a construction of collectdantities and to conceive
democratic politics exclusively in terms of a stylegof a multiplicity of interest
groups or of minorities for the assertion of theghts is to remain blind to the
relations of power. It is to ignore the limits ingaal on the extension of the
sphere of rights by the fact that some existingtednave been constructed on
the very exclusion or the subordination of others.

(Mouffe, 1996: 247)

Arguing that democratic politics as envisaged amsed from an anti-essentialist
perspective means that no social actor can domikkieffe argues that the dream of
perfect harmony in social relations is no longeravable. The issue then becomes
“not how to eliminate power, but how to constitiaems of power that are compatible
with democratic values.(1996: 248). Mouffe (1996: 248) goes on to artnat“To
negate the ineradicable character of antagonism aina at a universal rational
consensus — this is the real threat to democraegleed it can lead to violence being
unrecognised and hidden behind appeals to ‘ratidyalas is often the case in liberal
thinking, which disguises the necessary frontiers gBorms of exclusion behind

pretences of ‘neutrality”. Thus, for Mouffe, modern pluralist democratic stieis and
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spaces necessarily entail conflict and confromtatmd attempts to negate or subvert
them through consensus results in the subordinafisome groups, thereby being
inherently anti-democratic. This view is echoedH®id (2006: 166-167) who draws on
the findings of survey research conducted in therliBe late 1950s and 1960s to point
out that there was more ‘dissensus’ than consdretmgeen middle and working class
people at the time. He concludes (2006: 167)‘thany claim about widespread

adherence to a common value system needs to ledreéth the utmost scepticism.”

It has become clear at this point that, given thead construction of contemporary
society in both Malawi and Irelafftj participatory processes will necessarily (if they
are to be inclusive) engage with a wider rangentgrests, ideas, perspectives,
experiences and frameworks. Theories on commuaicahd decision-making
processes highlight the importance of engagingdivisrsity through a range of
mechanisms, as well as establishing clear normisdar contributions will be mediated,

and decisions reached, in a way which does not masi#ict and dissent among actors.

4.5 Representation and democracy

Just who is involved in participatory processesy ltitey are selected, and who they
purport to represent are thorny and complex issde$Vhaites (2000) points out, ‘the
people’ are not a homogenous group. How can diviterests, perspectives and
frameworks be represented within participatory peses? The issue of representation
is one which is not sufficiently theorised withitetature on participation and there are

calls for more work in this area (Hickey and Moh2@04, Gaventa, 2004).

% This may be illustrated by two indicators. Botlallivi and Ireland are characterised by a high @egre
of income inequality - Gini index values for Malaand Ireland stand at 50.3 and 34.3 respectively,
(source UNDPHuman Development Repp2006) and both societies include a high degresttofic
diversity (see Chirwa, 1998 on Malawi; NESC, 2006r@land).
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The issue of representation is intrinsically linkedhat of democracy. This is a theme
theorised in some detail by Iris Marion Young im beokInclusion and Democracy
(2000). Drawing from John Rawls’ theory that denagy should be measured in terms
of its ability to provide just solutions, for Youngistice is ensured procedurally.
According to Young (2000: 29), a governance protedgemocratic if all significantly
affected by the problems and their solutions acduided in the discussion and decision
making on the basis of equality and non-dominatioRollowing this theorisation,
Young is interested in the particular context @& tinclusion through representation of
structurally disadvantaged groups within politisatiety in general. Speaking of
political representation, Young argues that repriegsn is not about assuming the
identity or substituting for a group of people (tenstituents), rather it is about

mediating between different actors.

Rather than a relation of identity or substitutiqgrolitical representation should

be thought of as a process involving a mediateatic of constituents to one

another and to a representative.

(Young, 2000: 127)

Young goes on to argue that it follows that anylesthion of a process of representation
should examine the nature of the relationship betwbe representative and the
constituents. The representative, though sepfamtethe constituents, should be
connected to them in determinate ways. Constisugmbuld also be connected to one
another. Young (2000: 128) notes thBepresentative systems sometimes fail to be
sufficiently democratic not because the represergatfail to stand for the will of the
constituents, but because they have lost conneafitbrthem.” Effective

representation is a process that occurs over timeijng between moments of

authorisation and accountability (2000: 129). Ygangues (2000: 132) that the major
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problem of representation is the threat of discotior between the representative and
the people s/he represeritt/hen representatives become too separated, caestis
lose the sense that they have influence over polaking, become disaffected and
withdraw their participation.” Young's analysis in this respect highlights theerént
danger of what Nancy Frasers’ (2005) tefmssframing”. According to Fraser’s
analysis, misframing occurs when people are effelstiexcludedfrom the universe of
those entitled to consideration within the commuimitmatters of distribution,
recognition, and ordinary-political representatioii2005: 77). This occurs when states
and elites monopolise the activity of frame settihgreby excluding the experiences
and analyses of particular groups and peoples participation in the discourses that

determine their fates.

Young goes on (2000: 134-141) to conceptualisesi@ndiion between representation
based on interests, opinions and social perspechierests are defined as.what
affects or is important to the life prospects afiunduals, or the goals of organisations”
(2000: 134). This is probably the most familiamfioof representation and there exists a
large body of theory within the area of communigatiemocracy discussing this (see
for example Cohen and Arato, 1995). Young (20@%) Hefines opinions ds.. any
judgement or belief about how things are or oughté, and the political judgements
that follow from these judgements or belief€pinions thus lie in the area of
principles, values and priorities, what has beéerred to as thépolitics of ideas”
(Phillips, 1995 in Young, 2000). Representatiosdazhon opinion therefore, constitutes
a more ideologically based form of representati®he third form of representation

explored by Young is that based on perspectivas, Tesonating with (though not
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explicitly attributed to) Foucault's work on knowlge and power, derives from the

situated knowledge of different groups and indialdu As Young explains:

Because of their social locations, people are atuto particular kinds of social
meanings and relationships to which others are s&gmed. Sometimes others
are not positioned to be aware of them at all. rRrthheir social locations people
have differentiated knowledge of social eventsthed consequences.

(Young, 2000: 136)

Representation based on perspective thereforejmydmm the situated knowledge of
different groups, does not offer a determinate ifipezontent. As Young (2000: 137)
explains‘Social perspective consists of a set of questi&img]s of experience, and
assumptions with which reasoning begins, rathenttiee conclusions drawn.n line
with the anti-essentialists, representation base@ommon) perspective does not
negate the conflicting interests and opinions ofiiers of the same social group
however, and so this form of representation do¢simo to draw conclusions on
outcomes or engage in ‘problem-solving’ as suchusl a key difference between
representation based on interest or opinion, vetmidased on perspective, is that
while the former two forms usually entail promotiogrtain specific outcomes in the
decision-making process, the latter usually meaospting certain starting points for

discussion.

In relation to the specific issue of the represgoneof marginalised groups, noting
(2000: 141) that... structural social and economic inequality offeroduces political
inequality and relative exclusion from influentgilitical discussion. More inclusion
of and influence for currently under-representediabgroups can help a society
confront and find some remedies for structural abitiequality”, Young highlights the

importance of perspective-based forms of repretientm that‘Special representation
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of marginalised social groups... brings to politickécussion and decision-making
(the) situated knowledges. (2000: 144). She further argues (2000: 147) thelh s
groups may require financial suppbrt a fair system of interest group representation
ought to subsidise self-organisation by those \eigfitimate interests but few
resources” Finally, to return to Whaites’ (2000) point aswho does the representing,
Young notes that it is desirable that the persoimaeed people, doing the representing
on behalf of a perspective-based group share sisolgial relations and experiences as

group members.

A final issue in relation to representation and deracy is that of legitimacy. Within a
liberal democratic system what is the legitimacyonh-elected groups? This is an issue
which is commonly raised in Malawi in relation twitsociety groups (Englund, 2003),
although rarely in Irelarfd While, as has already been mentioned abovetiqneof
this nature have been raised more widely withirntioal science literature, advocates of
‘deeper’ democracy argue that such groups do inteed legitimacy within the
widening sphere of public policy and decision-maki\s discussed above, Young, in
particular, argues that democracy is deepenedéintiusion of heretofore
marginalised and excluded groups and perspecti@esenta’s brief intervention in this
area relates back to Young’s point on the imporarfadhe relationship between those
representing, and their constituent groups. Ndtiag“the politics of intersection is
also about identity, and understanding which id@sgiactors use in which spaces to
construct their own legitimacy to represent othe@rshow they perceive the identities

and legitimacy of others who speak on their beh@f04: 38), Gaventa draws

39 See Chapter Two for a more detailed discussiathien
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attention to the possibility that identities maydmmstructed and transformed within

participatory spaces in efforts to secure legitiynamong different actors.

The issue of representation is clearly one thaamesncritical to ongoing debates and
developments within participatory practices, intjgatar in relation to charges of their
being ‘anti-democratic’ (see for example O’Cinngiti899 on Social Partnership).
Several forms of representation have been exantiaex with perspective-based
representation being highlighted as being of paldicrelevance to heretofore
marginalised groups and constituencies. We hame st this form of representation
privileges a form of communication which aims atieg out starting points for
discussion, rather than moving towards agreed owtsoor ‘solutions’. Finally, the
quality of the ongoing relationship between thag@esenting and their constituency
has been identified as core to both the questiavhof represents, and to the wider

issues of legitimacy and democracy.

4.6 Linkages to existing political structures

As we have already seen, a number of commentamopsyticular writing within the
field of political science, have questioned the patibility of institutions of
participatory governance with existing institutiarfdiberal democracy. Emerging
from the literature is a concern regarding whathnlge termed a ‘layering effect’
wherein new participatory forms of governance appe&ée merely superimposed on
existing institutional frameworks, with insufficieattention paid to how the multiplicity
of layers interact. This further fuels the chatfyst various new forms of governance
are inherently anti-democratic in that they failnteract with existing institutions of

representative democracy.
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Exploring the development of new participatory farishin two cities in the UK,
Newman et a{2004) highlight this issue. The authors note,takihough the
government has attempted to introduce collaboraoxernance strategies in order to
help solve a number of ‘cross-cutting’ social pewbé through policies emphasising
partnership and participation, these developmeats bheen subordinated to other
policy imperatives linked to a highly manageriainfoof governance based on a
plethora of goals, targets and performance imprardrstrategies (2004: 218). The
authors highlight the resultant tensions withinpllic policy system. These, in turn,
produce conflicting imperatives for local actorereourage participation from below
but ensure you deliver on the targets imposed fibove, even when these are in
conflict with local views. The authors concludatthew forms of governance, as
exemplified in the participatory, deliberative fars examined in their work, do not

displace the old, but interact with them, oftenaméortably.

Sorenson (2002), writing from a public adminiswatiradition, and concerned with the
changing role of traditional political leaders, g that the basic concepts of liberal
democracy need to be reinterpreted and reformuldtethis context, she suggests that
the way forward is not in restricting the autonoofiyepresentation, but rather in
developing guidelines to direct efforts to systeatijcinvolve ‘the people’ in concrete
decision-making processes. She notes that inahiext of political globalisation, the

need for such guidelines will increase.

The national parliament and government has no loag®onopolised right to
perform political representation. Network governarhas transformed the right
to represent into a political battle not only beemepolitical parties but between
multitudes of other actors as well. In a systemativork governance the right to
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represent the people must be obtained over andamen in ongoing competition
with others.
(Sorenson, 2002: 698)

And so, it appears that while there have been dersble developments in establishing
participatory processes and governance structanesny places, much work remains
in establishing how these link with existing pras®sand what the implications of this

will be for the different actors, state and ciwtcgety alike.

Allied to the need for work at this institutionalel is the issue of political culture and
how actors perceive and operate within their ndesron such processes. Writing from
a public administration viewpoint, Bang (2004) arguhat political authority is
becoming increasingly both communicative and irdtve in order for it to be able to
meet complexity with complexity. Concerned withahpolitical authority will manage
to re-exert its power, he uses the téomtural governance”to describe how this
authority must increasingly act upon, reform, atilise individual and collective
conduct so that it might be amenable to its rii¢hile Bang’s contribution contains
echoes of Luke’s third form of power, it also raiske issue of the implications of such
new arrangements on traditional state structuresssae explored in more depth in
Chapters Three and Seven of this study. At a pareedural level, Newman et al’s
research (2004) in the UK found that an importantyoter or inhibitor within
participatory processes is the culture among datisiaking institutions and members
thereof towards these processes. This issuedgailsed by Bartley and Shine (2000)
in their work examining policy processes and modélsarticipation within local
partnership structures in Dublin. For local antdareal decision-making bodies alike,
this factor is undoubtedly key and remains cenitréhe conflicts that can arise through

contested understandings of the concept and forpawticipation being employed.



Writing from a related theoretical background (peiiplolicy), but drawing from
empirical work on participative fora in Brazil, Ratra Abers (2003) appears to theorise
this issue differently in that she draws attentmthe possibilities for participation as
an alternative political strategy. In her work slftknowledges the evidence from other
empirical work that, in cases where states havedfigcal will to create participatory
processes, their efforts create political and jracburdens that most governments
cannot withstand. Abers goes on to outline howptimticipatory budget processes in
Porto Alegre avoided this fate because the pasioily processes functioned as a
political asset to the administration, becomingat@l part of the adminstration’s
strategy for re-election, rather than simply anotheden to be overcome. The
administration successfully managed to turn thégpatory process to its favour and

rally support.

Put simply, rather than attempting to compete awlitional grounds, where
favour exchanges and pork barrel politics rally popt, the Porto Alegre
administration successfully built an alternativdifpcal coalition.
(Abers, 2003: 202)
She attributes the most important factor in thighesupport of the middle class which

sought a government associated with social judtiaasparency and the battle against

corruption.

There is a common acknowledgement within the litee therefore, that more work
needs to be done in theorising ways in which cuparticipatory processes can
become more firmly linked to existing political sttures and institutions, transforming

political cultures. How this may be achieved am@vhat end — garnering support to
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continue business as usual versus sharing powke ioreation of new political

conditions remains an open question.

4.7 Conclusion

In this Chapter | have sought to respond to cadisfboth disciplines of development
studies and political science for a deeper theagisn the theory and practice of
participatory governance in a number of partical@as. Drawing on a wider body of
literature, and employing contributions from so@at political theorists interested in
deepening democracy and securing voices for heretoharginalised groups, | have
explored each of these areas in greater depth.réBudt is a theoretically situated
framework within which the transformative potentilparticipatory processes, in
particular Malawi's PRSP/MGDS and Ireland’s So&altnership, but also any other,

may be examined.

The theorisation raises questions in relation &oitistitutional design of participatory
processes — what are the norms of this design,iitiis design influenced by
participants’ agency, and what are the possilslitea colonising space within it? More
specifically, the theorisation raises questionelation to power and discourse — what
forms of power circulate within the processes, whstourses are allowable and what
are not, what forms of knowledge count and whaht®as knowledge, and what are
the rules which dictate this? In relation to conmications and decision making, the
importance of facilitating multiple forms of commiaation, both within and without
the participatory processes has been highlighBmthese forms of communication
mask underlying conflict and dissent? On the dligsues of representation and

democracy, the question as to how civil societgrgcinediate relations with their
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constituents and the nature of this relationshglieen highlighted. And finally, the
theorisation raises questions on the interlinkdigg®een participatory institutions of
governance and existing political institutions @ottures — what are the structural
linkages, how do these interact, and how doesdahiedntal culture of participatory
governance sit with the hierarchical legacies ditipal culture as explored in Chapter
Three? These key questions form the basis foarlatysis of the dynamics within
Malawi’'s PRSP/MGDS and Ireland’s Social Partnersfiijich is set out in Chapters

Six to Eight which follow.
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Chapter Five

Comparing the Incomparable?: Research Design and Mieodology

5.1 Introduction

This study constitutes a comparative analysis ofmational development processes,
one in Malawi and one in Ireland. While, on theface, the location of the objects of
comparison within two countries which clearly diffe a number of significant ways
may seem to offer little to a comparative analyassnoted in Chapter One, this study
stems from a belief that in the contemporary gliseal world boundaries are more
conceptual than geographic. Poverty and socidusian affect increasing numbers of
people in the global North as well as the globaltBpand development is an issue that
concerns us all. Moreover, the ‘participatory tunndevelopment and political
governance has affected states both South and Wiottle mythical fault line.
Unsurprisingly therefore, both Malawi's PRSP/MGD®&ldreland’s Social Partnership
processes share a considerable degree of surfeadie|sa Both are national
development strategies; both are underpinned bgequa of participation and
partnership; both involve a wide range of actoathlvesult in consensus-based
agreements; and the attraction of internationarfae, in the form of aid and
investment, was core to their establishment, anties core to the ongoing

functioning of both.

These similarities notwithstanding, clearly botbgqasses are located within different
national socio-political contexts (as explored imater Three) and involve different
social actors operating within different relatioosahtexts. We may therefore presume

that the variable dynamics and outcomes of bothgmses can ultimately be attributed
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in some degree to these different contexts. Howewe these differences so manifold
and complex as to render attempts at singling petiic causalities meaningless? Or
can a comparative approach be designed whichfisisutly bounded to uphold the
comparative logic of the ensuing argument whileagrmg sufficiently flexible to

capture significant and relevant extraneous feature

These questions drove the research design in Wisichght to bring a comparative
rigour to the analysis while simultaneously leavingpace open for factors unforeseen
in the original design. The way in which this veasried out is set out in this Chapter.
Section 5.2 discusses the logic of the comparatidggn and the ensuing analytical
framework. Section 5.3 goes on to examine sonevaelk issues in relation to
researching ‘others’ and discusses the rationalthéomain research approach
employed in this study — critical theory — in thantext of research approaches
employed in studies to date of PRSPs and Soci&éahip. Section 5.4 then
documents the specific research methods employgdher with any difficulties

encountered in this regard.

5.2 Learning through comparison: A comparative case stdy
approach

As Karl W Deutsch (1996) points out, a large p&tiuman learning has always
occurred through comparison. According to Deu(d&96: 3), the first four steps in
the learning process of science entail curioségpgnition of patterns, counting cases
of recognition, and perceptions of similarities drehce general classes. This study
draws from my own experience working with commuritd voluntary / NGO groups

within, or on the margins of ‘participatory’ govenmce processes, both in Ireland and
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overseas. | was struck — and certainly curioug bdth the similarities in the concepts
underpinning participatory processes both in Iréland other countries (participation,
partnership, consensus, capacity building (alwansway and directed at civil
society)), together with the similarities in thegpexiences, as recounted anecdotally, by
participants within these different processes. séhgeneral ‘perceptions of similarities’,
in Deutsch’s terms, led me to conclude that thetigipatory processes’ | was
informally hearing so much about, both in Ireland @verseas, constituted a ‘general
class’ or category which could be treated as pdetiacases, despite their geographic
disparities. From there curiosity led me to seteo specific cases — the PRSP/MGDS
in Malawi and Social Partnership in Ireland — flaser examination. | felt there surely
had to be some differences between the procesdesamkeen to explore how both the
similarities and (presumed) differences came abdutNorth-South’ comparison was
deliberately chosen because | felt that the disincio-political contexts within which
both processes are embedded might reveal integestich informative differences in the
transformatory potential of both processes. Irothords, while both processes appear
to be products of a globalised discourse of govereand participation, they sit within

distinct contexts. Does this make a difference?

5.2.1 The limits and possibilities of the comparative appach

Cross-national comparative research is an ambitiadgrtaking and is certainly not
without its limitations. Melvin L Kohn puts theseccinctly. 1t is costly in time and
money, it is difficult to do, and it often seemsaise more interpretive problems than it
solve$ (1996: 28). These limitations notwithstandingyh€ strongly argues in favour
of such an approach for two principal reasonsstfaross-national comparative

research strengthens the case for generalisinm§ad”...cross-national research is
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valuable, even indispensable, for establishinggeerality of findings and the validity
of interpretations derived from single-nation segli (1996: 28). In other words, a
comparative approach of Malawi's PRSP/MGDS andatrdls Social Partnership helps
elucidate to what extent globalised forms and cptices of governance impact on the
agency of domestic actors, to what extent the asevieappens, and under which
conditions. Kohn further argues that cross-naticesearch is ..equally valuable,
perhaps even more valuable, in forcing us to rewiseinterpretations to take account
of cross-national differences and inconsistendias tould never be uncovered in
single-nation resear¢h(1996: 28). A comparative approach thereforehighlighting
differences between both Malawi’'s PRSP/MGDS ankiré#s Social Partnership
processes, provides more data than a single cagesito enrich our understanding
and interpretation of what is going on within epcbcess. Cross-national comparative
approaches therefore offer tremendous potentialriderstanding the dynamics of
participation. However, for this potential to beximised, the research design needed
to take account of, and, in as far as possiblesesddinherent weaknesses in the
approach, in particular the difficulties in integging differences between the processes.

The following two sub-sections outline how | addexs this in the present study.

5.2.2 Bounding the study: Malawi and Ireland as contextdevelopment processes
as cases

Melvin L Kohn (1996), in his discussion of crossional comparative research, draws
a very useful distinction between nationuast of analysis and nation asntext In the
former, nations asnits nations themselves are the objects of studycantparisons
are made between particular nation states and#aritistitutions - for example a
comparative analysis of social security systentBenUSA and the UK, or educational

systems in Britain and Ireland. In the latterjorad ascontext nations merely form the
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context to comparisons which focus on how institosi operate or how certain aspects
of social structure impinge upon behaviour and ageWhile the distinction in the two

approaches (nation as unit and nation as contegenerally more gradual than sharply
defined, it is nonetheless useful in that it hétgsus attention on the actual unit of

analysis and its relevant features.

In this study the primary units of analysis arenléonal development processes in
Malawi and Ireland respectively. The nation stateslalawi and Ireland are therefore
the contexts for the analysis but do not constitiseprimary focus. A case study
approach was chosen as the most appropriate mithstlidying these units.
Sarantakos (1998) explains that today, case stadseesonsidered to be valid forms of
inquiry in the context of descriptive as well aslenative and causal studies, particularly
when the research context is too complex for sustaglies or experimental strategies,
and when the researcher is interested in the steigbrocess and outcomes of a single
unit. This is the case in this study. Yin (1928) describes a case study as an
empirical enquiry that...investigates a contemporary phenomenon withimetd-life
context, especially when the boundaries betweengrhenon and context are not
clearly evident.” He argues that a case study approach is most usefiiiations

where the researcher believes that contextual tondimight be highly pertinent to the
study. Having deliberately selected a ‘North-Sbatmparison for this reason, a case

study approach therefore appeared most appropriate.

The criteria for the selection of the two casesi$ad therefore, on the governance

processes in both countries and their immediatéegts) rather than on broader features

of both nation statgser se The process in Ireland was chosen, as migkkpected,
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as | had, through my work, some experience of @pgtory governance processes in-
country (at a local level) and was somewhat famiigh the national process. There
was a wide range (over seventy) of ‘PRSP countteeshoose from worldwide. The
process in Malawi was chosen as | felt it had,awegnance terms, some degree of
commonality with Ireland. As we have seen in Chaphree, Malawi, a relatively
small, ex-British colony, with a high dependenceegternal aid, and a strong religious
and authoritarian tradition, bears many superfictadtextual similarities to Ireland.
Malawi’s PRSP process proved a useful comparattretand’s Social Partnership in
two further ways. First, Malawi was one of thesffiAfrican countries to undertake the
PRSP process and so provided more material fquriteessual approach taken in this
study, examining not only the process itself, l&ibngoing impact over the years. And
second, the principal civil society group invohiedValawi’'s PRSP, MEJN, appeared
comparable to Ireland’s Community Platform whiclnigolved in Social Partnership,
in that both constitute self-formed networks ofedse groups, specifically established
to input to both processes (although this is caettamong members of Ireland’s

Community Platforrff).

As we have seen in Chapter Three, the disparitydest Malawi and Ireland in national
economic terms is quite striking. While this isaguably a significant factor in

relation to both state capacity and developmentgkratives within both countries, |
feel it is not directly significant in relation the cases under investigation in this study
for two main reasons. First, national income fegudo not include aid inflows. These
are particularly significant in relation to MalawiPRSP/MGDS process. Although

precise figures are not available, Malawi’'s PRS#nidation process in 2000/2001

0 While some members of the Community Platform asket the Platform was established specifically
to input to Social Partnership, others maintain haas established in any case and that Social
Partnership is not its primary focus.
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received significant financial support from donoReviewing the range and diversity
of fora (as outlined in Chapter Six), together wiite time taken to carry out the
process, it is likely that, despite Malawi’'s lowtioaal income, far more financial
resources were invested in the PRSP process tremyiof Ireland’s Social Partnership
processes. While the MGDS formulation processag@yt constituted a financially
scaled back version of the PRSP (again, this im&ed in detail in Chapter Six),
significant amounts of financial resources wereatbealess again invested in the 2004
process, with a significant proportion being pr@ddy the UK Department for
International Development (DfID). Second, while tevelopmental imperatives of
both countries are clearly different, both in sa@aé acuity, growing inequality and
marginalisation (economic, social and politicathen a common problem to both.

The primary unit of analysis of this study — botvgrnance processes and their
potential for transformatory participation — focesm spaces for developmental debate
rather than on actual policy outcomes. The ‘whoterms of participant agency, rather
than the ‘what’, in terms of policy outcomes, otloprocesses (where the ‘who’
necessarily precedes the ‘what’) is of primaryrest. Consequently, aggregate income
figures are of less relevance to this study thair tistributional effects, socially and

politically.

5.2.3 Bounding the study: Exercising ‘theoreticaparsimony’

Commonalities between both processes notwithstgnthe difficulties in the
interpretative component of the study remain. Arkipphart, writing early on in his
career, succinctly characterises the principal leralof the comparative method as a
problem of ‘many variables, small number of cadsg971: 685). In a paper focusing

in this area, Lijphart suggests four ways of mirsimg the problem. First, he advises



that the comparative analysis be focused on ‘coaiparcases, meaning those which
are similar in a large number of variables. Ashage already seen, Malawi's
PRSP/MGDS and Ireland’s Social Partnership, undesd by identical concepts and
giving rise to literatures highlighting common issuappear to fulfil this criterion. Two
further ways in which problems with the comparativethod may be reduced,
according to Lijphart, focus on the research vaesb These are respectively a) to
combine, if possible, two or more variables thgiregs an essentially similar
underlying characteristic into a single variabled &) to exercise what Lijphart terms
“theoretical parsimony”(1971: 690) focusing the comparative analysiskery”
variables. | accomplished this in this study bgigeing a theoretical framework which
comprises just five composite variables. This ®amrk is set out in Chapter Four. A
reflexive approach was taken in its developmenhil®\four of the variables
(institutional frameworks, power and discourse, pamications and decision making,
and linkages to existing political structures) wedexeloped in the early stages of the
study following theoretical research, one of th@senmunications and decision
making) was expanded and another (representatias)d&veloped during the interview
phase. In this way, while theory initially form#éte parameters of data collection,
additional data went on to drive the research agstoWhile this approach may be a
little less ‘parsimonious’ than that advocated ljphart, and certainly owes much to
Michael Burawoy’s (1998) reflexive approach to aasé (see Section 5.2.4 below), it
still bounded the study within a relatively tigldnaparative framework with the same
variables being examined in both cases. This fvaorie in particular the composite
variables of institutional design and representaté&spectively, proved sufficiently

broad to accommodate the constantly shifting parars®f both cases.
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5.2.4 The rigour dilemma

The fourth way in which the problems of the compigeamethod may be reduced,
according to Lijphart, is to increase the numbecadges as much as possible as this
introduces a greater rigour and control to theystudis own work over the years has
followed this injunction and this has allowed hiondack up his qualitative analysis
with statistical comparisons. This ‘multi-meth@Bproach has found popularity in
political science over the years — combining siNatlomparisons with big N statistical

analysis or mathematical models.

This study has not followed this approach howewetWo main reasons. First, such a
study would be extremely time consuming and cosify] would certainly extend
beyond the parameters of a PhD study. And se@mdimore importantly, the largely
interpretive nature of this study which draws frparticipants’ own experiences,
analyses and insights into the two processes, mmdsnd itself to statistical analysis.
It was felt that to embark upon such an approachldyon Theda Skocpol’s terms,
when asked whether her own comparative study aesséand revolutions might have
benefited from statistical analysis, result ietting the statistical tail wag the dbg

(2007: 689), thereby losing the depth of analy$ithe ‘dog’ itself.

The rigour dilemma is one which has long hauntedcttmparative case study
approach. This issue is addressed by Charles Ragirsuggests théaPerhaps a
rigorous comparative method is a contradictionemts as the comparative method is
used only when the number of relevant cases isrt@l to allow the investigator to
establish statistical controls over the conditi@msl causes of variation in social

phenomena({1987: 13) As Lijphart has pointed out, the necessarily limhitrimber of
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cases imposes constraints on rigour. Ragin goés argue however (1987: 14-15)
that, although comparative case study analysesappgar constrained in rigour as a
result of their holistic nature, they are basedound logic methods, drawing on two of
Mills’ methods of inductive enquiry — methods ofegment and difference
respectively. A strong advocate of a comparatagecstudy approach, Ragin goes on to
argue (1987: 15) that the comparative method isrsoipto the statistical method when,
inter alia, seeking to address historical specificity, and asising macro-phenomena
rather than exploring relationships between distiaciables. The phenomena
examined in this study largely correspond to thigegorisation. Embedded within the
respective socio-political contexts (see Chaptee@&)) both processes are broad,
macro-phenomena, and the evolution of both withiri@ of globalised governance

(see Chapter Two) comes at a specific historicabgde

5.2.5 Generalising the findings: Can it be done?
While a study of Malawi's PRSP/MGDS and Irelandtctal Partnership proves useful
in and of itself, its findings, extended to a mgemeral study of participatory
governance, may potentially unearth issues appédalother participatory processes.
This raises the question as to whether specifies;and the research findings from
these, may be generalised to other contexts. \M#iton (1992) argues that cases do
not just relate to the specificity of the evenpbenomenon under investigation.
Rather, he argues that
When researchers speak of a ‘case’ rather tharr@onstance, instance, or
event, they invest the study of a particular soséiting with some sense of
generality. An ‘instance’ is just that and goesfadher. A ‘case’ implies a
family; it alleges that the particular case is asesof something else. Implicit in

the idea of a case is a claim.
(Walton, 1992: 121)
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Going on to discuss how cases may form the basimdoe generalised claims, Walton
asserts that they need to demonstrate a causahangabout how general social forces
take shape and produce results in specific settimpese causal connections thus serve
to suggest something about the potential genemiitige results (1992: 122). A
comparison of causal connections with those ofrathees moves the analysis towards
theory. As Walton explains

Analogies identify similar causal processes acezses, meaning cases are

those bundles of reality to which analogies apglausal processes discovered

in cases and generalised through analogies constiur theories. Thinking

about cases, in short, is a singularly theoreticasiness.
(Walton, 1992: 134)

And so, following Walton’s argument, specific casesy be generalised to broader

arguments about social life and its forces, by dngwn other cases and their claims.

Another theorist interested in the possibilitiegeheralising case findings to broader
arguments is Michael Burawoy. Burawoy (1998), wangues for a reflexive model of
science, such as that applied in this study, ectMadton in arguing that specific
phenomena can only be understood in the contextfler body of theory to which
they apply. Thus
Reflexive science starts out from dialogue, virtwaleal, between observer and
participants, embeds such dialogue within a seatiathgue between local
processes and extralocal forces that in turn caly e comprehended through

a third, expanding dialogue of theory with itself.
(Burawoy, 1998: 5)

Put another way, Burawoy (1998: 15) argues thaptbeess of case generalisation

following the reflexive method involves aggregatsityational knowledge into social
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processes, and from there, moving on to delinéateadcial forces that frame these
processes. Following Burawoy’'s method, data diti®ry construction.

We begin with our favourite theory but seek noficorations but refutations

that inspire us to deepen that theory. Insteadigdovering grounded theory we

elaborate existing theory.

(Burawoy, 1998: 16)

Both Walton and Burawoy argue, therefore, that datamilated from specific cases
may be extended and situated within an appropoiady of broader theory when
analysed in terms of overarching social processem (Walton’s terms causal
processes), and on outward toward social forceste®er, Burawoy notes that this
may not always be the most obvious theory, anddeaper, more reflexive analysis
may uncover processes at play which lead to aliemtheorisations of the research
findings. This reflexive approach is also favoubgdCharles C Ragin who, writing

some ten years earlier (1987: 164), asserts thatrfost hypotheses and concepts are

refined, often reformulated, after the data haverbeollected and analysed.”

Following Walton and Burawoy, in this study | goybad a simple presentation of the
similarities and differences in participation witthoth processes. The analyses
Chapters (Six to Nine) combine a presentationrafifigs regarding the participatory
dynamics of both processes with interpretativeyamislof these findings. | interrogate
the ‘why’ of the similarities and differences betmeboth processes as well as the
‘what’. | do this by invoking the upward logic dined above by both Walton and
Buroway, extending and situating the findings withibroader body of social theory
and exploring the effects of broader social fomeparticipant agency and structure

within both processes.
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The deliberate sampling of the Malawi-Ireland congzn therefore, offers additional,
and new information on the importance of globakuernational factors impacting on
both processes. The specific cases of Malawi eidrid’s development processes
were chosen for reasons of commonality, while tu@meters of the study were
bounded (albeit reflexively so) employing a theimadtframework comprising five
composite variables. While these choices address®@ of the main challenges
inherent in a comparative approach, from my owrsjpective as a development
practitioner, a number of additional issues alsedee to be addressed when designing

the study. These relate to the role of the rebea@nd are discussed below.

5.3 On researching ‘others’and research aims

As we have seen in Chapter One, the subject ofékisarch, participation and
participatory governance, draws principally fronottiieoretical disciplines,
development studies and political science respalgtivAs | have noted in Chapter One,
studies to date of the PRSP and Social Partnepsbgesses have focused largely on
policy outcomes, rather than on issues of proceagency (although the former has
received some attention in some PRSP studies)) tteolongterm implications of both
processes for socio-political relations in generdhe relevant countries. This may
well reflect the epistemological approaches of hsitiplines which, commencing

from a normative point of departure — to improvege’s lives — share a commitment
to the practical, or policy relevance of researtrhthis regard they tend to assume

however, that knowledge is not contestable, antpblicy makers operate as rational,
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politically neutral arbitrators of different ‘evidee™. This, however, is an assumption

which is not shared by many sociologists.

Although both the PRSP and Social Partnership gsmhave received a considerable
level of critical attention within the literaturthese critiques have largely focused on the
(perceived) agendas of dominant actors within Ipotitesses (generally articulated as
the dominant discourse of neo-liberal capitalis@fher than on factors influencing
participants’ agency more broadly. And so, whilese accounts tend to highlight
dominant forms of knowledge, they largely fail tqtre if, or how, these are contested
within the respective processes. This research atrbroadening this analysis by
applying a critical theory approach to both thecpsses themselves (structure), and the
actions and motivations of the actors that inhdét@m (agency), exploring if, and how,

knowledge is contested within both processes.

5.3.1 Critical social theory

Critical social theory, as the name implies, invigecritical epistemological approach to
social research. It aims at employing theory gkseelf-understanding, and from this
self-understanding to find a place in which to dtantside existing knowledge
practices, in order to critique them. Jurgen Haiaey, in hisTheory of Communicative
Action(1984) and related writings, has elaborated orctimeept and practice of critical
social theory. In these writings, Habermas ardoea strong distinction between
practical knowledge, which tends to serve the @stx of established orders, and more
critical knowledge which is grounded irfr@flexiveness’that practical knowledge

lacks. Habermas’s conception of critical soci&laty has itself come under some

1 See Sylvester (1999) and Sumner (2006) on devednpstudies approaches and Newman (2G04)
on public administration approaches.
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critique however. Critics point to the fact th& theory tends to attach to Western
notions of reality which, presupposing agreemergamsensus, neglects theofitics of
difference”. One such critic, who has built on Habermas’skaorhighlight the

“politics of difference’or “otherness”, is Nancy Fraser. According to Fraser (1984:
97) “a critical social theory frames its research pr@n and its conceptual framework
with an eye to the aims and activities of thoseosfifpnal social movements with which

it has a partisan though not uncriticalentification” (emphasis addedAmong the

requirements of such an approach are (a) thatsehsitive to the way in which
allegedly disappearing institutions and norms géisistructuring social reality, and (b)
that it foregroundsthe evil of dominance and subordinatiomiore broadly, rather than

focus exclusively ofithe evil of welfare capitalism{1984: 130-131).

Fraser’s conception of critical social theory sglyninforms the approach | employed
in this research. The aspirations, experiencesaatidties of community and voluntary
/ NGO participant groups and their constituentsnféine main basis for the study and
my research aims to move beyond accounts whictsfather positively, or
negatively, on the outcomes of the processesijtiocatly examine features of the
processes themselves — their norms, proceduregxtentogether with the agency of

actors within them and the implications for evotysocio-political relations.

As outlined in Chapter One, specifically, two pipal research questions guided the
research. These are as follows:

* What are the enablers and constraints to transtorengarticipation in Malawi’s
PRSP/MGDS and Ireland’s Social Partnership pros@sse

* How do internal interests, ideologies and influencembine with external
factors to produce these enablers and constraints?
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Although, as discussed in Chapter One, the crifoalal theory approach employed
carries some degree of discomfort for myself, al agesignificant challenges for actors
engaged in the two processes, my aim is to cilyieadalyse both the respective
processes and actors’ engagement within them amstructive, reflexive manner — a
manner which, hopefully, serves to highlight, chiae, and inform the actions and

experiences of actors in both processes.

5.3.2 On researching ‘others’ and the multiplicity of ‘otherness’

A significant methodological issue arising in aege&arch, but particularly research
conducted by an ‘outsider’ as in my own case, erargiissues of agency and action
within a Malawian context, are the limitations inéet in researching ‘others’, i.e.
people with different experiences of social divis@nd oppressions. Exploring this
issue in a broad sense, Fawcett and Hearn (20§4¢ éinat consideration needs to be
given to how ‘otherness’ is engaged with. Emplgystandpoint theory, which centres
on relations of power and knowledge to highligh importance of the politics of
location and positioning, the authors point out thare is generally, not only one, but
multiple standpoints (or multiple ‘others’). Thedt way to approach this reality, the
authors contend, is by theorising from a varietgxjeriences (2004: 211-212) and

paying strong attention to historical context (20046).

Writing more specifically in the context of Africatudies, Adebayo Olukoshi
highlights the damage caused by ‘outsiders’, orAbitans, researching African
‘others’. Olukoshi (2006: 535) argues that

the power relations within African Studies haveduoed hierarchies that are
also contiguous with existing North-South asymrasttinat underpin the
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broader interaction between Africa and the Wesis but of these asymmetries

that questions have been posed within African 8tuds to who may

legitimately speak for Africa: Africans or non-Afans?
Noting that most of the concepts and conceptuaidsithat are applied to
understanding the African continent are all togérently borrowed from other parts of
the world and applied uncritically and hastily tériéa, Olukoshi argues that a re-
orientation in approaches to African Studies isunegl wherein non-African
researchers / ‘outsidersbégin to relate to locally based academic commesjtboth in
the field, and in their scholarly outpuf2006: 539). His call for greater collaboration
between non-African and locally based researclsegshoed by Sumner who argues
that development studies (and its researcliersieeds to think about how it addresses

heterogeneity in the ‘Third World(s)’ and open mepace for alternative ‘voices

(Sumner, 2006: 644).

Clearly, any study of ‘others’, in particular thosghin vastly different social and
political contexts, is fraught with problems andlébnges. From the above brief
discussion a number of points may be elicitedstFaontext matters. While it is clearly
not possible to comprehensively understand the ity of the contexts

underpinning Malawi’'s PRSP/MGDS (or indeed Irelan8bcial Partnership), attempts
should, nonetheless, be made to do so. This isatlmale for Chapter Three of this
study. Second, textual material by African schotzarries with it less Western bias.
Specific efforts have been made to source and dravelevant work of African
(including Malawian) scholars where possible altjfioof course, a limitation remains
in that my own reading and comprehension of theséll rooted in my own Western
bias. Third, there is a need to engage with melspandpoints / ‘voices’. As discussed

in Section 5.5.2, my second field trip to Malawpégitly aimed at this. And fourth,
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and perhaps most critically, there is a need tabotate with local scholars,
commentators and practitioners. This latter pfanns the basis for the second
methodological approach employed (albeit to a Behitlegree) in this research. This is

discussed in the following Section.

5.3.3 Participatory Action Research: instrumental versusemancipatory
considerations

With many of the latter points in mind, and beaiimgnind the subject matter of the
research, | made efforts from the outset to inc@j@osome elements of a Participatory
Action Research (PAR) approach into the methodobdgipproach employed.
Participatory action research (PAR) may be defmedesearctfrom a theory of

political change that involves consciously theargsiithin a community of practice or
‘field of constitutive relations’ where the relevgrarticipants are together
‘researching’, ‘theorising’ and ‘acting’ (consciolysintervening) in that social field or
discourse of substantive practiceVadsworth, 2005: 274). In echoes of Freire (see
Chapter Two), the point, therefore, is to work witbt on research participants in

exploring issues relevant to their own agency.

In common with the core theme of this researchtjgpation in PAR can mean very
different things to different people. And so paigation can happen at a number of
levels. Fawcett and Hearn (2004) outline a nunobénese. A PAR approach may aim
to fully involve all participants. Alternativelyt may involve just a select few. It may
involve shared agendas and operating procedurésdaesearch. Or it may constitute
research with an initial agenda which is then ificed and changed through the
involvement of participants. Alternatively, paipiants may engage to the extent that

they remain informed of the research progressthauagenda of the researcher is

16¢



followed throughout. Depending on the level empliythe researcher may confront
dilemmas of control and influence as described d&xys8 (2006: 1) who likens his
experience as a PAR researcher to that of a bagkassenger wherein he found
himself “‘wanting to participate as a passenger but still wam some degree of control

over the destinatidn

An underlying assumption within the PAR approacth& research participants are
willing, and crucially, available, to participatellfy in the research. Wadsworth (2005)
draws on the work of MacDonald (1976) to highlighdistinction between autocratic or
bureaucratic, and democratic participatory actesearch. The former can be
experienced as manipulative and presumptuous biatbeted ‘participants’ who are
not interested in being ‘brought in’ to the reségococess. The latter, on the other
hand, seeks to meet research participants ondiveiterms, moulding the research to
their interests and availability. Another relemsue is the multiplicity of research
participants or, as discussed above, ‘others’ —iwho be involved? Do decisions in

this regard increase the marginalisation of others?

Given that the underlying theme of this study &t thf participation, and given my own
background as a practitioner, a key interest flioendutset was to employ a PAR
approach. To this end, meetings were held with baepresentative of MEJfland a
representative from one of the member organisatd@ocial Partnership’s community
and voluntary pillar as the research proposal veasgodeveloped. The ideas and
insights generated in these meetings informeduheexjuent research proposal.

However, as the research unfolded, while the groopsulted expressed interest in,

“2 This was carried out during a visit of the then MEProgramme Manager to Ireland. This meeting
was followed by a number of subsequent telephongearsations.
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and enthusiasm for the project, they were notposition (due to work pressures) to
sustain an ongoing input to its development. Ciooscof the danger of slipping into
an ‘autocratic’ PAR approach, active consultatiothwesearch participants was,
therefore, limited to updates on the research psmas time went &h Moreover, as
the range of research participants expanded, élaéire involvement was neither
practicable or feasible. As such, the PAR appr@mployed was necessarily quite

limited.

5.4 Research methods

Field research for the study was carried out omegighteen-month period from May
2005 to November 2006. This included two fielggrio Malawi, the first over a six-
week period in August — September 2005, and thenskover a five-week period in
July — August 2006, with field research in Irelammhducted in the intervening periods.

This Section outlines the data collection and tiollamethods employed.

It has been seen in the previous Section thatfdataase study research needs to come
from a number of sources. Robert K Yin (1994: D9-@scusses six possible sources
of evidence in case study research. These amlaw$:

* Documentation

* Archival records

* Interviews

» Direct observation

» Participant observation
» Physical artifacts

*3 These were conducted on an informal basis inricklan Malawi meetings were held with MEJN

during both field trips and a related piece of eesk (reviewing MEJN'’s district Chapter Programme)

was carried out and presented and discussed witiNMiEanagement and Chapter members at a feedback
workshop towards the end of the first field trip.
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He notes that, of these, one of the most impogauices of case study information is
the interview. The interview constituted the medurce of data within this study
although documentation, and, in Malawi, direct ebagon employing an ethnographic
approach, were also employed. Cornwall (2004)nodsd that participant observation
is a method well suited to studies of participaarycesses. | made efforts to gain
access to both NESC meetings and to the Socialdtaltip plenaries in 2006 but
access was not granted. Similarly, in telephoseudisions, MEJN’s Programme
Manager suggested that access to MGDS formulateetings might be possible, and
so, the first field trip to Malawi was timed to ooide with negotiation of the MGDS
but, on arrival, it transpired that access waspogtsible. These obstacles to access in
both cases were undoubtedly due to the confidégtishich surrounds both processes,
together with notions of trust and relationshiplding which imbue both processes.
These issues and their implications are discussatbre detail in the Chapters which
follow. While, at the time, these access diffirdtappeared to limit the scope and
depth of the research, the largely informal natireoth processes, together with
differential participation within specific fora @&hapter Six) means that, even had
access to these specific fora been granted, tlegeakerated would have reflected just a

microcosm of the multi-layered complexity of botfogesses.

The main features of the research process andguoezare outlined below.

5.4.1 Documentation

A range of secondary materials was collected anduted for the study. These

included copies of the Malawian PRSP, MEGS, and N8Ga@yether with past Social

Partnership agreements and associated NESC doatioantAdditionally,
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documentation was furnished by a number of resgaadicipants. Efforts were made
to collect research participants’ written submissito the respective processes, with a
view to comparing them to the final strategies eiplg discourse analysis, but this
proved largely unsuccessful as a) back recordsegrdifficult and time consuming for
participants to locate, and b) as outlined in Caafix, the main negotiations were
conducted largely on an oral basis in both cateseland, official background
material on Social Partnership is readily availabid relevant documentation was
sourced either through respondents, or directliziwia number of relevant publications.
Background material on the PRSP/MGDS process iraMagbroved more difficult to
locate but, cognisant of the conceptual biasess#arch conducted ‘on’ Malawi by
‘outsiders’, as discussed in Section 5.3.2, pddicefforts were made to source
materials relevant to the study by Malawian sclsotard commentators. Time was set
aside during field work in Malawi for visits to bloshops, public libraries, and the

library of the University of Malawi to collect relant documentation.

5.4.2 Interviews

As noted above, the main research method emplogsdive qualitative interview.
Robson (2002: 271) notes that qualitative intergi@nove most appropriate in cases
where a study focuses on the meaning of a partipll@nomenon to participants and
where individual historical accounts are requirétiawv a particular phenomenon
developed. This method, therefore, proved higplyrapriate to the objectives of this

study.
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Participant selection

Participants in the research included a numbetad¢ sictors and community and
voluntary sector / NGO participants in the respecprocesses. Participant selection,
both in Ireland, but more particularly in Malawajsed significant challenges in two
principal respects. First, identifying participsim both processes proved difficult as
the composition and level of involvement of papants varied significantly over the
time periods studied. While Annex 6c of the MalamwPRSP strategy (Government of
Malawi, 2002) includes a list of participant orggations, investigations revealed that
many of these organisations were, in fact, only inaity involved, or that the
representative named was no longer with the orgtiaisor deceased. The same
proved true for the MGDS. Within Ireland, represgives of participant organisations
are not named in Social Partnership strategiesairiproved necessary to contact each
organisation individually with an enquiry as to tieéevant individual. Second, the
research ran into problems of access, in particaleglation to state officials in both
Malawi and Ireland. Consequently, a range of mhewfficial state documentation was
sourced and employed to complement data derivex iinterviews in the analysis of

the state’s role and agency within both processes iq particular Chapter Seven).

These broader difficulties in identification anadass among elite policy makers have
been studied by other researchers in differentestsit Farquharson (2005)
recommends what he term&raputational snowball techniqueto aid in overcoming
these difficulties. This method was used in botddwi and Ireland and proved
particularly useful in identifying community andluatary / NGO actors, although it

yielded less success in attempting to identify gaith access to state actors in both
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instance¥’. In Malawi, the annexed list of participants fie PRSP strategy document
was used as the basis of discussions with theNH&IN Programme Managd@ér
following which a preliminary list of interviewedBRSP participants) for the first
round of field research was drawn up. This listuded representatives of MEJN
member organisations, state officials, and donpragentatives. MEJN was extremely
helpful in facilitating access to participants dgyithe first round of Malawian field
research although it became apparent by the etidsdiield trip that a certain level of
gatekeeping, or what Gokah (2006) tefimslitical escorting” was occurring. For this
reason, and also to stave drawing further on ME3iN&sady over-extended resources,
the second field trip was conducted independeatig, a snowball method was used to
identify potential interviewees. In addition tependents identified by MEJN involved
in the PRSP/MGDS process, commentators on the wim&o-political context, and
representatives from a number of additional MEJNnimer organisations were also
sourced in an attempt to collate data from multgténdpoints during the second field

trip.

In Ireland, contact was made with member orgarigatof the community and
voluntary pillar, both past and present, and in&wrg sought. A snowball method was
employed to identify who the representatives inrdgpective organisations were. With
the exception of a number of recent (post-2003) bemof the pillar, interviews were

granted and conducted. In addition, interviewseneld with a limited number of key

4 In Malawi, access difficulties can be due to tieecpived lack of value of academic research — polic
oriented research tends to be viewed as more usefusignificant. Attempts were made to overcome
this by drawing on my links with MEJN and Trocairka Ireland, access difficulties were at the leakl
individual departmental staff. These appear tdieto the aura of confidentiality that surrourtus t
Social Partnership talks.

*5 This took place during a visit of the Programmenkiger to Ireland (at the invite of Trécaire), prior
the field research, and was followed up by teleghamd email communications.
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state officials. Table 5.4.2 below presents akwtean of research participants by

sectoral category. Appendix Il provides a fult b$ research participants.

Table 5.4.2: Research participant®

Category Malawi Ireland
State official (national) 3 4
State official (local) 5 -
NGO/community and 19 21

voluntary sector process
participants

MEJN Chapter members | 8 -
(group interviews)

Donor 6 -
External commentators/ | 5 3
Other

Total 46 28

Interview procedures

In total, seventy-four interviews were conductddry-six in Malawi and twenty-eight

in Ireland’. Interviews were typically two hours in lengthdamere conducted

employing a semi-structured questionnaire. Thadbtopics and themes explored were

drawn from the conceptual framework elaboratedhagier Four. These were as
follows:

» Participants’ reasons for becoming involved in, arpectations from, the
respective processes

* A description of the processes — how they worksdiathe doors

» Discourses allowable — the parameters of the disougnd communications
employed

» Power sharing — how rules and procedures were dgheev decisions were
reached

* How participants represent their constituents withie processes

* The openness of the processes — possibilities éalianwork

¢ Table 5.4.2 presents a list of recorded intervielisese recorded interviews were supplementedavith

range of ‘off the record’ interviews with a widemnge of actors, principally from the categories of
NGO/community and voluntary sector, donor and extecommentators

*" The higher number of interviews in Malawi is doethie aforementioned efforts at acquiring data from

multiple standpoints. Interviewees included sowedamics, writers, and social commentators.
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» The implications of involvement in the respectiveqesses for participating
organisations — advantages, disadvantages, siillrements, and impdét

Time was also given to a more open-ended discussiarlevant topics raised by
respondents themselves. Each interview was redadeaudio-tape and respondents
were asked to sign a consent form which affordethecess to a copy of the recording
should they requireit. Interviews were conducted at a time and a ptatected by the

respondents.

5.4.3 Direct Observation — An ethnographic approach

As noted above, in addition to interviews carried for the specific purpose of this
study, the first Malawian field trip also includéttee weeks work with MESR This
work, which involved extensive travel throughous ttountry with MEJN staff,
facilitated more in-depth study of the organisasarulture, practices, and ongoing
challenges. While this work with MEJN falls faroshof a full-scale ethnographly it
proved invaluable in a number of respects. Hirstiforded access to a number of
MEJN'’s district members and district state offisialhich greatly enhanced the depth
and quality of the research. This would not haserbpossible in the time period

available without MEJN's collaboration for practiceasons of transport, access etc.

“8 The final area was introduced by a number pasitip themselves who were keen to explore the
implications for their own organisations’ directiand development.

“9 The research received ethical approval from théNNBthics Committee and the consent form formed
part of the requirements for this approval. Itiddde noted that not all Malawian participants, in
particular district state officials, and also onisH state official, were comfortable with the audi

recording and consent form procedure, and so, @auwnf interviews were conducted ‘off the record’,
with the data generated constituting backgrounarinétion only.

*0 The topic and terms of reference for this workeveet out by MEJN. The work was supported by both
Trocaire and MEJN.

*1 Robson (2002 : 186) distinguishes between an gtlapbic approach and full-scale ethnography noting
(2002 : 190) thatAn ethnographic approach is particularly indicatetien you are seeking insight into

an area of field which is new or different.He adds that description and interpretation ardyliko be
stressed within this approach.
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Second, the focus of the work, communications witMEJN'’s district chapter
structure, provided a rich source of material far issue of representation examined in
this study. And third, relations developed with 3MNEstaff, which continued over the
course of the research, were extremely helpfuttengpting to understand important
underlying contextual issues, thereby deepeningeanidhing the findings on agency,
context and socio-political relations presentethanfindings Chapters. In hindsight, it
would certainly have been useful to have attematsiinilar approach with one of the
community and voluntary groups or the CommunitytfBtan in Ireland, but

unfortunately time did not permit this.

5.4.4 Data Analysis

Interviews were transcribed in full and the intewitranscripts were first analysed one
by one. The main issues and themes emerging wéeetd, coded, and organised
together. To facilitate comparisons, some of thaded material was recorded on grids
and summarised in matrix displays using techniguggested by Yin (19949r

standardising and processing qualitative data.

5.5 Conclusion

This Chapter has outlined both the rationale fat the research design employed in the
comparative case study approach selected forttiily s | have argued that the
deliberate sampling of a ‘North/South’ case congmarioffers new data on the

evolution and effectiveness of both specific preessas well as to the field of global
governance more broadly. The second researchigudéstming the study specifically

aims at uncovering this data.



Cognisant of the difficulties and limitations inkat in such a comparative approach, |
have set out how the research design aimed atsgidgethese challenges. The study
has been bounded — both in the case selection ginid ¥he theoretical framework
employed — although the latter was developed aflaxive manner as the research
progressed. The limitations of, and potential dgeneaused in researching ‘others’
have been considered within this context, and pouncipal methods of reducing these
through the approaches and methodology employeel been discussed. Finally,
noting that many studies to date of both PRSPsSaxxial Partnership have started from
a normative point of departure, thereby largelyoigmg the assumption that knowledge
is contestable, a critical social theory has bdersen as most appropriate and useful

(although admittedly, also more challenging) tocalhcerned.

17¢



Chapter Six

The Dynamics of participation in the PRSP/MGDS andsocial
Partnership processes

6.1 Introduction

Drawing on the theoretical framework elaborate@hapter Four, in this Chapter | set
out to explore participation within the PRSP/MGD®I&ocial Partnership processes. |
focus, in particular, on features of their ovenadititutional design, and the circulation
of power, discourse and communications within amdiad them. | examine broader
features of both processes, including their linkatgeexisting political institutions,
practices and cultures, together with the assatiagies of civil society representation

and democracy in Chapters Seven and Eight respéctiv

Following a discussion of the principal institutedtieatures of both processes, in
Section 6.5 | bring together the analysis to ettoit key enabling and constraining
factors to participation within each case. | destmte that these (to varying degrees)
are constantly shifting and changing. Participatigthin both processes is therefore
revealed to be a dynamic process, with spaces mgeamid closing to transformative
forms of participation over time. A key factor @ngdinning these shifts is the agency
and actions of both state and civil society actitrsteby highlighting the interaction
between structures and agency, the capillarityowfgy, and the role of all participants,
to differing degrees at differing times, in shaparmg moulding the institutional design

and functioning in both processes.
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6.2 Institutional arrangements

Many commentators, in particular those within tieddf of political science, have
stressed the importance of underpinning emergingsof governance with sustainable
institutional frameworks within which ongoing deditations and discussions with a
range of actors may take place (Fung and Wrigl@328eddel, 2004, Triantifillou,
2004). In this Section | examine the institutiofrfalmeworks underpinning processes in
Malawi and Ireland respectively. Four main factams immediately apparent. Three of
these point to close similarities between the twargsses while a fourth highlights a
key difference. Taken together, these four fadttustrate the dynamic nature of
participation within both processes wherein, likgemdulum, participation swings from
more normative and/or instrumental forms to moaedformative forms, and back

again, over time.

First, it is seen that, contrary to many accourtkiwthe literature which focus on the
workings of one or two formal institutions withiloth processes respectively, each
process is seen to be made up of a wide rangeafxfbich have evolved in rather a
fluid manner and are ongoing over time. Moreogach of these involves different sets
of actors, often limited in number, thereby corisiray, in a differential manner, the
opportunities afforded for participation among apants. Second, a key difference
between the two processes is that the Malawiaregsobrings together actors from the
state, trade union, private and NGO sectors imgaaf joint deliberative fora,

whereas, in Ireland, members of the different ssdjaillars) largely meet separately,
either with their own pillar members, or bilateyalith state actors, thereby limiting the
scope for exchange and cross deliberation. Thisinilarity between both processes is

that the rules and procedures within both remaaiaar and constantly shifting, leaving
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participants oscillating between a constrainingimment, wherein they operate in a
largely ‘reactionary mode’, and an enabling onegrein they successfully manage to

colonise and maximise their agency within the spadtorded. And fourth, it emerges

that the formal institutional arrangements capjusé a part of both processes. High

levels of informal networking and relationship loiirlg also constitute a significant

component of both processes. Each of these fastesplored in greater depth below.

6.2.1 Institutional design: Differential access across aextensive complex

Table 6.2.1 below presents a synopsis of the fomnsgitutions of both processes

together with their main purpose and the main adtorolved in each. These are

discussed in more detail in the narrative followihg table.

Table 6.2.1: Institutional arrangements for Malawi’'s PRSP / MGDS and Ireland’s
Social Partnership processes

Institutional
arrangement

Who
involved
(State and CV sector only)*

Purpose of institutional arrangement

MPRSP / MGDS

District consultations
for Interim PRSP —
October — November
2000

Reps from Ministry of
Finance and Economic
Planning, NEC, District
Assembly staff and
Traditional Authorities

To gather the views of people within the
districts on thechallenges that they face’
annexed as a list to final PRSP strategy

Interim PRSP process
December 2000

—Reps from MFEP, NEC, IMF
& World Bank — no CV
involvement

To produce an interim strategy thereby
allowing Malawi to qualify for interim
(partial) debt relief

Technical committee
for PRSP — established
December 2000

MoFEP, NEC, Reserve Ban}
of Malawi

To design and coordinate the PRSP prog

21 Thematic Working
Groups (TWGs) (Jan —
Sept 2001)

Officials from different line
ministries, MEJN members i
17 out of 21

To draw up sectoral strategies for inclusi
nin the final PRSP strategy

Plenaries (Jan — Sept
2001
a) for donors

a) World Bank, IMF, DfID,
EU, members TWGs

b) MEJN member

b) MEJN members

a) To feed back findings of TWGs to
donors

b) To bring organisations views into the

organisations

different TWGs
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Drafting group (Sept —
Feb 2002)

Members of technical
committee plus MIPA plus 4
reps NGOs (2 selected by
state and 2 from MEJN)

To bring together the contributions of the
21 TWGs into one final document

Monitoring committee

State officials (MEPD) and 1
2 reps MEJN

+ To monitor implementation of the
agreement — first review published in Fel
2004, second Feb 2005, third (and final)
Sept 2006

MEGS consultations —
early 2004

MEPD, World Bank, IMF,
NAG, no other CV group,
MEJN not involved

To develop an economic growth strategy
developing one section of the PRSP and
moving focus from poverty reduction to
growth

MEGS — MGDS

Technical committee /
drafting group

Reps MEPD, Finance, Trade
and Private sector

To bring together PRSP, MEGS and

Early 2005 development, Reserve Bank] document
MIPA, World Bank
consultant, director MEJN
TWGs CV organisations selected by To provide input at thematic levels throug

Sporadically throughou
2005

t relevant line minister

a template of goals, targets and activities

Consultations — approx
every 2 months — July -
Dec 2005

a) with districts to MPs

- b) CV groups nationally
(limited)
b) presented to cabinet and
parliament

To collect and incorporate comments and
inputs

Costing team — Jan-Fe
2006

b MEPD, donors, 1 rep MEJN

To cost the resultantestna

Other policy fora and
working committees

Variable — invited by
government — increasingly
just one rep of MEJN

To input to state policy in particular areag

Social Partnership

NESF - established in
1993 - ongoing

Up to 15 reps from CV pillar
(generally variable) together
with 15 reps from each of 3
other strands — Oireachtas;
employer-trade union-
farmer; and central-local
government-independents
respectively; NESF staff

To draw up reports in areas of social
inclusion which may inform relevant polic

NESC — established in
1973 — ongoing

5 reps from CV pillar, NESC
staff, 2 reps from Dept of an
Taoiseach & 10 government
nominees

To draw up a strategy to frame negotiatiq

Negotiations — P2000
(1997)

All CV pillar : 7 members
plus community platform

To negotiate social policy commitments 3
part of pay talks

Negotiations — PPF
(2000)

All CV pillar : 7 members
plus community platform

To negotiate social policy commitments 3
part of pay talks

Negotiations —
Sustaining Progress
(2003)

All CV pillar : 7 members
plus community platform

To negotiate social policy commitments 3
part of pay talks

Negotiations — Towards
2016 (2006)

5 All new pillar : 6 existing
members plus 9 new
members (stranded)

To negotiate social policy commitments 3
part of pay talks

Monitoring committee /

5 reps of the CV pillar (old

sectoral plans from each ministry into one

nY

=y

Regular meetings (every 1 to 3 months)
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Steering group (post | members) track implementation of SP agreements
2003 on)

Quarterly plenaries All members of CV pillar Fornsalkssions where state reports on
progress of agreement

Other policy fora and | Variable — either elected by | To input to state policy in specific areas
working committees CV pillar members or invited| some directly arising from SP agreement
by state others formed directly by state

* The second column (who involved) contains detaillyy on the relevant community and voluntary /
NGO groups and state actors (the focus of thisyjtindboth processes. Participants from othersesct
were also involved in many of these, although alss discussed below - differentially.

While a detailed examination of each of these tuistins or stages is beyond the scope
of this Chapter, Table 6.2.1 serves to illustratee important and often overlooked
aspects of both processes, namely their extensstigutional scope, the differential
access opportunities afforded different actors, angarticular, in Ireland, the restricted

opportunities for deliberation.

Table 6.2.1, a necessarily heavily condensed symopboth processes, illustrates the
complexity of institutional arrangements necessaiming for some form of
participatory or even consultative governance.hédigh both the PRSP and Social
Partnership are often referred to as ‘a processindhe case of the latter, sometimes
‘an institution’, it is important to note that bodine actually made up of a multitude of
sub-processes and institutions. This is importatitat many studies to date on both
processes have focused narrowly on just one oirstautions or fora, drawing
generalised conclusions for both processes whictadt, only apply to the specific
forum examined. In the case of Social Partnershimh writing on the process to date
focuses on the NESC, which, as will be seen, fonstin a very different manner to the
negotiations. Literature on the Malawian process flocused predominantly on the
Thematic Working Groups (TWGS) within the PRSP hvittle attention given to the
plenaries where donors inputted, the work of ttadtoirg group, or that of the

monitoring committee. There is no account to aétieow the process evolved into the
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MEGS and on into the MGDS. An examination of bptbcesses in their fuller
complexity provides a clearer picture of who isalwed where (not all participants are
involved in all fora), together with how much resoes are required from all parties to

input meaningfully.

A glance at the second column in the table alseaisva degree of complexity in
relation to who participants are in both procesd#iile literature on both processes
lists a wide range of participants (in Ireland’seshese are designated ‘social
partners’), Table 6.2.1 demonstrates that manygiaants are directly involved in just
one forum of the entire proc&ss Different fora involve different actors. Thus,
Malawi, the PRSP ostensibly involved officials frdh@ country’s twenty-nine districts
(although it is worth noting that of the eight disis visited for this research only
officials interviewed in three could recall theakihg place), while some actors from
MEJN appear to have been involved at a numberffgfrdint stages. However the
PRSP also involved a range of other actors thrdoghwhich have gone un- or under-
reported, such as the plenaries which directlylvaathe main donors. For the MGDS
some years later, however, the space for NGOs appehave closed somewhat. As
one NGO representative describes itthe. door was still open, but it was not
advertised... | think the development of this neatatyy (MDGS) — government just
opened the door, left it. Whosoever has got areiseme.” In Ireland, although
organisations may have ‘social partner’ statustathembers of the community and
voluntary pillar, this does not automatically secthiem a place within the NESC, the
monitoring committee, or on any other associatetking committees. A number of

community and voluntary pillar members noted thate places are hotly contested,

52|n Ireland, these are nominated from within thiespective pillars. In Malawi, this occurs at fbemal
invite of the state.

184



undoubtedly one factor contributing to tensionshmitthe pillar, an aspect | return to
elsewhere (Chapter Eight). And so, the only forowolving all the social partners is
the negotiation itself. While this forum is iddi@d as key by many community and
voluntary participants, both the specific workirgnamittees and latterly, (among
members of the new pillar) the monitoring/steecogimittee are also felt to be
extremely important, together with the NESC whietsghe framework for each round
of negotiations. Each of these involves a limitechber (between two and five) of
social partners nominated from within their respecpillars. In Malawi, although
much attention within the literature has been paithe TWGs, participants point to
both the drafting group and donor consultationwiatding significant influence within
both the PRSP and the MGDS processes. Again iheslee a far more limited range

of actors.

A key difference between the Malawian and Irishcesses is that the Malawian
process (the PRSP and to a lesser degree the MBD8} actors from state, union,
private and community and voluntary sectors togathdeliberation. This occurs at a
sectoral level through the TWGs and again, to aerfiorited extent, within the drafting
and monitoring groups. In Ireland, contrary to pap conception, members of the
different pillars largely meet separately with stattors during the negotiations,
although much of this time is spefitanging abodt“ twiddling our thumbswhile the
state meets with the employer and union pillarsca3ional formal plenaries are
organised during the negotiations which bring dlags together but these are described
by participants as largelysét pieceswhere prepared speeches are delivered but few
exchanges take place. Other institutional arengmsnaSocial Partnership such as the

NESF, the NESC, the monitoring committee and thi@ua working committees do

18t



bring members of different pillars together butpatlined in Table 6.2.1, participants’
numbers are restricted so that the majority of camity and voluntary pillar members
do not participate in these fora. Thus, whileitngbnal arrangements within the
Malawian process afford the potential for a higgrée of exchange and cross-
deliberation between different sectoral actors gnodips, these remain limited (in scope

and numbers of participants involved) within thisHrprocess.

6.2.2 Processes and procedures: transforming corsints?

A commonality between both processes is that thes mnd procedures in both were not
clearly laid out at the outset and, moreover, caito shift as time evolves. On the
one hand, this could be attributed to a genuinkngitess for flexibility as suggested by

the Chair of Social Partnership

The whole thing is very fluid as a process...is libéeate? | suppose itis. |
mean the thing... ahm... it can’t work... without thexiBility to respond to
issues and problems as they are presented. Yaw, kingou had a very rigid
negotiating structure and timescale and so onfabpbly wouldn’t do justice to
the sorts of problems that get presented. In semes, you know, you can'’t
anticipate fully where... you know you have a fagaidor a lot of them, but you
can’t anticipate fully where things might get stuck

(Chair of Social Partnership)

Social partners, on the other hand, feel thatishiteliberate in order to keep them in a
state of controlled ignorance. This has operatgld to the benefit, and to the
disadvantage of actors within both processes. tl@mene hand, this flexibility has had
the advantage for participants of affording themmespace to influence how the
processes have evolved, giving them more leewapéoate within them, thereby, to
some degree, ‘colonising space’, and transformotgrgially constraining features into

enabling conditions. For example, in Malawi, aitgb the I-PRSP did not involve

%3 Secretary General within the Department of an Seagih
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NGOs at a national level, MEJN skilfully employéxtcore concept of participation to
raise public debate and pressure for its involvemeargely on foot of a MEJN email
which circulated across international networksgfinational NGOs and IFIs alike),
decrying the state’s claims to popular participaiio Malawi's PRSP, MEJN gained for
network members places in seventeen of the twemtytoematic working groups
(TWGS) in the preparation of the final PRSP. Samyl, the network successfully
managed to extend the period for work within thgisrips from four to nine months to
give network representatives time to consult whih broader membership, and it
negotiated access to the drafting group for thal Btrategy and membership on the
ongoing monitoring committee, although it was nutially invited onto either. In
Ireland, although the process appears more coediadlome participants, nonetheless,
do appear, at times, to have also colonised samkturned constraints into
opportunities. The most frequently cited method weailing of bilateral meetings with
key departmental officials during negotiations baRrogramme for Prosperity and
Fairness(PPF) in 2000 where some community and voluntdigrpnembers report
they managed to agree specific wording and comnnitsn@ a manner not available to
them heretofore. This was disallowed during negains in 2003, but was again used
by a number of community and voluntary pillar memnshie 2006. This (albeit at times
restricted) fluidity in both processes reinforcesdbvre’s conceptualisation of space as
a socially produced space drawing attention tordssformative potential given the
agency of its inhabitants. Although institutionshin both processes continue to
evolve, the pendulum now appears to have swung &waytransformative
opportunities, however, through a combination dhteconsolidation of control by the
state and, as argued in Chapter Nine, arguablyapsrgreater acquiescence to this

control on the part of community and voluntary /NGQors.



Despite this transformative potential, with theesibf engagement unclear and
constantly shifting in both processes, in particuiahe Irish case, many participants
fail to react quickly enough to maximise the oppoities available. For example, in
Malawi, the Secretary General of the Malawi CongrafsTrade Unions (MCTU)
comments that, for the PRSP, the union was noicgritly aware of what form the
meetings were going to take, and what kind of iryea being requested from
participants. In common with a number of othemages, he notes that it was all over
by the time they had realised what was really meguand how they could best
intervene. Clearly, a number of Malawian actorseasting in a more reactionary
capacity, despite the more proactive actions of NIEWith the passage of time, it
appears that this proactivity on the part of ma@\actors, including MEJN, has
waned somewhat, as evidenced in a number of NG@saetssertions that they are now

clearer on what is expected and in a better positaeliver.

In Ireland similarly, community and voluntary pillmembers, in their first negotiations
in 1997, profess to being largely at sea as to whathappening. By 2000 however,
some had realised the importance of the NESC fonusetting the overall agenda for
the final negotiations, and this was used by themanoeuvre within the space offered
and engage directly with departmental staff, thgmbximising their input. In 2003,
this changed however and pillar members, having@aeledged the dominant
communication norms expected (see following Ses)icaind distilled and costed their
policy positions in advance of the negotiationsyni they were denied access to
departmental officials and that their policy sulsmaas were falling on deaf ears.

Community and voluntary pillar members intervievwest prior to the 2006
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negotiations again had no idea how these werert@ptor what exactly would be
requested of them. One community and voluntatgmpmhember, interviewed following
the 2006 negotiations, expressing his frustratigh this, implicitly acknowledges an

acceptance of the rules of engagement as set doelstate.

The rules of engagement were never clear, evereasent through it, when
was the next meeting going to be. | found it feistg that even when the
process had kicked off, after the hold up, we caelkr seem to be told from
one week to the next when the next meeting waallgctaking place. And all of
us, in our own sectors, we have jobs to do. Awed ¢ivough we had left
ourselves quite free up until Christmas, thinkingttwe would have it all done
by Christmas, a lot of us were quite busy whemégotiations were going on
with our other work. And it was quite frustratitigat from one week to the next
they couldn’t tell you that we were having a meagtiext week or not. And |
thought why not?

(CV pillar member)

In general, with respect to both processes, ageamthémings of meetings, and
background working papers tend to be made avaitalpparticipants at very short
notice. For example, with regard to NESC, one camitg and voluntary pillar
member noted thatNESC would be quite intensive. You get these deatsrthis
big... you get these massive documents to readptitwde days before a meeting

while another is a little stronger in her condenuorat

NESC is notorious. Like people on NESC get doctsnircould be forty-eight
hours before the meetings. And it was difficuttshese sh¢CV pillar
representativejvas trying to represent the wider pillar but fo@mmunity]
platform in a very specific way. She would sendjod love her, a chapter at a
time, and a chapter could be a hundred pageShe would literally email them
and sometimes she would email them and say, ‘lcasoy, | only just got this
and | need your comments by five, | have a megtitige morning.” It was
outrageous, it was absolutely outrageous.

(CV pillar member)
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In Malawi, the situation does not appear to be nditferent. Agendas and timings of
meetings for the PRSP were set by the technicatimg@igroup and MEJN complains
that, for the first four months of the processifiaation for the TWGs was given at
very short notice, leaving the network with veryldi time to organise itself with
representation and inputs for the meetings. ME#X the initiative to go to
government buildings itself and seek the approgii@ckground documentation in
advance of meetings. An Oxfam representative was asimember of the MEJN
network, explains how MEJN operated in a highlygatove manner...
| think it was a very big challenge to know whasvwexpected. What the team,
that was put in place in Mangochi, what they disw@go to government, get
documents from them, get information from them,arwilate it to the other
members. And when the meetings, the TWGs, whatabsappen was the
government would invite us through that core teand this core team is the
one which would send invitations to whoever is sgpg to attend that meeting.
So they would write ‘this is the agenda — can weppre in these areas.
(MEJN member)
The MEJN director also recalls the time
...they would deny us information — especially anftrst four months of 2001.
So invitations would come to us at very awkware@s$im for example a meeting
would be at 2 o’ clock in the afternoon, there vablé an invitation in the
morning. So it means we would have to call eabkrot' who is supposed to
attend that one?’ And if the person was in Blaatgnd the meeting was in

Lilongwe there was a problem...
(MEJN Director)

The situation is reported as having improved owee tin Malawi however, as some
members of MEJN are learning to manoeuvre withingaces offered. Nonetheless, it
is clear that respective states’ tight control dweth processes hampers the ability of
non-state participants to operate effectively. M/the failure to establish norms (as
proposed by a number of public administration astalguch Bang (2003), Rosell
(2004), Triantiffalou (2004) and Sorenson (2006gyrsimply be the result of

disorganisation on the part of the state, manyigypaints feel that it is deliberate in that
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it leaves them constantly in the dark and ill-pregan their own interventions. This
suggests that participants are ready to operatenmbrms, once they are set out, i.e. to
be ‘disciplined’, in a Foucauldian sense. Partiig note that time is required to
understand the operating environment before bedgta manoeuvre within it, in both
the Malawian and Irish cases. The challenge faigyants, particularly in the Irish
process, is that as soon as they begin to unddrétarirules of the game’, these
change, leaving them playing a constant game cheap. Thus, although both
processes appear to leave room to manoeuvre, @mues, participants have managed
to turn apparent constraints into enablers, thgsires fast reflexes, as the ground, in
particular within Social Partnership, but also tdegree in Malawi, is constantly

shifting.

6.2.3 Hoyv _imp_ortant is institutional design at all?: The informal dimensions of
participation
While the literature on PRSPs and Social Partngrsbgether with wider literature on
new forms of governance, tends to focus on them#& processes and procedures (this,
as has been seen, being a specific area of foqusbtit administration analysts), in
reality both the Malawian and Irish processes imea@ high level of informal
networking and relationship building. This is urstmred repeatedly by both state and
non-state actors within both processes. And sexalusive focus on the formal arenas
and institutions, together with their rules andgaeaures, the focus of much recent
public administration literature, fails to captuhe spatial scope and provides an
incomplete picture of how power circulates, hovieaites are formed, how decisions

are reached within both processes.
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In Malawi, a small country, members of the elitassl (to which NGO representatives
either aspire or belong) are few and generallikradhw each other, belonging to the
same social networks. As one NGO representatineanted tve all went to the same
schools. Another interviewee (a Malawian working with IDj) elaborated omvhat

this means in terms of setting policy and direcfimmthe country

How decisions are made in MalawMit, is] largely informal. So it means that
what we capturéin the literaturejusually in terms of consultation and what we
judge to be good or bad consultation is of the farhit, but | think we kind of
underplay the informal.... Arflow] a lot of that manoeuvring is never done in
public, kind of done deals behind closed doows lot in the corridors yeah, a
lot in the corridors, very, very much so in the radors.

(DfID representative)

In Ireland, much of the manoeuvring also takeseladhe corridors, or outside the
doors and gaze of the formal institutions of SoBi@ftnership. This is acknowledged
by the Chair of Social Partnership where he ndtas‘There’s a lot of informal
chatting and everything that goes on as peopléatgstablish bottom line positions...".
For some participants however this penny is juspging, as one community and

voluntary pillar member notes

| suppose what we've learned very slowly... is trafigial dynamic that's
happening as a social partner that some organisetieally really use
strategically and others don’t. For me I'm probghbo formal and | believe if
there’s meetings set that that's where the gamanig,if there’s drafts going out
that’'s where the game is. And what I'm slowly teag is that actually, it's
[unofficial dynamic]very important. But there are a lot of very actsoeial
partners who are linking directly with individualgthin for example
Taoiseach’s department, having conversations abpetific policy issues and
by virtue of them being a social partner, and byue of them being quite
proactive in the informal arena they are progregsihings that the rest of us
sitting in the formal forum aren’t necessarily, those of us who are only doing
the formal aren’t doing. And I think the pennytjdsopped with me this
summer after the talks. And that’s, I've been tigtothree talks...

(CV pillar member)

19z



It appears that other community and voluntary pitteembers seem to be much more
attuned to this way of working. Indeed the infotm@ena is becoming increasingly
important within Social Partnership, as outlinetblaeby one of the new members of

the community and voluntary pillar fresh from tH#8 negotiation.

Well you're not having a bilateral announcing tlyatu’re having a bilateral.
But | would ring the office of the Minister of Xfn here and say look, | think
we need to meet on this one. So it's not a vigiikégeral... | think some
organisations believed because in previous nedotiai more negotiations
happened around the table. But in fact these naiimis in the most part
happened, not just in the corridofbut] in the offices outside of meeting times,
outside of the normal. And because the profresgotiation]went on for so
long you were able to build up that bilateral, tavie those discussions.

(CV pillar member)

The spaces within which issues are introducedberiied and decided upon within
both the PRSP-MGDS and Social Partnership proceissesfore include both formal
and informal arenas wherein rules and procedurresrigagement shift and change all
the time. This offers an environment which, onahe hand can act to bewilder and
constrain actors yet, on the other, can offer derable leeway for the exercise of
individual agency in transforming potential constta into enabling conditions. It has
been seen that while some actors in both procegsrated in a largely ‘reactive’
mode, waiting until the norms for engagement beceler, thereby finding themselves
constrained in their participation, others seizeginitiative to transform these
constraints to opportunities, with MEJN, in partamdrawing on both the discourse of
participation and its international links, to maismits agency within the PRSP

process, although its agency in this regard irticelgo the MGDS appears more muted.

In such formal and informal spaces pluralist theairons of relatively open, transparent

forms of power, agency, and decision making hatle tio offer. Rather, a study of the
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Malawian and Irish processes’ participatory nuararespotentials, exploring what
goes on in the corridors, offices, bars and satidis, as well as within formal arenas,
needs to draw on theoretical accounts of lesslei$dvms of power and agency. Itis to

this that we now turn in the next Section.

6.3 Power and Discourse

I have shown that the deliberation and discussiatign formal institutional structures
within the processes in both Malawi and Irelanda@mmplemented by a high degree of
informal networking. Hence, invisible forms of pemcirculate within both processes.
This Section explores this dimension further. dwdion the work of Michel Foucault to
examine the range of discourses in both procestasse which are dominant, those
which are absent / not allowable, and those that kame to dominate both processes.
In doing this we may begin to discern where the groles, or in what direction it shifts
within both processes in the Foucauldian sensehdmeginning of the Section, it is
seen that a technocratic policy-oriented discodmsrinated both processes at the outset
— both in terms of the issues on the respectivada® and in terms of communication
norms. It is seen that certain issues and ceifri@meworks were not allowable, with
participants raising these being labelled ‘trould&ers’ going against the spirit of the
processes. | go on to explore the issue of ageitbyn this confined operating
environment, exploring how some participants attexthpo introduce alternative
discourses and frameworks by dovetailing them wittempting to insert them into
existing frameworks. In the final part of the Sewctl then examine how and if
competing or diverse discourses were mediated| and with some conclusions on

where and how power appears to have shifted withth processes, examining the
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appropriation of particular discourses, in par@cuhat of problem-solving, by many

participating groups.

6.3.1 Discourses which dominate

While the PRSP process and Social Partnership,ibativing a diverse range of
actors, might be expected to accommodate a randisadurses, it is clear that, at the
outset, certain discourses were privileged in eaiongoing criticism of the PRSP
process has been donor, in particular IFI, infleeaeer the process. Although IFI
officials consistently argue that the strategiesusith be country-owned and developed,
theWorld Bank PRSP Sourcebo@orld Bank, 2004) contains relatively concrete
guidelines on how these documents should look.irAgdthough stressing that the
Bank should adopt a hands-off approach, the Malzauintry Director outlines a pretty
concrete view of what a PRSP should entail — macnoemic frameworks, costings,
expenditure plans, monitoring systems doahg to the buck”... The discourse
adopted and required by the Bank is quite techtiocetfectively seeking an elaborate

expenditure plan as a final outcome of the process.

You're talking about something that’s got a veryrs macroeconomic
framework that everything’s based in, expenditerels and budgets are
realistic, the whole macroeconomic indications akeatain level of donor
assistance are accounted for. Then you have flgingf it, ideally there’s this
long term vision embedded in it, that is the MB@s by 2015 we want to be X,
Y, Z. That somehow you’'ve made some effort talvese very long term goals
which | think all our experience shows is a veigufe in the air’ affair... Then
you should have a, in an ideal world you'd haveteof sector investment and
expenditure plans that have been analysed, priaitj in order of bang to the
buck. And then flying out of that you should hawert of medium term
expenditure plans that a government in theory casiel to guide its annual
budget. ...agreed within the country monitoring aadiors so that you can track
progress towards your long term goal, and a mectrarfior feeding those
indicators back into the system and then adjusiiyrgamically.

(World Bank Malawi Country Director)

54 Millennium Development Goals

19t



There appears to have been agreement on this ¢&emaocratic approach to the
PRSP strategy with other donors providing a higirele of technical support at the
outset to guide participants in strategy formulatid his is acknowledged by both the
World Bank, ‘1 think in some of the other examples (countriegv | think we were all
a little bit over-eager and ‘oh you need any helthwour PRSP — here’s 15
consultants to help you otit(WB Malawi Country Director) and DfID, Malawi’'s
largest donor, Ithink that there was a huge amount of hand-oestwment or
involvement in the formulation of the PRS... it waarcthat consultants funded by
DfID were playing a very hands-on role in that.. slof involvement at a technical
level” (DfID representative). Although donors now claimrhiave taken a more
backseat role in work towards the MGDS, a World IBaonsultant was again
contracted to assist its drafting team. Althougditthg team members claim the work
was theirs, one MGDS participant noted that the MBGIPafts which circulated all bore
the authorship of the World Bank consultant (asiified within the properties tab of

the variousMicrosoft Worddocuments which circulated among participants).

In Ireland, there is general agreement that theejssr ‘crisis’ of unemployment framed
discourse within Social Partnership in the mid-19@®en the community and
voluntary pillar first became involved. Elementslee community and voluntary pillar
whose discourse coincided with the interests dégia particular the Irish National
Organisation for the Unemployed (INOU)) wielded swierable power at the time.
One community and voluntary pillar representatsmgeaking of the INOU’s power at
the time, notes thdtheir agenda was going to float to the top becatlsgy had the
power in that structure” A continued focus on growth and competitiverissgpparent

as time has moved on, as is made clear in the atbguone community and voluntary
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pillar member of an exchange during a plenary mgah 2004'...the message was
very clear — competitiveness was the driving fenee in, fact, during onfplenary]
exchange between[Bommunity and voluntary pilland Y[trade union pillar] Y
acknowledged something that X said about equalitg, the guy from IBEC
[employment pillar] says ‘if this in any way threas competitiveness we’re out of

here'.”

A more recent discourse which has entered Socrah&ahip is that of ‘problem-
solving’ — tackling the growing social problems‘challenges’ which are the fallout of
Ireland’s recent economic prosperity, as theorlsetioogvelt (2001) and discussed in
detail in Chapter Two. This framework was origipahtroduced by NESC when
attempting to describe the nature of Social Pastmpr For the government this
translates specifically into policy formulation. Astlined by the Chair of Social
Partnership this appears to involve trying to mqddicipants’ views and actions to
that of the state and, to a lesser exteing versa
Of course government has policies on just aboutyéivieg so, what one would
be trying to do is to establish the fit between iydeople are saying they’re
trying to do, and to change with what either isremt policy or what might be
regarded as an evolution of current policy. Andrthin so far as that isn’t
adequate, or the issues raised are challengingiagipolicy then obviously the
political systenjthe particular ministerhas to be asked whether it is willing to
contemplate this, and in what way
(Chair of Social Partnership)
Broad similarities are apparent across both presegeerefore, in that a technocratic,
problem-solving discourse has come to dominate, vaith a focus on problem-solving

as opposed to problem-framing within a wider suadtframework. This focus

corresponds to the role of civil society ‘partnesgthin the globalised polity as

%5 Irish Business and Employers Confederation

197



discussed in Chapter Two, wherein their contempai@e is seen to lie narrowly in
addressing the inequalities issuing from econorfubajisation, away from debates and

discussions on their causes.

6.3.2 Negotiating Discourses

Given the diversity of groups, constituencies astieés of interest, it is reasonable to
assume that people came to both processes withetorggositions and arguments,
emerging out of somewhat different frameworks. tiBigants within the PRSP in
Malawi were asked, in the context of both the TW&x] later in the drafting group,
how these different positions were negotiated, f@w agreements on common
positions were reached by the end. Reflectind)gges, an acceptance of the
technocratic discourse norms prevailing, many piadints claimed that there was little
dissent within the TWGs, arguing that, as membansecfrom the same thematic
sector, they were more or less in agreement aslicgs and strategies for action
therein. “..Differences were not many in the sense that itseasor specialists sitting
down within their own sector. The health groupifstance, what are they going to
disagree about to a large extent? As a health priey will agre& (PRSP NGO
participant). Again, although it was never expljcoutlined to participants, it appears
that the ‘quality’ of submissions and inputs wag.k&uality’ in this instance, as we
will see in Section 6.3.5, entails adopting a peaiisolving rather problem-framing

approach, and rooting inputs within existing pol&yd research frameworks.

In Ireland, it is interesting to note that manytleé differences in discourse appear to

have arisen between different pillars and indeadiwithe community and voluntary

pillar itself. In particular, the trade unions,esating within the prevailing framework,
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were unhappy with members of the community andmnalty pillar who espoused more

transformatory agendas aimed at critiquing andeggphing existing systems.

...when the community pillar came into partnershigt fithe biggest criticism
that we had of them... was their approach was alithesideal world approach.
They were coming at things with a blank sheet. @raburse that isn’t the case
— there’s a system in place.

(ICTU representative)

Other examples came from within the community aoldntary pillar itself. A
common example is in the area of welfare versustormative approaches towards
different issues, as typified in the INOU’s campafgr full employment versus
CORI's’® basic income campaign. This example neatly djsishes between the
working with (transformative) and working for (wate) approaches highlighted by

Freire. The dilemma is outlined by a then represeare of the INOU.

And, in the issue of poverty and unemploymentaitiime, the biggest
ideological division was between ourselves and CAERDRI took the view that
there would never be full employment, there wereemeople than you could
possibly create jobs for and we had to gear sodmtgontinuing mass
unemployment and therefore needed to give everydbbdgic income. And we
said we can run society in such a way that peopiteget jobs, a basic income
which you’re never likely to get is basically abanadhg that group of
unemployed people, and that we need to be driviagectonomy in a completely
different way.

(INOU representative)

Two members of the drafting group for the curref@D5, when asked what criteria
they used to prioritise and make final decisionsvbat does and does not make it to the
final document, were unable to provide specifitecia. Both explained how they

linked pieces together...

If we find that there is strong collaboration beemesome sector activities,
which in a way can be narrowed down to some... sinigdeks which can be

%6 Conference of Religious of Ireland
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apportioned to maybe some particular maybe joingl@mentation of
stakeholders.
(MIPA®’ representative)

... but neither talked about leaving anything ougaf the official from the MEPD
commissioned with coordinating the recent MGDStetg was also unable to respond
to the question. His emphasis was again on stig#ise interlinkages between different

frameworks in an effort to appease everyone.

This approach, which fails to negotiate betweenpmeting discourses, resonates
strongly with that adopted by NESC in Ireland, véheections of the strategy report
appear to constitute a meaningless amalgam of estgiigments. NESC'’s Director
explains how this comes about

There’s the kind of really, the worst outcome, ldveest common denominator

bargain that all you agree to is kind of platitudegich all sides can agree to

but don't actually say anything.

(NESC Director)

He goes on to explain that two other methods msy laé used, one where the NESC
secretariat engages in classic bargaining withggddrop this and you might get that),
and secondly where it is agreed to set up a strei¢he it another institution, for

example the National Centre for Partnership, ooekimg group) to attempt to move

forward the issue.

The contradictions inherent in some of the Socaatriership reports have not gone
unnoticed among participants on the NESC. One canitnand voluntary pillar

member notes the contradictions within some NE$©rte ‘this happens in NESC as

57 Malawi Investment and Procurement Agency
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well. Ok, if we've got this, and you think thag’Nvput both positions in and pretend,
and not mention in the report that in fact theyilmedirect contradiction to each other.
And you get that a lot in Forum (NESF) reports..tellectually totally incoherent. But
everybody can quote the bit that represents thiethen’t know what the point of that is

but...It happens a lot..."(CV pillar member)

6.3.3 Discourses disallowed

Although from the above it would seem that all wsicframeworks, experiences and
perspectives were expressed and included in dodatimemanating from the
processes, this was not in fact the case, eithieel@nd, or in Malawi. It appears in
both cases certain discourses were not allowethioassues were not to be raised, and
certain attitudes were not to be expressed. Tissses never made it to drafts of
relevant documents and so do not appear subsuntieith @r in contradiction to other

extracts therein.

In Malawi, this is as yet an unreported phenomeammhwas not acknowledged by any
of the PRSP or MGDS patrticipants. However an irtejent academic observer from
the University of Malawi noted théatritical voices were excludedfrom the PRSP
processthese beingsome institutions that were seen to be very vocal Some of

these so-called critical voices were sought outHi research and the issue explored in
further depth with them. It appears that contiidng which (a) were critical of the

state; (b) raised broader issues over which thie k& little or no control; or (c) put
forward more radical alternatives, were eschewaeith participants swiftly removed by

the state from the process by not being inviteainyp subsequent TWG meetings or
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wider consultations. One NGO representative erplabw his intervention was

ignored.

At some point some of us were members of the TWf@wamnance, but in the
process we were kicked out because we were séenviery controversial... In
our group we were raising some of the critical hunnghts violations, lack of
respect for rule of law, because if we are ablgewiese things we would be
able to assist the government on decision makinipigrarea... And there were
practical examples that we were actually givingadAn top of that the people
that we have consulted gave a number of issudmatrissues... But
unfortunately our colleagues from the state, didvéint that kind of information
to be included. Because to them, they were abbile ministers, that the
document would not be approved once we put ircatistatements. So the
document was written in such a way that in antitgathat it would be
approved, it was nicely written reports, nicely ewto them, but not addressing
the common issues, the critical issues affectitigeethe governance, either
affecting some of the human development workers.

(NGO representative)

Another explains his experience

| attended one workshdgpWG meetingland thereafter was never called
back... Normally what happens is, those people whouse an alternative, or
wish to create a new horizon, tend to be shunn@mi must remember, here we
have a hedgerow mentality. So you stick your la@ye the hedgerow it tends
to get shot off... they were saying we were tryindet@il the whole thing... My
impression, from the limited exposure | got, was the agenda had already
been predetermined and we were there to lend &gy that it had been
done in consultation. But the actual scheme hagbaly been laid out and they
didn’t want any changes

(NGO representative)

In Ireland, it appears that participants were wamnsich raising critical voices as trying
to put forward some alternatives. The experiericheNational Women’s Council of

Ireland (NWCI) within the NESC is a case in point.

Now | mean | do think particularly in NESC it was @xtreme, well | suppose
lots of places are, but it seemed like really, kedlfficult around gender
inequality, and around women'’s inequality, and igse of patriarchy, and how
did that actually affect policy outcomes. It jusally, a really difficult place for
that. It was only where it affected the labour keir..where some of the issues
were causing inequality within the labour markedrihthen you could get some
sort of an understanding. But beyond that ourfsuafs just being ignored all
the time. And so also was a deeper analysis artwodder equality in that it
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doesn't just relate to women... there was no realyamisiaround — you know —
how is inequality caused? What are the structbeatiers there to prevent it?
(NWCI representative)

Other issues which were not debatable within Sdt@atnership, either within the
NESC or in any other forum, included the issuesetigees, asylum seekers and the
broader issue of racism, issues of core interesbee community and voluntary pillar
members.

There was the whole thing about refugees and asykekers, people, they just

would not engage in conversation about it, in déston about it, they said

that’s not for this agreement, it’s not going ireté...

(CV pillar member)
Another straw was that close to the end we weiagrpo raise issues of racism
and we were told that racism is not discussed aied@artnership
(CV pillar member)

Clearly therefore, the room to colonise spacesiwitloth processes with more
transformatory discourses — i.e. those challendomginant frameworks and contexts
(in Ireland identified by participants as patrisathnd racist) rather than, in a far more
limited manner, merely addressing the symptomagqualities arising, were eschewed
and disallowed. These blockages to broader deredapdiscourses came from state

participants, but also, as we will see in greagtaitlin Chapter Eight, from community

and voluntary/NGO patrticipants.

6.3.4 Dovetailing Discourses
Despite these constraints, Foucault reminds usittier power nor discourse is static.

In the face of confined space within which to distely move, participants in both
processes appear to be faced with two choices. i<Xneexercise their agency and, in
Cornwall’s terms, colonise the dominant discoutseattempting to dovetail their
issues with them. The other, in Foucauldian tereg internalise and adopt the

dominant discourse, thereby building credibilitydesupport for their positions. As will
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be seen, in practice, both strategies were addpt@drticipants within both processes,
both knowingly and unknowingly. Moreover, the bdaries between each strategy are
quite porous so that participants, intending topadi@minant discourses to their own
ends, arguably sometimes ended up losing siglteskt when enveloped in the mists of

dominant discourses.

A number of community and voluntary pillar partiaiis within Ireland’s Social
Partnership outlined their strategies for dovetgiliheir issues with what they perceived
to be the dominant interests within the procesthiscase generally identified as
labour market issues. Thus, for example, one comitynand voluntary pillar member,
interested in the issue of examination fees, faurelatively easy to incorporate this as
it could draw out the direct links to employme#mnother pillar member, interested in a
broader equality framework, outlines the difficediit encountered in attempting to

bring this onto the agenda.

Whereas if you were dealing conceptually with sbmgtor if you were trying
to promote concepts like individualisation or paipiation, rights and... if you
were vaguer and not tangible it was much moreatliffj to get practical things.
You could get a lot of words and there was a lavoids, it was quite hard to
get actions (CV pillar member)

Yet another community and voluntary pillar membederscores the need to link issues

and frameworks with the dominant framework.

You need to know what you want. You need to koowitHits in...Because
there’s all a lot of talk in our stuff which is about moral right and all this sort
of stuff, and all that’s great [but] It's where you think your issue fits in, what
you want to say about it, what specifically you wandeliver

(CV pillar member)
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Within the Malawian PRSP, with a focus clearly tachnical’ programmatic issues
within narrowly defined thematic groups, there wkesarly little leeway afforded for
wider discussions. This appears to have been stwder and accepted by all
participants as time wore on. This is illustratepgeatedly, e.g. in the Oxfam
representative’s view that civil society needecktiim develop capacity and input
meaningfully; the view that ‘organised’ groups whimew their theme and prepared
papers in advance were most successful; the viatwmthen the government saw the
‘calibre’ of MEJN representatives the climate chash@nd the government started to
listen; and the need for ‘competent’ chairs for TMéGs so that they might ‘deliver’.
When talking of interventions on the MGDS, MEJN'sdator highlights the
organisation’s sensitivity to how issues shouldrbened within the dominant discourse
...you should also understand that the top politieatlership is not the type of
leadership that would try to recognise the languagpoverty reduction. We
Malawians should talk more of wealth creation, immgeneration and

economic growth, the positives, not poverty redugthegative type of
language. (Director of MEJN)

6.3.5 Adopting discourses: from transformative frameworksto problem-solving
Many participating groups in both processes theecfppear to have adopted prevailing
discourses in an effort to bring their issues dhtoagenda. It appears that the focus
turned to concrete issues, rather than seekingflteence the broader frameworks
around them. The strategy of one community andntaly pillar member illustrates
this.

We had been arguing that the economic and the lsa@awo sides of the one

coin.... Now | wouldn’t believe myself that the sbsiould be funded on the

basis that it helps the economic. But if that'satviney require to believe to

drive it and it actually happens to be true thetoh’t mind why they do the right

thing even if it is for the wrong reason.
(CV pillar member)
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In Malawi this also appears to have been the edsere participants moved to adopt
the discourse apparently required in order toratteedibility within the process and get

their issues on the table.

And you see government couldn’t also just takeramgt They looked at ‘who
is making a better presentation, who has got béstares?’. So they were
taking those issues.

(PRSP participant)

MEJN, consistently highlighting the issue of capgds confident that it was this
technical capacity that eventually prised opendiber for them within the PRSP

process, a door which has remained ajar, if ndt ipen, within the MGDS.

| think the calibre of people we featured in the@¥\but also in the drafting, the
technical drafting team of the PRSP, was calibeg thouldn’t be doubted, by
the government, the donors, and everybody elseadt’t just people that
would just sit down and watch people discussingr®al issues. So that
instilled a lot of confidence on the part of govaent. They said ‘I think we can
listen to the civil society’.

(MEJN Director)

Again, one of the new community and voluntary pittteembers within Ireland’s Social
Partnership illustrates its learning in terms ab@tthg discourses for the purposes of

having their inputs taken on board.

| think we have to learn a language of being ablexpress that in terms of an
overall public policy, economic and social poliayntext. That you're not
saying... you plead a case on the basis of, | wakndeaith this issue
yesterday, this woman, this situation, da, da,d#a,appalling, appalling,
appalling. And anyone and everyone you'll be sgytiio will be saying that
shouldn’t happen.... But how do you get, not just tiod to happen in that
situation, but how do you get systems to operateway that that should be the
oddest thing to ever happen.

(CV pillar member)
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This point illustrates the importance of ‘learniihg policy language’, thereby adopting
a problem-solving rather than problem-framing appig an approach which explicitly
underpins recent Social Partnership processeslaasuenplicitly forming the basis for
the PRSP and MGDS processes. It has been argaieithithis a discourse which has
consistently underpinned mainstream developmenbappes within so-called
developing countries (Escobar, 1995, Sylvester918amner 2006) while, in Ireland,
although the term ‘problem-solving’ was first exitliy adopted by NESC as a
descriptor for the Social Partnership procesgpears that many of the community and
voluntary pillar members came into the process Witk in mind, specifically in terms
of attracting more resources to the sector to éattlé problems. A member of the
Community Worker’s Coop (CWC), one of the foundmgmbers of the community

platform within the community and voluntary pillexplains.

...that was our strategy within the Coop. To go fy, big investments, way
over and above the types of investments we'd hadasaund the community
development programmes and things like ti{@WC member)

NESC Director, Rory O’'Donnell, the first to expligicharacterise Social Partnership in
this way, explains how it was rapidly adopted byhiibe state and other pillar

members.

I mean | remember tentatively writing down a migtof bargaining and
deliberation and problem-solving as a key mode thntking, these hard-
headed characters will think this is terribly aiigiry. And they just latched
onto it. They just latched onto that language.

(NESC Director)

This is apparent in interviews with both state aachmunity and voluntary pillar
members in 2006 when, asked to characterise S@arahership, the same language

kept emerging.



... | take the view that the social partners haveialty a major role to play in
both identifying and solving some of the major Erajes that face us as a
country... (Vice-Chair Social Partnershf}

| think the nugget of partnership is problem-salyifICTU representative)

Social Partnership is, as they put it, a probleng process. If it stops being
that, or if we get the problem solved, we don’tehttvbe bothered about Social
Partnership in a sense(CV Pillar member)

You don’t win these arguments by rhetoric. Whatwegot to do is say ok,
let's see what the main themes are, then whatte@toblems. Summarise the
problem in one sentence, two sentences at moshetaric. What's the
problem. What's your proposed solution. A propog2on’t write me a
paragraph. Write me a sentence... short, and ifwant to make a comment in
one or two sentencegCV pillar member)

While there appears to be widespread agreemenpaobéem-solving approach, the

discourse employed therein perhaps does not méeeweryone’s approval however,

as discussed by one of the ex-community and vatymidlar members in relation to the

issue of care...

if you actually look at how they identify the pradol — it's so narrow. That's not
what the problem looks like. We're again backiack to services, lack of
places. That's not the problem in relation to caiou’ve got an unsustainable
situation in relation to care in Ireland and thectahat the state... has
predominantly seen the whole issue of care as bemg@rivate responsibility of
families and within that women, and that that hasrone of their huge
difficulties in actually investing in it or gettirigvolved in it, or interfering in it
almost as men would see it. And until you canaioshift that. And the exact
same thing is happening in relation to childcarend until we can shift that
ground we’re not going to get the type of systethtae type of supports that
people need. So that's where it starts

(ex-CV pillar member)

In Malawi the discourse of problem-solving appdarkave long been internalised into

people’s thinking. A commentator on civil sociégtyMalawi notes that, with the issue

of survival foremost in people’s minds, more tramsfative, and necessarily long-term

solutions remain remote.

%8 Assistant Secretary General, Department of ans€ach

20¢



So much of the activism in Malawian society rev®lund survival... not in
terms of the movement towards how do we succee ddave survive the day
to day... I do not see much of the kind of futuretitvism..the whole debate is
so much confined to survival today.

(Academic, University of Malawi)

The World Bank representative working on Malawi'&MS reiterates the concept of
problem-solving which underpins the MGDS. His coemt also reveals a view that

this remains beyond the capacity of ‘ordinary’ peop

Coming up with a strategy is not a straightforwassgue, it's not just about
asking people what their problems are becausenkthie really do know what
their problems are. Coming up with a strategyinslihg a solution to people’s
problems. Maybe people might have an idea at geagsroots level what the
solutions are but not within the context of a nagibstrategy.

(World Bank representative)

A comment from the Director of MEJN in 2006, fivears on from his first
involvement in the PRSP process, is telling irretgelation of the extent to which he
appears to have internalised this technocraticogupr ‘these documents, time and
again, should have a matrix which should contaitadl®n the activities that are going

to be done...”

It has been seen that both processes have becoreasmgly dominated by a
technocratic, problem-solving approach to politgreby constraining the range of
discourses allowable and hence, the scope forftnanative participation. While
attempts have been made by actors in both Malagvir@tand to include competing
discourses, some interventions and frameworks pemeen unacceptable and have
been excluded completely in both cases. It has been how some participants have

abandoned their efforts at shifting prevailing disses, instead, either consciously or
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sub-consciously, adopting the favoured problemisglapproach by attempting to

align specific issues with the prevailing discour3ée internalising of the prevailing
discourse, as predicted by Foucault, has also texmonstrated by actors from both
processes. Civil society agency in this regamdfoeces constraints to participation.
Closely allied to the issues of power and discqussthat of communication. This is

discussed in the following Section.

6.4 Communication and decision making

As theorised in Chapter Four, the issue of comnaiitn involves different forms
employed both within and without respective proessdn this Section | examine both
aspects, following which | go on to explore theidien-making mechanisms employed

in both processes.

6.4.1 Communication within: ‘reasonable’ argument

Eliciting inputs

Young (2000) points out that the diversity of astasithin participatory processes
means that there will be different levels of wHa serms ‘articulateness’ within the
participating group. This calls for proactive martsms for eliciting interventions of
different kinds from those participants presenonmnentators from public
administration disciplines have also alluded ts tieiquirement (Sorenson, 2006).
Within processes in both Malawi and Ireland howeiteappears that this is a

dimension which has by-passed chairs and facitgatbthe respective processes. In
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Malawi, it appears it was entirely left up to peigants to take the initiative, as the

|59

ministry official® who coordinated the process outlines

| think... you know... this definition of democracyeegle are free to say
something — you cannot force somebody to say solgetBo if you have got
something to say which you think is key to the atpmrs of your institution, you
will say it. If people are silent, that's it.

(MEPD official — coordinator of the MGDS)

In Ireland also, it appears that participants rtegdke the initiative to contribute. As
noted previously, Social Partnership has been cterisaed as a deliberative forum. As
also noted however, this characterisation has bpphed primarily to the NESC

forum, which, as we have seen in Section 6.2.1sttfoies just one of the many organs
of Social Partnership. However this characteseis more normative than actual, and
the concept has been used as a descriptor of dbeg® within NESC, rather than

something that was consciously designed or is elgtiacilitated.

Deliberation — transforming views... ?

As outlined in Chapter Four, deliberation involtke transformation of preferences
moving towards a consensus agreement among akoweat. In this it seems to
resonate to some degree with Luke’s third formafer, or Foucault’s internalising of
discourses. So can Social Partnership be chaisszleas deliberative? Participants,
when asked if they felt they had changed their siawsponded that no, they may have
had to compromise, but have rarely shifted thespidgical positions. Again, it should
be noted that the negotiations are the only foruthiwSocial Partnership which all

social partners attend, and here they rarely sindogether with other pillar members.

%9 Both the PRSP and MGDS processes were coordibgtéite Ministry of Economic Planning and
Development (MEPD).
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The Chair of the process also commented that hedrggarely seen preferences being

transformed, although he goes on to comment tleabdctial Partnership secretariat

does try to foster such transformations...
| mean it does happen, but it is a rare phenomerianean when you literally
hear the penny drop on something. But it has hapgend I've sort of
experienced it. But it is very rare.lt requires a very good service if you like
from the secretariat that produces material thathsllenging and that offers
reinterpretations of reality such that people caat g better fix on what might be
do-able, and that happily does happen a lot. Buthe sense of you know
people suddenly recognising that they’'ve been weordjthey adopt a new

position, it doesn’t much happen.
(Chair of Social Partnership)

... Or just evidence-based argument?

The dominant communication mechanism in both pseeappears to be that of
argumentation. This consists of presenting a jposkiacked up by statistics and facts
and presenting a ‘reasonable’ argument, what iraMiis known as ‘evidence-based’
lobbying. One long-standing community and voluptgaiilar member outlines the

recipe for success within the negotiations as Wslo

having a position, having an analysis that stanplsnot by pumping the table or
smart alec stuff, but actually being able to pras#rese are the facts, this is the
date...

(CV pillar member)

Hence,'pumping the table”or other forms of communication as discussed byngo
(2000) and Cornwall (2004), encapsulated hersmart alec stuff”’,prove
unacceptable. The same is true in Malawi. A MaaWNGO representative highlights
the importance of evidence-based research whiddeasified in the previous Section,

seeks to feed into existing state frameworks asdadirse.
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[You] need to check on your facts before you speakfdabedlue... make a
pre-emptive strike by understanding what the gavemt is doing and then
targeting your concerns at those loopholes...

(PRSP participant)

While in Malawi deliberations and negotiations agupt® be carried out in a reasonably
respectful manner, in Ireland phrases like ‘harsiedd ‘hard ball’ and ‘being business-
like’ are used to describe attitudes and behavigtinin the Social Partnership
negotiations. A number of community and voluntailar members pointed to the
‘machismo’ that pervades the negotiations. Thidaearly a very male environment. In
the words of one participant “it's the big boys, and it’s the big, and the boysThis

is an environment which is identified by both unaamd community and voluntary pillar
members alike as one which suits the traditionegdiaing mechanisms within the

unions.

...for our side, we are used to negotiations, or usegktting 40 per cent of
what we’re looking for, and coming back again t¢ tpe next 20 per cent and
the next. There’s a different ethos in the comtguypiilar which is about
painting a big, big picture and, not being terrilllgppy. To me it must be a
frustrating place to be because, not being verypyagou feel the
disappointment...

(ICTU representative)

There’s also a kind of culture of negotiations thaits the unions. They’re that
kind of hard-nosed negotiations that suits the ngieven if they’re organised in
a very particular way around ICTU, a certain numladipriorities. So even
though the employers have the strength and the pihvweaunions are able to
manage it very, very well.

(CV pillar member)
The Vice-Chair of Social Partnership describebust'it always comes down to deal

making you know... this is about the craft of negiotn deal making you know? |

can't describe it. You either can do it or you ¢&n
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6.4.2 Communication without: Promoting public debate

The forms of communication employed by actors tnprte public debate outside both
processes emerge as a key area of difference betMalawian and Irish processes.
Two components of both the PRSP/MGDS process ao@iSeartnership are pertinent

in this regard, namely media coverage and nonticedil means of communication.

Media coverage

A significant shift is apparent in the level of needoverage of both the PRSP/MGDS
process and Social Partnership over time. In Maldwe PRSP formulation process
attracted quite a considerable degree of pressageaen 2001. This may be
attributable in part to international interesthe fprocess, but is also in no small degree
due to extensive media work on the part of theigpénts, in particular MEJN.
Throughout the PRSP process, from its commencewety MEJN successfully
employed the internet as a tool to build globaidsolty and support for its efforts to
gain access, through its implementation (2001 @820~hen the network on a regular,
almost daily basis, issued press releases andn&ats within the national print, radio
and television media, on developments in implenmgntihe commitments agreed, the
media was systematically employed as a tool teesme public awareness on both the
existence and nature of the PRSP and its confeaitowing publication of the PRSP
strategy, MEJN developed a simplified version whias translated into a number of
local languages and distributed to local groupsassbciations throughout the country.
The explicit aim of this publication was to incredscal awareness of, and ownership
over, the programme and its contents. MEJN repbaisthis publication has been used

by both local MPs and media reporters in trackirggpess on PRSP commitments.
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Given the high level of publicity that accompantibd PRSP it is significant that the
MGDS has attracted far less media coverage andcpidtbate. Both the strategy and
its contents remain virtually unknown outside af #mall elite policy circle within
which it has been developed. The majority of vieawees for this research, aware of
the existence and, to varying degrees, the confeahe PRSP, had not even heard of
the MGDS. This appears to be no accident as #te,stnder the new President Bingu
Mutharika, has introduced an element of confiddibtiaround the MGDS talks. This
was noted by one participant when he found statgsaceluctant to allow his

organisation to circulate drafts of the strategydiscussion at a workshop.

...we asked them, when are we going to get to shdee@ment with the private
sector, we asked and asked, is there a drafteiettraft.. we said you know
we want to promote this evdunbnsultation workshopdnd tell people. They
[state]said well, it's not, you can't really tell peopddout this yet, so you can’t
put an advert in the newspaper. And we didn’ttgetdocument to send to
people until about two days before the event.

(MGDS patrticipant)

MEJN also, although unwilling to state why this wias case, has carried out no media
work in this area, although it continues to issia@esnents on some wider issues such as
privatisation and the national budget. The launfcthe MGDS was significantly

delayed, finally occurring in early 2007 (the st@t was formulated from September

2005), and constituted a very subdued affair.

In Ireland, possibly due to unemployment beingesgping issue at the time, Social
Partnership received a fairly significant degreeneflia coverage in the late 1990s. As
recounted by Mike Allen (1998) in his bodke Bitter Wordjt appears it was the threat
of his appearance dviorning Ireland,a national radio current affairs programme, to

announce the INOU'’s rejection of the agreement9@7] which prompted the state at
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the eleventh hour into acquiescing to the INOU’'sidads on a particular sticking
point. The community and voluntary pillar contidu® employ the media in 2000 and
2003. During the 2003 negotiations the communiiy @oluntary pillar contracted
(from among one of the member organisations) a angakecialist who worked with two
spokespersons from the pillar during the periothefnegotiationsIn stark contrast
stands the dearth of coverage of the communityahthtary pillar’'s contributions in
the 2006 talks. Again the issue of confidentiadippears to surround more recent
developments in Social Partnership. As the CHaBozial Partnership note$,
suppose we would also expect... a degree of obserwdrie no surprises principle”
This has clearly been communicated in subtle wayg®mmunity and voluntary pillar

members.

...there’s definitely a confidentiality anyway anduppose you have to monitor
that reasonably as well, there’s probably a levietliscretion. But there’s also
a spirit of the agreement or a spirit of Social Raship which says well you
know, the officials would say that wouldn't they'dvrather you talk to us than
go public, or they may not say it but you'll knavirom body language, people
not returning your calls, people being snotty, ttiere’s certain issues which
should remain within, not necessarily Social Parshép but a consultative, a
departmental-driven consultative forum

(CV pillar member)

The work of the NESF, the NESC and the various wgrkommittees remains

virtually unknown publicly, while the negotiatiotleemselves also appear shrouded in
secrecy. The community and voluntary pillar in 226 negotiation did not adopt a
media strategy, although members stressed thatadl free to issue statements or carry
out interviews as they saw fit. It is interestihgt, when questioned about their lack of
media work, a number of members of the recent comitynand voluntary pillar saw

the use of media in terms of a lobbying tool, altrassa last resort, rather than as an
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instrument to mobilise popular debate. Some ntitatithey needed to be very careful

in employing it in that their interests could sufés a result.

To be honest it has happened before where somd#akgd... the government
might be willing to make a move on something... anes$ leaked to the media
and the officials. Suddenly the Minister readsghper... so you have to be
careful in the sense that you could actually dampm& own interests. ... Itis a
very delicate balance and if you go out there amal start ‘oh we’ve got
agreement that we've got this, this and this’ oitilcl actually undermine the
agreement. And it did in a previous agreementgetiaas a ... where somebody
leaked, and the Minister put it off the table... waild use the media
judiciously... you want to be very careful.

(CV pillar member)

And again another pillar member

| think that annoyance can be shown publicly. ¥au certainly do it, ‘come
here | want to talk to you'. It can also be dondlaely but it has to be done in a
way, you have to still understand that you’re mioréhan out, that you're part
of, and if you throw stones you, you know whatam®e You just have to be
careful how you do.it

(CV pillar member)

And again another pillar member

...you need to be careful not to usghe mediajtoo often. One, you upset the
other organisations in the negotiations if you dananage it right. Two you
upset the civil servants.... You need to be carehat do you want to be your
end result. So our members, | would have kept thmaslated on where we were
and what we were doing. And in fairness to theay #il kept sump on it,
nobody brought out an issue publicly that we weaglme having difficulty or
pushing. (CV pillar member)
Yet commentators note that this lack of public delmn key issues has silenced dissent
with one ex-CV pillar member noting thigtou don’t get the crises because they're
negotiated awdy And so, while it is generally agreed amongpaltticipants that to get
movement on something it must be perceived assistgrthe lack of public debate on

core issues mutes the elevation of any to the sacgtevel whereby it may be deemed

a crisis.



In contrast to Malawi, where the PRSP was publicee a strategy of the people, Social
Partnership agreements are perceived to be therpeesf the elite. Even organisations
and individuals interested in following the recargotiations found it difficult to learn
what was happening, with members of the commumt\aluntary pillar unwilling to

share information.

We can't even find out from people around the tableartnership, at least
officially, unofficially perhaps we can, what'’s bgidiscussed, and members of
their own boards and committees can’t find out whbeing discussed.

(ex-CV pillar member interviewed during 2006 niégions)

As we will see in the coming Chapters, this diffexe between both processes — the
underlying norm of confidentiality and NGO/commuyréind voluntary pillar
participants acceptance (as has occurred in S@arahership) or rejection (as occurred
in the PRSP) of this — has proven a key variabkhaping the evolving agency of
NGO/community and voluntary pillar participants kift both processes. While
MEJN’s agency, in publicising both the process imadwn involvement within it, has
focused a spotlight on its agency as a potentwblen of transformative participation,
the community and voluntary pillar's agency in mgtpublic debate has dimmed this
spotlight, shielding their actions as potentialrgger inhibitors of transformative

participation from public scrutiny and commentary.

Other forms of communication

MEJN, in Malawi, has accompanied its work on therfalation and monitoring of the
PRSP with community education, in particular in #inea of economic literacy and
budget tracking. While these developments havadirowith them their own problems

(see Chapter Eight), they represent a conscioespttto draw a wider group of people
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into the policy arena. Although, as seen previguslore critical voices were excluded
from the PRSP process, MEJN has not been afratefoforward and critique the
government on specific issues, although some cortatwes note that its role in this

regard has softened somewhat in more recent times.

In Ireland, although again it is beyond the scofpthis research to examine the other
aspects of community and voluntary pillar memberstk, the observation that
involvement in Social Partnership draws heavilyooganisations’ limited resources,
thereby potentially limiting their activism in othareas, most notablys a vistheir
membership or the wider public, is discussed imgnedetail elsewhere (Chapter Nine).
It has already been noted that particular formsooimunication are privileged within
Social Partnership. These are lessons which somencnity and voluntary pillar
members learned the hard way as they attemptediltbdwareness of, and support for,
particular issues employing less traditional methodn illustration of this can be seen
in the reaction to a walk-out by a section of thenmunity and voluntary Pillar in 2003.
Attempting to raise awareness on emerging issumsdrpolicies towards minorities
(immigrants and Travellers specifically), a sectidrihe community and voluntary
Pillar read out a statement and walked out of m&bplenary session in Dublin Castle.

One of the group recounts the reaction.

The trade unions in particular were extremely aretthat we had done this.
And also so were the Department of an Taoiseadtalse, and | thought it
was very interesting at the meeting[Sécretary General in the Department of
an Taoiseach and Chair of Social Partnerségd, X, ‘ you can’t bring politics
into this plenary’. But this is all about politicsSo what the hell does that
mean?... The other organisations in [8&/] pillar were extremely annoyed
that we had done that to them even though theynallv and it wasn't like we
were surprising them. The topic for that day wasia inclusion and it was
them[state]presenting what they were doing on social inclnsiad at the same
time they’re doing all of this stuff on all of tleesquality issues.

(CV pillar member)
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Thus, within Social Partnership arenas in Irelahd,more popular forms of
communication advocated by Young (2000) and Corh{@8D4) as a necessary
component of participatory processes are seen hotheinappropriate and
unacceptable. This restricts and stifles the aaptar wider public debate and
constrains wider participation. In Malawi, on thi@er hand, MEJN, in particular, has
made a conscious effort to employ a range of pemadmmunication methods to
increase public awareness of the PRSP and itsmsnt®&loreover, these initiatives
have been welcomed by state actors, although thyspussibly be more symptomatic
of a sensitivity to donors’ conditions of PRSP ovamép together with the current
international vogue for ‘democratisation’ and feegoression, than an indication of any
real state interest in developing public arenaglédrate in the Habermasian sense. It
will be interesting to see whether any effortsraeale, either by the state or NGO
groups, to communicate the content and messaghs MGDS strategy, the

development of which is widely held to have comstitl a much more closed process.

6.4.3 Consensus decision making: True or false ?

Both processes in Malawi and Ireland seek to aaivegreement through consensus.
Participants are expected to work together as @artio reach agreement on issues and
arrive at consensus strategies. How exactly éthies place is difficult to discern. A
relevant factor in this, and one significant difflece between the processes in Malawi
and Ireland, is who is involved in drafting thedirstrategy. In Malawi, for both the
PRSP and the MGDS, there appear to have been &agessin this — firstly, a drafting
team, compromising representatives from the S@®Os and donor consultants and
secondly, a representative from the relevant mn{8lEPD) pulling together the final

document. Interspersed between were a range stittations, both formal and
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informal, with diverse groupings and actors. Bibida PRSP and MGDS have been
criticised as comprising an amalgam of issues fatireectors, what has been described
as a ‘wish list’, although the MGDS does includeriaritisation of activities and
sectors. Asked how consensus is reached amongipants on the final areas, one of
the drafting team members finds it difficult topesd and ends up describing a fudge

which apparently appeased all.

...yeah it's quite a big challenge... Because for exarknow that this year
[drafting of MGDS],when it came tfthe] development budget, the emphasis
was really on the infrastructure. There were adbfueries that we were
neglecting the social sector which was not the cadbat we saifwas] yes,

‘let’'s put the infrastructure — the same infrastiue that will support the social
sector as well as the economic sectors’. | thivde¢ an agreement was made —
not really a formal agreement but at least an ustiEnding. So what we said is
‘infrastructure is important for both — social agilvas economic — so the fact
that the government is putting emphasis on thastfucture does not mean that
we are neglecting the social sector’. So it is tlmderstanding how these
different sectors support each other that, eveihtupkeople understand, ‘oh,
yes, of course’ it's after some discussions, thethé end you reach a

consensus.
(Member of MGDS drafting team)

Ultimate authority appears to rest with the relévamistry however (MEPD), where
the representative appointed wields some powethegeavith his senior officers and
other consultees, notably the donors. Any areappérent contention are passed
upwards to senior officials and on outwards towafe ministers and/or donors. Thus,
the final version of the MGDS incorporates sectiondiauman and children’s rights —

inserted by donors — which did not appear in thgimal drafts.

A key difference between the Irish and Malawiancpsses for participants is that,
while consensus appears to be very important icalses of both the Malawian PRSP

and the MGDS agreements, none of the participaatslaliged to endorse or publicly
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agree with all of their content. MEJN, for exammentinues to critique state moves
towards wide-scale privatisation even though pedi@nd strategies towards this are
contained in the MGDS which it helped draft. Imtrast, participants within the Social
Partnership process are obliged to publicly endfsat least not publicly denounce)
the agreement in order to continue their involveniethe process, as community and
voluntary pillar members who publicly reject8dstaining Progresis 2003 discovered

when their social partnership status was revokboviong this move.

The idea of consensus very strongly underpinsidééaSocial Partnership process.
Not only are the final agreements presented aeosus strategies but@ommon
Vision for Irish Society’is laid out in the recent strategy report undenjoig the
agreement. This first appeared in 1999 and ismseddy the Social Partners even

though the Director of NESC has his doubts aseovthbility of this level of consensus.

| sort of waver on how | feel about tHaision] because...yeah.... It's more
useful now than | thought it would be, having thiaton but...I actually don’t
think it's possible...I think the sort of normativeralism is too great, or
conflict or whatever the hell you call it. So,drdt think you can do that. And
anyway even within one group’s normative vision fiiat sure that deductively
you can work an awful lot, you know that the liakshold up. (NESC Director)

MEJN therefore, retains the space to act as aalriarticipant and commentator on its
process. As we have seen, the network has achibigetihrough extensive media work,
raising public debate on the issues, the processtheir engagement within it. As
such, while its involvement certainly legitimisée torocess as it helps fuel the ‘spin’ of
participation critical to donor support (see thioiwing Chapter (Seven) for more on
this), it does not legitimate its policy contentgddeaves the space open for wider

critical comment on development policies and phipsions issuing from the resultant

22z



strategies. Members of the community and volungéligr, in contrast, trade this
critical space for their ‘social partner’ statuBheir ‘partner’ status relies on their public
endorsement of the resultant strategy — the teignifsg up to the agreement’ is
frequently used. Thus, they have a powerful legging role in relation to both the
process and its content. However, as a resulit,rle in stimulating critical public

debate is significantly eroded.

The question remains as to how decisions are madlevhether they (or can they)
represent a general consensus. In contrast sittleion in Malawi, decision-making
and drafting of the final agreements in Ireland@agied out exclusively at state level,

within the NESC and Social Partnership secretarespectively.

Community and voluntary pillar members appear irdoabt that they remain firmly
out of the decision-making loop, with participadigided between those feeling
decisions rest with senior state officials, andsthteeling that participants from other
pillars independently wield significant influenc@ne ex-member, speaking of NESC,
characterises the decision-making process as ohersk-trading’, taking place largely

within informal, hidden arenas.

| think it works, just, the vast majority of it vkasrthrough good old horse-
trading. And, when | was on[NESC], X [trade union representativejas on,
and | can’t remember the then head of IBEC, andireaw stuff was going
down, you knew a deal had been done. There’'ddmetaf a discussion, and
you'd go around the table and things would be said] it would be interesting
and there’d be an intellectual and rational contémit and points would be
made which would have validity in them and wouftlence stuff. But when it
came to certain crisis issues, wherever they mafjckyour man would have
done the deal and that’'s what would appear in &e the next time and no
matter what you could say...

(ex-CV pillar member)
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Others are similarly under no illusions as to tlistance from the decision-making

processes

Don’t make any mistake, we all bid in our stuff the scribes are ifthe
Department of anJaoiseach’s, or in whatever Department, or witfiuence
from other places, so what comes back to you asfaid their hand with never
enough of what you've put in...

(CV pillar member)

...0bviously decisions had been made prior to it agnmto that room. Simply,
they were collecting, they were collecting. Thees consultation but no
participation. Put it like that. From our poinf giew.

(CV pillar member)

It certainly doesn't feel like you're part of angaision-making process really.
You're just part of this thing, machine that’s ggialong, you know?

(CV pillar member)
| recall pieces of the agreement, penultimate drdfat included certain
observations, phrases, commitments, that we weyepleased with, that then

didn’t make it to the final cut. And the officiamke a lot of those calls.
(CV pillar member)

In some instances, decisions were being made htr @illar members, but excluding
the community and voluntary pillar. A case in goglates to the contentious decision
to focus negotiations in 2003 on setting up workingimittees in ten sectoral areas
(designated Special Initiatives) rather than agm&rete policy and financial
commitments. This, as outlined by a community aoidntary pillar member, was
agreed with the other pillars (confirmed in an mitew with an ICTU representative) in

the absence of the community and voluntary pillar.

...this idea of Special Initiatives in Sustaining ghess... at the plenary session
it was thrown out there. | can’t remember whetiheame from the unions or
the employers but it was thrown into the discussidfe had never heard about
this before. But it was obvious from, it was clogmraphed between ICTU, the
employers and the government. They knew whatwtbey talking about ... And
we even heard off the record from civil servang they were shocked at what
was going on in other rooms compared to what, hewwere excluded... that
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decisions were bring made in rooms in which we weravolved...
(CV pillar member)

Clearly then, the consensus achieved in Sociah®astip occurs, as argued by Mouffe
(1996), through the exclusion of some participarikis view is backed up by the Vice-
Chair of the process who is keen to point out toaisensus does not mean, as it
appears in the Malawian case, reducing inputsctanamon denominator. Rather, a
selective formula is in place whereby, as we haansthe contributions of certain

actors are, through informal and invisible avensenply ignored and/or dropped.

But it isn’t just consensus... it is consensus basedhat doesn’'t mean it's

dumbed down. It's quite interesting. Sometimeplgeequate consensus with

lowest common denominator. | just need to makeding that it's not.

(Vice-Chair Social Partnership)

Finally, and a point to which we will return, thasean open question as to how
significant the contents of the agreement areaerfitist place. As discussed in the
following Chapter, significant proportions of bd#alawian and Irish agreements are
not implemented anyway. Thus, for some communitywluntary members (and
PRSP participants also) the benefits of particguaiin the process lie not in the content
of the agreement, but in the relationships develapi¢h other participants and the state
(a point discussed in more detail elsewhere — @ndgight). This again underscores

the significance of the informal dimension of bptiacesses, and is discussed in more

detail in Chapters Seven and Eight.

6.4.4 Transforming communications: Key similarities and dfferences between
both processes and their implications for transformative participation

A number of similarities and a number of differenege therefore apparent in relation

to communication norms promoted and adopted wahith between both processes.
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First, in relation to communications within botlopesses, one similarity and one
difference emerge. Argumentation, backed up bl sekearch, constitutes the main
communication mechanism within both. This requivesonly high levels of what
Young (2003) terms ‘articulateness’, but also coesable resources to carry out the
required research and gather the required evide@Gtzarly these requirements serve to
marginalise less well-resourced, research-basedaaticulate’ groups, and limit the
space for transformative participation. Howevie, $tructures through which this
communication takes place differ between both mees. In the Irish case, formal
cross-communication and deliberation between pgatitts is highly restricted, both by
restricting the numbers of participants in diffaréara, and through the ‘separate
rooms’ mechanisms of the negotiations wherebympilambers largely negotiate
bilaterally with state actors. Malawi's TWG struct, while perhaps bureaucratically
more demanding, promotes exchange and debate aseotayally grouped actors
across all ‘pillars’, state and non-state. Althbbugver characterised as such, such a
space arguably offers more potential for deliberatind mutual learning than the
structures of Social Partnership, with the restlparssibility of a transformation of
preferences among diverse actors, moving towareégomm of shared understanding.
This possibility is by no means guaranteed howeVehile it may facilitate an opening
for dialogue and understanding, leading to deliti@neon multiple conceptions of
development, it may also constitute a ‘discipliningechanism whereby the space for
such multiple conceptions is closed. As we haes $e Section 6.4.2, as time has
evolved, the latter scenario appears to have isgrgly become the case within the

Malawian process.
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Second, in relation to decision-making, both preesdiffer significantly. While the
Malawian process is promoted as being consensusmjrand while the drafting team
of the final strategies affords two places to ME&ltbrs, MEJN is nonetheless not
obliged to publicly endorse the ensuing strateglyis leaves the network the space to
publicly critique the strategy’s content, therelpening the space for more
transformative debates, despite the strategy’syabntent. With its implicit
requirement for participant endorsement of ensatrafegies, Ireland’s Social
Partnership is an explicitly consensus driven pgeceThis is reflected in the language
employed (participants are ‘partners’ of the statel the resultant strategies are termed
‘agreements’). Community and voluntary pillar mergare therefore extremely
important in legitimising the process and helpingimain the international and
domestic ‘spin’ of participation and consensusis]Tim contrast to MEJN, erodes their

critical potential and closes the public spacenfiore transformatory discourses.

Third, and allied to the above difference, is tlg Hifference in relation to
communication norms surrounding both processesJNMEhrough extensive media
work, has focused a public spotlight on the prociéssontent, and MEJN'’s own
engagement within it, thereby stimulating publiba and opening the space for
transformative participation. Members of the comityuand voluntary pillar, in
contrast, adopting the confidentiality norms of i@bPartnership, have, over time,
curtailed their press work to the point where therértually no public information or
debate on either the process itself, its developm@ntent, or the community and
voluntary pillar's engagement within it. Consedilgrthe space for transformative
participation through public debate and engagernastall but closed. As we will see

in Chapter Eight, this key difference in actor ageim relation to communications



surrounding both processes emerges as a key \andhiencing the evolution in

NGO/community and voluntary actor agency withintbptocesses over time.

6.5 Conclusion: Enablers and constraints to transformative
participation

The above discussion has highlighted some constigaand enabling features of both
Malawi's PRSP/MGDS and Ireland’s Social Partnergirgresses as they have evolved
over time. The underpinning of both processes byraplex mix of formal institutional
structures and informal arenas, affording diffei@raccess to participants and
differential opportunities for exchange, highligkie invisibility of power circulating
within both processes. The constraints and ermabbeparticipation within both
processes emerge as manifestations of this poweciasulates, through both space

and time, between, and among, different actors.

Although, as a result of this circulation, it prewifficult to decisively pinpoint

enabling and constraining features of both proseasparticular points in time, a
number of features may be tentatively identifiéualrelation to the institutional
arrangements for both processes, two key consdrametthe differential access afforded
to participants and the lack of clarity on the sudad procedures within both processes.
These constraints appear to have been transfom@dmablers however, by certain
actors, at certain points in time. In particuMEJN, during the PRSP formulation
process, drew on its wider (national and intermatipnetworks to exploit the lack of
clarity around the concept of participation, aslwslthe process’s rules and procedures,
to gain greater access for some of its membersigndicantly more time to consult
with its wider membership. Some community and atduy pillar members also

exploited, at certain times, the lack of claritpamd rules and procedures and the
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informal nature of much of the process, to engagetlly, on a bilateral basis, with key
state officials. Within both processes, over tithappears that these enablers may have
once more been transformed into constraints, howewth the apparent increasing
control of respective states over exclusive rutes@rocedures governing both
processes, and the apparent acceptance of thesgining participants. The reasons

for this are explored in the following Chapters.

With regard to the discourses employed in both ggees, | have shown that a
technocratic, problem-solving discourse has doramhabth processes, thereby
constraining the participation of a wider rangeactors. Moreover, | have argued that
this discourse, or in Foucault’s conception ‘dominenowledge’, either consciously or
subconsciously, has come to be reinforced by ram@iNGO/community and

voluntary actors, thereby increasing constraintsitter participation.

In relation to communication forms, both proceds®#e been seen to privilege
argumentation backed up by ‘evidence-based’ rebedrhis, | have argued, requires a
level of ‘articulateness’ and resources which c@iss wider participation. A recent
constraint to the Irish process has been, in adbert the state’s norms of
‘confidentiality’, the reluctance of community amdluntary pillar actors to stimulate
wider public debate on the issues, through medik woother forms of
communication, while the opposite action by MEJIe# more so during its earlier
years of engagement, has acted as an enablellyFpaaticipants’ lack of clarity
around how discourses are mediated and consenairedt hints strongly of ‘false
consensus’, another significant participatory c@ist. The exclusivity of report

writing (agreement and monitoring reports) arrangets in the Irish case, compiled by
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a secretariat of state actors alone, is strongigestive of a false consensus, while the
more inclusive drafting and monitoring teams folSFRMGDS reports potentially
opens up possibilities for wider consensus, althdhg remains dependent on the

discourses and knowledges included.

While the invisibility and porosity of power withimoth processes renders these
conclusions regarding enabling and constrainintufea of both processes more
tentative than conclusive, a factor emerging stiyofrgm the above analysis is the
agency of actors (state and NGO/community and ‘ahyhin determining these. The
above findings suggest that states, in both presessd to varying degrees at different
times, act to constrain participation through bl (unwritten) rules and procedures
employed, and the discourses and forms of commtioicprivileged. Perhaps more
surprisingly, the findings also suggest that thmaming NGO/community and
voluntary actors in both processes, again to soratwdrying degrees, act to reinforce
some of these constraints, in particular the eimhasy discourse and communication
forms. Both findings appear a little perplexinghy do state actors in both instances,
ostensibly orchestrators of the respective prosegsgadoxically invite
NGO/community and voluntary participation, yet sa&gty act to constrain it? And
why do NGO/community and voluntary actors, purpdisteenhancing participation and
bringing a range of perspectives to the respegtiveesses, paradoxically act to
reinforce some of these constraints, thereby futbastraining participation? Clearly
there are wider factors at play in determiningdgency and actions of participant

groups. Itis to these questions that the foll@gx@hapters turn.

23C



Chapter 7

Spinning and contracting participation: The State and participation in
the PRSP/MGDS and Social Partnership processes

7.1 Introduction

A key factor contributing to the different enabliagd constraining factors to
participation in both processes revealed in theipus Chapter is that of agency, both
of the state and of civil society participants egeghwithin both processes. As we saw
in Chapter One, the issue of agency within parittpy processes, and factors
impinging upon this, is one which has received sa#tention in the literature to date,
and there have been calls for empirical work is Hrea. The similarities and
differences between both Malawian and Irish proeegs this regard raise questions as
to the similarities and differences in state anil sbciety agency, and the reasons for
these. Both this and the following Chapter focngtos issue, examining, over time,
the motivations, actions and experiences of bottaiian and Irish states (this
Chapter), and specific elements of civil societll@iwving Chapter) within both the

PRSP/MGDS and Social Partnership.

| begin the Chapter with an examination of whidhtestactors are involved in both
processes. Although both Malawian and Irish copiamary states comprise a dispersed
range of actors and interests, | show that a soraexelstricted subsection of these
drawn from the civil service are directly engagedoth processes. | also show that
both processes are superimposed upon, ratherittkaa lto existing political

institutions and practices (although efforts hagerbmade to address this situation in

Malawi). Following some content analysis of recemategies within both processes,
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however, in Section 7.3 | argue that the intereSsswider grouping of actors is
represented in both processes wherein, as respetétes network outwards to seek
international legitimacy, the ‘spin’ of participati proves critical in securing this

legitimacy.

Turning to state agency in networking inwards, @éct®n 7.4 | go on to argue that
Malawian and Irish state actors seek to build mafi¢egitimacy by ‘contracting’
partners through the PRSP/MGDS and Social Partipeastthey seek to insert their
national economies into global and/or regional ecoies. | argue that, in this context,
and to varying degrees in each place, state ageriogused in three main areas —
capitalising on partners’ knowledge; employing dtiplier effect through partners’
own networks building public support for the statel its globalisation project; and
harnessing active civic engagement in managingab&l costs accruing from this
project. The relations fostered with key partregescentral in this. While this
relationship is conducted on a business footingeland, the Malawian state, in echoes
of former dictator Banda’s legacy, employs conceptgnity, solidarity and familial

responsibility in its consolidation.
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7.2 Layering governance: State actors involved ithe PRSP/MGDS
and Social Partnership

This Section sets out the principal state actorslired in both the PRSP/MGDS and
Social Partnership. It is seen that state offciaolved in the Malawian PRSP
comprised primarily some key civil servants, intigadar from one key ministry
together with, in what is termed the ‘network statetheorised in Chapter Two, donor
agencies and institutions. The Section goes outlcne how the MGDS process was
designed to include civil servants from other kagistries in an effort to broaden
ownership and hence adherence to the resultateggraWithin the Irish Social
Partnership process it is seen that key statesaatizin principally comprised civil
servants from different ministries / departmentghat emerges therefore in both
processes is an absence of political represensativiie form of MPs / TDs and local
councillors together with an absence (in a visiblen at least) of Ministers of different
ministries / departments. There is agreement ammigsociety actors within both
processes that policy implementation within bothcgisses has been very pf’80t0ne
explanatory factor for this may be the absencdaufted representatives within both
processes. And so, the short-term political imipeza of these elected representatives
within the largely clientelist political system ewaned in Chapter Three tends to over-
ride the long-term strategies contained withintthe processes, leaving state officials
mediating between the short-term exigencies oftetepolitical leaders and the more

long-term strategies agreed within wider sets tdradn the two processes.

€0 See various progress reports emanating from ti&PRRocess. These, written by a monitoring
committee including civil society representativieighlight both policy achievements and shortfalls
within the PRSP strategy. Social Partnership megreports, in contrast, written by state actionsea
highlight only areas of implementation, with théseluding accounts of policies implemented under a
range of other, non-Social Partnership initiatives general however, the poor policy implementatio
record of Social Partnership has been noted by N@805a).
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Annex 6¢ of the Malawian PRSP sets out the acimalved in the process
(Government of Malawi, 2002: 68-76). While theendive list includes officials from
a range of different ministries, interviews revéfgt in practice very few of these turned
up to relevant meetings or were involved in therfolation of the final strategy. One
interviewee explained that although twelve peopéeerassigned to his particular
working group, in practice, just five would turn,upe majority of absentees being state
officials.

Especially the government people wouldn’t turn ughink they were tied up

with their other own engagements, but also | thiraktrations begin to creep in

within the government because a number of goverhaffcials thought that

the PRSP was one of those projects that wouldtinge money into the

government system. So when they realised thdhlalthing is not a proposal

at all, it's not going to bring in new salaries’,lat of them began to get

frustrated.

(PRSP participant)

This demonstrates poor linkages within the systswyell as across it to other
institutional arrangements (for example the deedistrd policy formulation process as
set out under the country’s decentralisation pnogna). Although, following the
launch of the programme, donors were keen to mainthat they had remained
peripherally involved, as demonstrated in the pmesiChapter, their involvement,
though less formalised, was nonetheless significaihis is a fact now acknowledged
by many donors.

Here in Malawi at the moment there is this greatency for all to want to run

in and help the government with their PRSP. Whees helping become

directing? It's a balance that | think we strugglgth, other agencies struggle

with, and other donors struggle with...

(World Bank representative)

Following the poor implementation of the PRSP, taisdency among donors appears to

have been checked somewhat with donors assertnghigy have stepped back

somewhat from dictating how they wish to see tloeess directed.

234



We heavily invested in the PRS process, and the MiGEhe PRS, the
difference is in the wording. But it also | thimleans we have learned our
lessons in terms of what we could do better foligwirom the previous PRS...
What you could easily distinguish between theP&$ and this new one, |
would argue, has been the form of government owines leadership in the
process. Which, in a way, there’s a bit of a tenghere because what you've
seen in this new MGDS is a very clear steer froengibvernment on what it
wants, and it selecting what it perceives as thgoirtant stakeholders to be
consulted. Which in the previous PRS was, | watdde, quite a lot of donor
domination of the process and therefore a broad@iae of who donors, | think,
perceived as civil society, and therefore the @oitiety to be consulted.

(DfID representative)

Additionally, again following the poor implementani of the PRSP, efforts were made
within the MGDS process to involve civil servantsr all ministries, by basing the
strategy on their sectoral strategies. All linaistries submitted their sectoral
strategies and the first draft comprised an amalgithese. The MGDS therefore
represents an attempt to involve a greater cragsseof state officials. Donors,
realising the link between ownership and implemigonaappeared to step back from

the process somewhat.

Within Ireland, an examination of the various SbBlartnership institutions reveals that
key state actors again comprise civil servantghdgh, unlike the PRSP and the
MGDS, annexes to the different Social Partnersgieements do not detail the
different departments and civil servants involviaterviews reveal that key civil
servants from all relevant departments were invbineboth formal Social Partnership
fora (in particular within the final negotiations$ well as in informal meetings with

social partners. Both Malawian and Irish proce$sa® been led by civil servants.

Missing from this picture are elected represengstiv the form of MPs / TDs,

Ministers and heads of state. However, interviegpondents report that individual
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Ministers, although absent from formal arenas, havedéded significant influence

behind the scenes, while both the current MalawizthIrish heads of state have also, in
different ways, exercised a considerable degreefloience. The former, in instigating
the MEGS and vigorously promoting its insertioroitite MGDS, has proven highly
influential, while the latter, in his consensusven approach to political life, although
not directly influencing the outcomes of the respecagreements has, nonetheless,
proven key in maintaining the continuity of the Bd&artnership process.

Nonetheless elected representatives in the forliRs / TDs are still missing as both
processes are superimposed upon rather than itedgndo existing governance
processes. And so, state actors involved in batbgsses appear to be acting
independently of elected representatives — althaigiiould be noted that some attempt
was made to redress this within the MGDS processrevthe draft strategy was
presented to parliament for debate and commentveMer, it did not require formal

parliamentary approval.

The absence of elected representatives from bottepses has significant implications
in two respects. First, it may help explain thempionplementation records of both the
PRSP and different Social Partnership strategié® long-term thrust of these new
governance processes are at odds with the shortgelitical culture of clientelism /
brokerage in both countries — as discussed in @hdjpiree. While state actors, secure
in their jobs within the administrative apparatiishe state can afford the luxury of
long-term planning, elected representatives op@nat more short-term basis which, as
has been examined in Chapter Three, relies on demnadate results attributable to
individual representatives and tends to follow ledar dictated by elections and key

political moments rather than appropriate polioyascales.
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Second, given this absence of elected leadersnahibih processes, state officials need
to secure wider public support and legitimacy fait policy programmes and plans.
The data presented in this Chapter suggest thsisthichieved through fostering and
harnessing relationships with key civic actors whicturn, it is hoped, will draw their
own constituencies into the shared state projeeteby providing both political and
material support for this project. Before movingto explore this argument in more
detail however, it is first necessary to unpaciktke lfurther the nature and agency of
state participation in both processes. In thipgesboth Castell’'s conception of a
‘network state’ and, as a component of this, Helid'@sible government’ (as discussed

in Chapter Two) prove significant. This is exantine the following Section.

7.3 Spinning participation: Globalised states andinvisible’
governments

Following the conception of the ‘network state’,developed by Castells (2003),
national state agency has moved from a traditioedibtributive function to one in
which it mediates with a range of actors both mettity and globally in an effort to
attract international investment as a means towtmtlilating national development.
The broad implication of this, as | have argue@irapter Two, is that nation states
have become embedded in global relations whichceseesignificant influence on their
developmental direction and strategy. A narrowsplication, of direct relevance to
this study, is that global agencies, institutiaagendas, and cultures exert a significant
influence on national governance processes. Hitlgugh ‘invisible’ in the sense that
they do not appear in the annexes of nationalegfies or within the formal institutions

involved therein, these invisible actors nonethetesert significant influence. In this
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Section | examine this dimension and | argue tmainvisible agency of international
institutions and players exerts an influence o ltlo¢ PRSP/MGDS and Social
Partnership in two principal ways. First, | argbat, within contemporary global
discourses of ‘good governance/herein broad-based consultation and participation
leading to social cohesion and consensus are magtkdy components within
contemporary governance, the demonstrable portadysalch elements has become a
key element of state agency. Second, | argudhbdtransnational business culture of
shared norms and valuetheorised by Hoogvelt (2001), and discussed iafitér Two,
has come to permeate both processes, thereby aglebsiting the range of
discourses permissible therein as discussed iprtheous Chapter. As will be seen,
both of these factors emerge to differing degreeksia different forms within both

processes.

7.3.1 Cases of ‘spin’ for international investors?
It is widely felt that Malawi’'s PRSP process, impddy the IMF and World Bank as a
condition for accessing HIPC debt relief, was gatyiperceived as one more hoop
required to secure the confidence and attendaaesiment of international donors. As
one commentator notes, different actors perceilisdn different ways, but
nonetheless the overall understanding was coherent.
for the MPRS the government understood it as aftyaccessing HIPC, for
parliament they understood it as a budget framewitr& donors understood it
as a development framework, lots of people gengridey simply understood it
as just another conditionality...
(Commentator from the University of Malawi)
Other commentators articulate a similar view.
...maybe the previous governméhiat oversaw the PRSP procegs]s very

much seen to be engaging with civil society a lotenbecause maybe that’s
what was expected from the donors.
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(World Bank representative)

| think it's [consultation]pretty much an obligation to be honest. That's wha
donors expect them to do. That's what the WorlakBsays the PRSP should
look like, or the process... and they pretty wellvknioat donors will be asking
for this or will be checking whether this has béene. It's pretty much a
checklist — this is what we have to do, have wedpryreat, let’s go on to the
next one, or something like that.

(GTZ advisor within the Ministry of Economic Plangiand Development)

This latter analysis is borne out by the fact tatawi’s largest bilateral donor, DfID,

requested a detailed report from the Ministry resjiae for the coordination of the

MGDS (Ministry of Economic Planning and DevelopmerlEPD) on the consultation

process involved in the formulation of the strate@fID provided much of the

financial support for this consultation process.

State officials responsible for coordinating bdte PRSP and MGDS processes also

emphasise the importance of this portrayal. THieiaf coordinating the PRSP bases

his evaluation of the process on the internatioeegption for the resultant strategy,

while the official coordinating the more recent MGDotes that other national actors

such as parliamentarians base their judgemenbal&aternational evaluations of the

process.

| think we did it right which means that we had the right skills, becduse
remember that when we came up with the MPRS, wéhleadterim, then the
final one, so far it was recommended to have begooa output

(PRSP Coordinator — my emphasis)

Every donor, every cooperating partner and so cengphasising on national
consensus, participatory roles and so on. If yet fo it on your own, very few
own it. And the experience has shown that you teeet/olve people.
Otherwise when you take these things to parliaraadtso on it has failed...
(MGDS Coordinator)
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Ireland’s Social Partnership continues to be haedne of the key elements of the
country’s economic turnaround (see Chapter Onel tla@ industrial stability it boasts
achieving offers an inducement to both EU membedsiaternational investors alike.
Its role in this regard is repeatedly highlightadspeeches by the Taoiseach, as

exemplified by his address to the World EconomituRoin Davos in January 2087

Many factors have contributed to the extraordinmnaround in the Irish
economy... perhaps most significant of all has begrsivong, perhaps unique
system of social partnership. Since 1987, innwedtiree-year agreements
between Government, unions and employers, hawedsti wage moderation
underpinned by tax policy, coupled with commitntemndustrial stability.

An ex-state official interviewed suggests that &bBiartnership provides an
opportunity to portray an open, cohesive systemoekrnance to international
onlookers, one which proves useful to maintainrgteo to attract ongoing investment

and support.

The government’s answer to all these questionniiresh the EU]‘what are
you doing about good governance?’. ‘We have a bevad all-encompassing
social partnership which includes NGOs as well tepsocial partners.” So
they’re using this as their way of handling the Wehidea of creating more open
government.

(ex-state official)

In Mike Allen’s timg1996]they had to involve unemployment... they couldn’t
be seen to do a deal without involving, particutatie unemployment
organisations. A couple of years later that wasslenportant but then no
government wants to be seen to throw out peoptved in partnership. That
would have been really bad publicity or a completdkout by everyone would
have been bad publicity so it sort of staggers glanIt's good PR cover
certainly.

(ex-state official)

61 Address by An Taoiseach, Bertie Ahern T.D. AtWderld Economic Forum Annual Meeting, Davos,
Thursday 25 January 2007ittp://www.taciseach.gov.ie/index.asp?doclD=31&Xessed February”lZ
2007
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It therefore appears that the ‘spin’, or publi@tgment of both processes vis a vis
international investors and/or donors is as impyti&not more important than the
actuality of the processes themselves. This goe® svay toward explaining why
states bother to organise ‘participative’ govermaacangements while, paradoxically,
as identified in the previous Chapter, acting tostmin participation. While it may be
argued that participation as a condition of dongp®rt in Malawi differs significantly
from participation as an inducement to FDI in Irelaits spin nonetheless serves a
similar purpose. The difference lies in the formhgower international capital wields
over national states in this context — in Malawgse this is more visible, while in

Ireland, it is invisible but nonetheless present effiective.

The spin of ‘good governanceppears not to be the sole factor in securing toves
confidence however. A second element reflectirginfluence of invisible
international actors appears in the culture ancbdisse of transnational capitalism
which permeates both processes, albeit more rgaenalawi through the MEGS and

onto the MGDS.

7.3.2 Transnational cultures within national processes

A brief content analysis of recent strategies ithlmmntexts suggests that international
norms and discourses permeate both processesaléawiMthe influence of the
international donor community is apparent withia #RSP’s emphasis on what has
been termed a ‘self-help’ variant of participati@erner and Phillips, 2005). The

overall aim of the PRSP strategy is ‘empowering’ ploor to help themselves.

The overall goal of the MPRS is to achieve ‘susiiali@ poverty reduction through
socio-economic and political empowerment of the’pdd moves away from
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seeing the poor as hapless victims of poverty @dreé hand-outs and as passive
recipients of trickle-down growth. Instead, thepare seen as masters of their
own destinies. Government’s and development pastnae is to create the
conditions whereby the poor can reduce their ovwepty.

(Government of Malawi, 2002: 1)

This discourse is interesting in that it mirrore #elf-help approach informing the Irish
state’s move towards so-called ‘active citizenshapshift which appears to have moved
full circle back to the self-help conceptions oficsociety espoused at the founding of

the Irish state.

Within Malawi a significant shift in this approachapparent by 2006 wherein the
MGDS, deriving from the MEGS, and seemingly driveare by the President,
highlights the importance of inserting Malawi intee international economy through
export-led growth. The concept of trickle-downgtb appears once more in vogue
leading to improved conditions fonfost Malawians”.
The main driving force of the MGDS is to implenstrdtegies that will
stimulate economic growth and bring about prospeaitd improve welfare of
most Malawians. It is expected that once the &gats implemented, it will
transform the country from a predominantly impagtend consuming country

to being a predominantly producing and exportingratoy.
(Government of Malawi, 2006: Vol 1, pp 3-4)

And so, the discourse underlying the Malawian pse@ppears to have moved from
one reflecting a donor ‘problem-solving’ self-heliscourse, to one appropriating the
language and framework of international capitahisTepresents, in Castells’ terms, an
effort to network outward, and incorporate Malamtoi the global economy. It may
well be, with Malawi’s history of longterm dononiolvement, that a tacit agreement
has been reached for state forces, in the forrheoPtesident and his government, to

assure Malawi’s incorporation into the global eaogowhile donors continue their
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inward networking with citizens to manage the iredies arising from this, as

theorised by both Hoogvelt (2001) and Kaldor (2003)

Within Ireland, the importance of networking outai@lso forefronts recent strategies,
with specific emphasis on competitiveness withgometimes adversarial international

climate. The 2003 strate@ustaining Progressnvisages the following:

The shared overall goal of the new Agreement cogehe period 2003-2005 is
to continue progress towards the realisation of 8MeSC vision for Irish society
in a period of considerable uncertainty, and tothis by sustaining economic
growth and maintaining high levels of employment saecuring living
standards for all, while strengthening the econ@mgmpetitiveness and
thereby its capacity to resume trend growth in nfex@urable international
conditions.
(Government of Ireland, 2003: 6)
The overall aim of the more recent stratebywards 2016appears all encompassing,
non-specific, and perhaps even somewhat contragietpossibly the outcome of
deliberative process seeking to incorporate theagms of all. Incorporating both
social and economic elements and, introducing @lnmncept of environmental

competitiveness (which receives no further elabomytthe aim of the strategy reads as

follows...

...the overall aim of the Agreement is to attainNESC vision of a dynamic,
internationalised and participatory Irish societpéeconomy, founded on a
commitment to social justice, and economic devedoprtiat is both
environmentally and internationally competitive.
(Government of Ireland, 2006: 6)
Examining the strategy more closely, the prioriaesl underlying ethos become more

apparent. The strategy consists of two partg)yfira section entitledMacro-economy,

infrastructure, environment and social poli@gnd, secondly, the section incorporating
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the pay talks. This is entitledP&y, the workplace and employment rights and
compliancé. The first section is further subdivided intodwnain sections, namely
- Enhancing Ireland’s competitive advantage in a afiag world economy and
building sustainable social and economic develogmen
- The lifecycle framework (children, people of wogkage, older people, people
with disabilities)
The first section focuses on Ireland’s place witthi@ world economy, explicitly
acknowledging the significance of this global iefice. The lifecycle framework,
introduced in the second section, represents aapgnoach. This involves an
assessment of ‘risks’ to individuals within sociatysing from social and economic
policy, and the supports thus available (2006: 4)is may be either politically
motivated — i.e. aiming to secure legitimacy iroatext where state legitimacy is under
threat due to the social fallout of economic gl@zlon, or economically motivated —
i.e. stemming from the view that economic developimelies on a degree of social
protection and service provision. Either way ribptises an economically driven
conception of development, leaving little room &tternative conceptions, and
representing an instrumental form of participatiertheorised by White (1996) and

discussed in Chapter One.

The importance of networking outward and enhant@ggimacy within global

networks is clear. It appears that internationalifutions, agencies, and cultures wield
significant influences on both processes, botlegpect of the processes themselves
with their claims to consultation, and with regéodhe discourses and frameworks
which embody them. In Malawi, this latter aspgmpears to have shifted from one,
within the PRSP, embodying a donor discourse dftsdp (characterised in this

instance as ‘empowerment’) in the face of sociosecaic challenges to one, articulated
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in the MGDS, appropriating a global capitalist distse of economic growth and
prosperity, a discourse which appears to have pimtezd Social Partnership from the
outset. As noted above, this represents a newt &ijcspecific Malawian state forces
(in particular, the President and Finance Ministemetwork outward, with the possible
expectation that the management of the (ongoingsion will continue to be led by
donors. As will be seen however, both discourgesal stand in opposition to one
another, but may be perceived as elements of the saerall discourse wherein
fostering international relations, thereby attajnguccessful insertion into the global (or
in Malawi’s case regional) economy is accompanigthle fostering of self-help
initiatives among citizens targeted at reducingstheal costs of such global insertion.
Clearly this latter strategy necessitates broa@dbasiblic / civic support. It is to this

issue that the following Section turns.
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7.4 Contracting participation: Securing domestic legitmacy

So far | have argued that, as states seek legyinvihin global political networks,
both the PRSP/MGDS and Social Partnership are edeloledithin wider cultures and
discourses of global capitalism (although the Madamstate is negotiating this with
donors, many of whom (in particular, the World Baa& outlined in successiVéorld
Development Reporis recent years) appear in favour of this approadbpting a
discourse of pro-poor growtfi to make it more palatable to different groups)n
Chapter Two, two consequences of this globalisaifahe national polity were
discussed. First, global integration is accomphbiegrowing social inequality, as
nation states’ capacity to secure the welfare eif thopulace is undermined, and
second, following inevitably from this, nation gatfind themselves faced with
domestic challenges in their legitimacy to goveFollowing this theorisation, it

appears that states need to build their natiog#ineacy in new and novel ways.

This Section, drawing mainly from interviews wittate actors, together with relevant
documentation, presents evidence to suggest ttiathe PRSP/MGDS and Social
Partnership serve to secure domestic legitimacthirespective states and their
globalisation projects in three principal waysrstfi by increasing broad-based public
support for the state and its project; secondotefing a policy consensus among key
civic actors; and third, by actively enlisting @support and engagement in managing
the social fallout of global insertion. This latespect involves two components — (a)
harnessing expertise in policy formulation to dewisanagement strategies, and (b)
harnessing material capacity / citizen engagenmeassuring their implementation. The
Malawian and Irish states differ in their focushiit these areas. The Malawian state

appears to focus more on the first area — thasioiguthe process and its engagement
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with civil society actors therein to increase itsrmbroad-based public support —
together with the third area wherein both policpertise and citizen engagement are
harnessed. Policy consensus appears lower @f [isiorities (this may explain why
decision making is not so controlled, with a ran§state and non-state actors involved
in drafting the strategies — as outlined in thevjunes Chapter) — perhaps reflecting a
combination of both the perceived concentratiostafe power (see Chapter Three),
and the fact that policy is generally perceivetigavithin the domain of donors
therefore public consensus is not so critical. @ndther hand, the Irish state appears
less concerned with securing broad-based polisiepport through the community and
voluntary sector (perhaps reflecting the dominasfagvil servants within the Social
Partnership process, relatively unconcerned witmggatterns), and appears more
interested in securing both consensus and actiyagement in managing the social
costs accruing from global insertion. Each of ¢hetsategies, together with the means
by which they are achieved — the development andal@ation of business
relationships in Ireland, while drawing more traafially on familial relationships and

responsibilities in Malawi — is explored in moregalkbelow.

7.4.1 Legitimacy enhanced: Building public support for the state

Although the PRSP/MGDS process commenced as a -diviven process with, as has
been seen, the ‘spin’ of consultation and partiadpeappearing perhaps more important
than its actuality, it appears that the Malawiatestecognises the political capital to be
gained in being seen to collaborate with certaiii sbciety groups and bringing them
onside in its plans and programmes. In relatiotivib society participation in the

MGDS, this point was noted by a Malawian World Baficial.



Sometimes governments think that civil societyagpain but | have always said

that if only a government can listen to one or thiags that civil society says

they are likely to gain a lot of political capitidr themselves. Because | think

when they commend the government it reverberatas much as it does when

they criticise the government. So they lose & tbey don't listen, they gain a

lot if they listen

(World Bank representative)

The suggestion here is that by taking on boardteissues from civil society groups
the state reduces their criticism, thereby gaimrage broad-based support within wider
society in the process. This would suggest thrasthte is strategic in which groups it
selects. Testimony from civil society commentatppears to bear this out. One
commentator, when asked which groups tend to baufad for collaborative purposes
by the state, noted that it was those who Wegitimate”, legitimacy in this case being
“if you havepolitical clout and if you have a grassroots sugpoiAnd so, groups close
to people on the ground with the ability to infleerpeoples’ attitudes toward the state
appear to be favoured. This may be one factanémiting MEJN's decision to establish
a grassroots-based structure (see the followingt@hgEight)). There is much
agreement among civil society commentators thathheches in Malawi remain a
strong political force. As one commentator notes:

Churches play a very influential role in guidingethlectorate’s perception...

And because this new government is quite not istiedein just serving a five

year term, it's interested in institutionalisingélf at the grassrooot level, it's in

its interests that one of the key conduits of nggssat that level is on its side.

So it would definitelybe an influential civil society actqrpartly also

influenced by the fact that the present Preside@atholic, a very devout one

as well.

(Malawian DfID representative)

While the main Malawian church groups are not diyeavolved in the PRSP/MGDS

process, MEJN, with its roots in the Catholic Cormssion for Justice and Peace (CCJP),

and a membership comprising organisations fronpthmeipal Malawian religious
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persuasions (Catholic, Protestant and Muslim), begeen to represent this important
constituency. This interest in building public popt may also explain why the state
tolerates MEJN’s public awareness work on issulesimg to the PRSP, although it is

noted by commentators that MEJN has, of late, bedess critical in this regard.

In Ireland, the Chair of Social Partnership adrtitd the involvement of the
community and voluntary pillar helps in obtainingader public support for the
policies contained therein.

...there is an aspect of legitimacy which derivemftbeir[CV Pillar’s]

involvement. In a sense, the concern with fairmesise broader sense in the

agreement, is a good element to have in termseofvttier public understanding

and acceptance of the outcomes of these negotation

(Chair of Social Partnership)

However, he remains ambivalent about the commuamityvoluntary sector’s
importance in securing broader public support ler dtate.

The difficulty | suppose, or a difference, at lethstt the C&V pillar have

relative to the others is, going back to this padivat | made earlier, the other

pillars by and large have a standing and an efficaatside partnership. If

there was no partnership, government would hawdetd with them. It's not

entirely clear that the same is true of the comityuaind voluntary pillar.

(Chair of Social Partnership)

From this it is clear that the support of both hask associations and trade unions is far
more significant from the Irish state’s point oéwi than that of the community and
voluntary pillar. This underlines the argument madthe previous Section on the
salience of the international business culture atad calls into question the Irish state’s
perceived need for wider public support beyondutiiginess and financial world.

While the Chair's comments in this regard appeamderplay the political importance

of the community and voluntary pillar, the state2action to the rejection of the 2003

24¢



strategy by a section of the pillar points to theiportance and power as a legitimising

force within the process. This is discussed furthé&ection 7.4.4 below.

7.4.2 Legitimising state policy: Securing policy consensu
In the case of Ireland’s Social Partnership pradisesstate’s project in engaging with
community and voluntary pillar members appears togrbeyond support manifested
as reduced criticism, as in Malawi, and towardsoaentoncrete consensus on policy
direction. Again the Chair of Social Partnershiticalates this at different times during
interview.
[Social Partnershiphas been a way of managing change. It's a way of
mobilising key interests in support of a reasonaagsistent policy approach

and in that sense it amplifies the beneficial intpE@olicy because of the
consistency of behaviour.

...the third[element]they[social partnersbring is a form of legitimacy. If they
sign up for something they are, at least to songeede bound to stick with it
over the period of the agreement.
Therefore, the policy directions taken within vaiscSocial Partnership strategies are
presented as consensus agreements by all pantesby reducing the scope for public
conflict and disquiet.
we would have found the sort of, particularly resturing the economy, much
more problematic, much more conflictual, much Rsscessful without jsocial
partnership].
(Chair of Social Partnership)
In effect, the strategies represent an opportdoityhe state to obtain consensus on a

wide range of areas, some of which, it appears hav been discussed or deliberated

upon by all the social partners at all. One exa@mnity and voluntary pillar member
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recalls the strategy of 2000 wherein many additi@saes were added by the state at

the last minute without prior consultation with tharticipants.

Even in that one, the one in 20PF],there were a number of[Finance
Minister] McCreevy had just introduced individualisation aalon, which
wasn't directly in our sphere but was very contmsied. And government just
wrote in all these clauses saying that the sociatrers supported this. We
were sort of shocked that the trade union moveentt say anything about it.
Didn’t say hold on. It was gratuitous sort of, @king in all this sort of, and |
agree to the war in Iraq. We’'ll get them to agresdttis while we're at it. There
was a lot of gratuitous stuff like that and we Isadne rows on the side and got
some movement on it. But yes, you are asked ligsica

(ex-CV pillar representative)

7.4.3 Redefining ‘active citizenship’?: Managing exclusia

As noted above, the Chair of Social Partnership@eatetary General in the
Department of an Taoiseach has noted that Sociaid?ahip has been a way of
“managing change”. This is articulated by the Taoiseach himselfraanaging
uncertainty”in a complex global environment, as outlined ipeexh delivered in late

2006.

If we are to achieve sustainable social and econatavelopment, we need to
sharpen our competitive advantage in a changingadveconomy.. Strategic
planning and social partnership are key strengtirsdur country as we face
into the future, Just as importantly, however, vwedto equip our people to
handle future uncertainty — by promoting a posittude to change, so that
people actively embrace change as a matter of meuti
““Managing Uncertainty’ is something that people wd perhaps associate
with the private sector and coping with volatilenkets, more so than the public
sector. | believe, however, that the Public Serfias an excellent track record
in managing uncertainty — and indeed complexitythat the current challenges
are greater and demanding of a greater change cipatthe public servicé
(my emphasis)

%2 Speech by an Taoiseach, Mr. Bertie Ahern T.DheolBEC Human Resources Summit at the Four
Seasons Hotel, on Tuesday, 10 October, 2006 ate8d5
http://www.taoiseach.gov.ie/index.asp?locID=199&kix2922 accessed February"l]ZOO?.
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Thus, Social Partnership represents an opporttmitgquip our people to handle future
uncertainty” as we"sharpen our competitive advantageithin the global economy.
This resonates strongly with Hoogvelt's argumeat the state’s (and donors’)
programme for civil society has turned to what &rens theé‘'management of
exclusion”(2001), as discussed in Chapter Two. And so, véeths termed
“management of change”, “management of uncertainbymanagement of
exclusion”,it would appear that Social Partnership provideslacle to secure
legitimacy for states by encouraging citizens thelies to manage / mitigate the social
costs associated with global integration. This rge® strongly as a theme within the
NESC strategy document which formed the basis@R006 Social Partnership

agreement.

Seeing Ireland’s enduring vulnerabilities and clkalyjes is critical because, in
the Council’s view, acceptance of the core elemehlieland’s economic
strategy demands recognition of the vulnerabiljtiesth social and economic,
that attend that strategy.

(NESC 2005b: 84)

An updated understanding of the Irish economylvéilbne that incorporates the
increased role of services, the increased signiieaof domestic demand and
the implications of migration, without losing theefis on competitiveness and

competitive advantage that characterised the sharaterstanding since the
1980s.

(NESC 2005b: 86)
Although this is not an aspect of the PRSP/MGD&@ss which explicitly emerges in
the research findings, the focus on the policy eigeeof Malawian NGOs and their

capacity to contract their constituent groups igifli underlines this argument also.

The question therefore becomes — how is this usicgytmanaged? Research findings

point to two ways in which this is achieved. Fistates in both instances seek to
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harness what they perceive to be the policy exgeedf relevant groups. Second,
perhaps recognising their own limitations, in limigh Castells’ theorisations on
networking inward, states in both instances séekugh partners’ own networks, to
harness the material capacities of their citizexrmypartners’ in implementation. The
relations fostered with partners in both instarrese key in this regard. As will be
seen, the stage agency in nurturing these reladiifiess significantly between Malawi

and Ireland.

7.4.4 The political management of ‘knowledge’-based parterships

State representatives in both Malawi and Irelarmmkapinterested in drawing in
expertise in policy formulation through both proges. In Malawi, although donors
appear to have pulled back somewhat in their deséorgparticipation, state officials

continue to consult with specific groups.

... what you've seen in this new MGDS is a very clésgrsrom the
government on what it wants, and it selecting wihaérceives as the important
stakeholders to be consulted.

(DfID representative)

What everybody says is ‘no, we must have a diaJogeealidn’'t have it before
now and we must have it. Because it's usefuldoegiment’. Government
people say this. | was with the fBincipal Secretaryfor economic planning
this morning saying ‘no we really apprecidt@ganisation X],and I'm going to
take this issue up in how we move forward’. Angevhe genuine. He said it's
been a helpful outlet for them to put thing$ttee] sector and get some
feedback.

(MGDS patrticipant)

Policy expertise in Malawi, as discussed in theviotes chapter, means evidenced-

based policy inputs, interestingly, the specifiesaunderpinning the financial
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relationship developed by the Irish state with camity and voluntary pillar members

(see Section 7.4.4 on further).

| must say that when | read the way the governisenirrently engaging with
civil society it's a government that wants to ergagth civil society in, they
don’t want to just have a talking shop where cdatiety is complaining about
issues... In my view the challenge and the onus @virsociety to come up
with a good policy note that is evidence based tato the government, you
can be sure that the government is going to tak@liat’'s how | read the
situation at the moment.

(World Bank representative)

In the MGDS they were looking at quality of invohent rather than just
involvement. They didn’t care about whether @eitiety is involved widely or
comprehensively but whether they have got enowegsittom the civil society...
It's like picking brains so to speak... Let’'s hearawthese other guys have to
say on this issue, oh yeah, we think they are rightdidn’t think that way...
Not just hey, jim and jack please come, we justtwan here...

(MGDS patrticipant)

In Ireland, it is suggested that this engagemetit aviwider grouping of expertise has
allowed for policy innovation within what some dabe as a somewhat sterile state

administrative apparatus.

You know, within a bureaucracy it can be diffidolinnovate. Because, you
know risk taking wouldn’t be high on anybody’s adgnAnd, in fact, in the
Social Partnership space, and | think there are)ngwod examples around this,
we have been able to innovate | think, and be quéative in a way that, |
think, if policy was being made purely within gawveent departments, simply
couldn’t be

(Vice-Chair of Social Partnership)

In both instances it therefore appears that stéitdads are genuinely interested in
engaging policy expertise with a view to enhandhegyeffectiveness of resultant policy.
This corresponds to an instrumental conceptioradi@pation as outlined in Chapter

One and helps explain the form of technocraticalisse in both processes. So far so
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good. However, policy formulation does not takagel in a political vacuum, and
however innovative or effective proposals may bappears they run into two main

obstacles in both instances.

First, while states appear willing to open theiodoto policy inputs, the issue of their
legitimacy, and more explicitly, their power, clgaremains uppermost in how they
exercise this agency. In Ireland, state officalks quite explicit on this. While the
Vice-Chair of Social Partnership is keen to poiut that“government is primus inter
pares within the process, the Chair goes one step fuithstressing the overarching
power of the state in relation to decision making.

... Government is not just first among equals ingifeeess. It isn’t equal. It has

invited people explicitly into, into this proceasd to some extent shares, a

degree at least, of its policy-making activity witem. But on the same basis

it's entitled to exclude them again at a certainrpo Or to respond to issues

that arise that only the government can take resjtmlity for.

(Chair of Social Partnership)

Partnership, in this context, appears to be cdygbalitically managed. The Irish state
chooses to consult, but retains the authority noiig the views of participants, or to act
outside the agreements reactiedrhus, as seen in the previous Chapter, decision-
making remains within the exclusive domain of tteges In Malawi, mindful of the
rhetorical power of the good governance discolstsde interviewees are more careful
in describing their role. However commentatorgt@npolitical culture within the
country stressing, as described elsewhere (Chapte), the strongly hierarchical
nature of power within Malawian society, assert thiimately decisions lie with

Ministers, thereby suggesting that the policy ispuithin the PRSP/MGDS processes

may finally end up going nowhere.

% Indeed, the preface to each Social Partnershipesy contains an input to this effect.

25¢



The constitution is very clear that the role of ingkand implementing policy is
the prerogative of the state, and not only thai @ctually the prerogative of the
executive. And the executive guards that verpjedy. So even the legislature
has got very little role on policy formulation... eyéme other actors come in
they are always reminded that this is the roleheféxecutive and they have no
mandate. So even where they have a very genumtiebzdion to make they will
be challenged purely on that constitutional prireip

(Political commentator from the University of Mwi)

[The] Minister is definitely the most powerful. Anothieing in Malawi,
hierarchies are still very, very strong. Ministere still the ones who decide,
or maybe if there’s a strong HBrincipal Secretaryjthen they are the ones
taking the decisions. Down from there people bélldoing their work, but
everything they will be discussing with their suger It will go all the way up
the hierarchy, if not to the minister, at leasthe PS before it is decided.
People are quite reluctant to take, on the one hardarchies are reluctant to
delegate work and responsibilities, on the otheil servants are reluctant to
take on the responsibility, to take decisions airtbwn...

(GTZ advisor within the MEPD)

Second, in both instances, the coordinated poppya@ach within both processes which
calls for coherence across different state departraministries, lies at odds with the
uncoordinated approach and lack of linkages to WIPs/of individual ministries /
departments. Although attempts have been madelawi to counter this by drawing
on the sectoral plans of each ministry, thereilissstme doubt as to ministry officials’
capacity or willingness to engage with strategiégtvlie outside their own sectoral
strategy.
At a sectoral level there are still of course tleetsral strategies. In Malawi
they are quite well aligned to the MGDS as compaoeather countries... This
ministry[MEPD which coordinated the MGD®kked them to provide them
with their strategy so to say and they were prettich taken on one to one in
the MDGS... but I'm not sure if the sectoral minetriake the MGDS beyond
this... There was probably a lack of understandingaf this should link to a

broader strategy. They pretty much work very diosgth their own strategy.
(GTZ advisor within the MEPD)
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In Ireland, this uncoordinated departmental apgraa@lso prevalent and at odds with
the interrelated aspects of much of the SociahReship strategies. The dilemma is
outlined by an ex-state official.
It [Social Partnershiplvas a new contract between different elements@éty
but, | don’t think that was ever really understoadd even if it was understood,
the people negotiating on the other side of théetabuldn’t have delivered on
that, because our form of government doesn’t wigekthat. It works by
incremental change from year to year, each departrhas its own agenda,
each section of each department has its own agehdg,don’t allow someone
from the department of an Taoiseach’s, or any jpwdih, they don’t even allow
ministers, to tell them what’s going to come uptiye&r or the year after.
There’s a big resistance to any centralised plagnin
(ex-state official)
Once again, this highlights the diversity of sofiaites and agency within state
institutions within both countries, together wilietlack of linkages between both
processes and existing practices and politicauoest While some state actors appear
keen to promote coordinated, cross-sectoral siesegthers (employees within

individual ministries / departments) resist sucbrdmation, preferring to carry on with

traditional work practices.

Overall, while state actors appear keen to endagjéevidence-based’ policy expertise
of participants in both processes, this exercisasfully politically managed. While,
on the one hand, appearing to cede a degree ofrgbwmegh consultation, on the other,
state actors remain trenchant that this is notése. While, in Ireland, it appears this
power lies with departmental civil servants, in Bal it appears to be dispersed
between Ministers and senior civil servants. Temiaistrative apparatuses of the
different ministries / departments in both instanade resisting change toward a
coordination of policy strategies and approactesera significant blockage to the

coordinated approach embodied in the new governsinaggies.



7.4.5 The multiplier effect: Consolidating relations andcontracting ‘partners’ in
‘change management’

Managing théchange”, “uncertainty”, or “social exclusion”engendered by the
state’s globalisation project does not just reshatevel of harnessing expertise in
devising policy responses to tackle these consegsdmowever. The significance of
both processes lies less in the area of policynamiek in the area of relationship
building. In both Malawi and Ireland, state agegogs a step further in attempting to
draw in citizens and citizen groups amplementation partnersih managing

exclusion. Necessitating the active engagemeaitiaén networks and groupings, this

is achieved through partners’ own networks and ttioesits.

The necessity of ‘contracting’ partner networksd(artizens more widely) highlights
the importance of nurturing and consolidating fefet with societal actors. It was seen
in Chapter Six that, in addition to the formal ingions associated with the
PRSP/MGDS and Social Partnership, both processel/aa high degree of informal
networking and relationship building. The basedliese relations differ in both
contexts. While the Irish state (in the form of thepartment of an Taoiseach) nurtures
a business relationship with Social Partners, taéaMian state (in the form of state
officials engaged in programme and project develmnand implementation) draws on
more traditional concepts of solidarity and fantiialues to depict the unity of the
state-societal complex. Underlying both strategiesnotions of loyalty, respect, and
responsibility to participate in being, in the wermf an Irish official,* part of the
solution”. This appeal to civil society values resonates Wigan’s (2007) theory of
“enfolding”, as discussed in Chapter Two. Accogdio Dean, this selective adoption

of civil society values in order to draw in supp@tmplements theuhfolding' of the
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political sphere onto the social through new paship-type governance structures

within what he characterises asli#éral authoritariar’ regime.

Family unity, loyalty and responsibility: Charactesing Malawian state-societal
relations

In Malawi, the state official coordinating the MGD®Iludes all actors, state and
citizenry alike, within his conception of the staaeguing that all have a part to play in
implementing the policies of the strategy.

...the strategies, the programmes, have to be ownftd] Malawi
government. When | say Malawi government it inetuelverybody, the civil
servants, civil society, and the general publisash. They have to own the
process, because all of these have got a rolering®f maybe implementation,
monitoring and evaluation. Because government justyprepare a programme
but when it comes to implementation, all theseilses@e not going to be
implemented by government. These other stakelsoldlee part in the
implementation.

(State official coordinating the MGDS)

A district-based state official employs the conagfptamily’ (in echoes of former
dictator Hastings Banda) to describe the relatignbatween district officials and local
MEJN members. As‘damily” , state and civil society work hand in hand in dexj
where specific projects should be located, whifalls to MEJN members, working in a
voluntary capacity, to monitor the ongoing workiteése projects on behalf of district
officials.
At the district level we work as a family. So whwere is any project that is
coming into the district. We call these pedpibeal MEJN membersjve
sensitise them, so we feel we know where this N6@Id be directed. So we
direct them to appropriate place. And at otherdshalso they assist us in
monitoring of projects. That is how the projecsiarting, how it is progressing.

They also do give us, they assist us in monitdhiege projects.
(District official, Nsanje)
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Business professionalism, loyalty, and delivery: &hcterising Irish state-societal
relations

In Ireland, social relations with civil society gnas appear to take the form of a
business relationship, with loyalty, professiormalignd delivery expected in return for
financial support. The Director of NESC described society groups nationwide as
“professional brokers... they become like the sdfterflexible arm of the state'He
goes on to describe Social Partnershig@g&ind of state building. This is, this is
building services that have been hugely deficiedts’in the case of Malawi, in Ireland
this involves mobilising voluntary labour with, asamined in Chapter Two, an
increasing emphasis being placed on the voluntadyof the community and voluntary
sector with a view to harnessing local human resggito meet the resultant rising
‘uncertainty’. This emphasis is reflected in teeent Social Partnership agreement
(Towards 2016)n a section devoted to volunteering wherein dsserted th&ihe
Government recognises that community and volurdetiyity forms the very core of a
vibrant and inclusive society(2006: 70) and thatA key principle underlying the
Government’s approach is that volunteering findsanieg and expression at a local
level and that supports and funding should seekaaas possible, to recognise this

reality.” (2006: 7).

The Vice-Chair of Social Partnership shares theswivherein, in a phrase interestingly
reiterated by some of the community and voluntaligomembers (see the following
Chapter (Eight)), she argues that participanténSocial Partnership process need to
be actively engaged ggsart of the solution”, mobilising their own networks in the

process If not, she sees no place for them in the SociethBeship process.

26(



| take the view that the social partners have altyummajor role to play in both
identifying and solving some of the major challentfeat face us as a country.

| don’'t see them as passive participants in angeerAnd this is something |
think that we perhaps need to, need to try andldp\eelittle bit in this
agreemenfTowards 201p In other words | see them not as... | see them as
part of the solution.__If they’re not part of thelgtion then they can’t be part of

the problem

(Vice-Chair of Social Partnership — my emphasis

We actually have very large challenges facing Tisey’re not the challenges of
disaster and crisis, and in some ways it's moréadift to mobilise in good
times.... So there is a huge challenge to us to dpyvgbing back to what | said
earlier, that shared agenda and to identify theopties.

(Vice-Chair of Social Partnership)

The Social Partnership relationship, elevated ¢osthtus of special relationship”in
the most recent strateg§government of Ireland, 2006: 74), is based onltgyta the
agreement, as noted by the Chair of the process.

...in the social partnership context there isn’t dmyg, if you like, written down
in terms of what's expected, but you're expectaddanage the relationship...
So there is an expectation that people will guue gocial partnership
relationship.

(Chair of Social Partnership)

...In our understanding there is no social partnesash unless there’s a social
partnership agreement. So the relationship is edidzbin an agreement. So |
mean | couldn’t understand the argument that pecgohel | know théNational]
Women’s Council have made it in particular withext that they were
excluded from social partnership. | mean theredssocial partnership that
isn’t grounded in an agreement. So if you rejeetagreement, which is the
basis on which people come together, well the apresgces are, I'd have
thought, obvious.

(Chair of Social Partnership)

As in a contractual relationship, social partneesexpected to adhere to the unspoken,
and unwritten, fules of the game”one of these being loyalty to the process and its
outcomes as community and voluntary pillar membérs rejected the 2003 agreement
discovered. Dissenting parties found themselvekidrd from a number of related

policy fora while, reflecting the economics of tiedationship, a number, most notably,
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the Community Workers Co-Op (CWC), were also, girtkerms,‘financially

punished

Following its rejection of the 2003 agreement, @WC lost its state core funding. This
resulted in the loss of two out of four of its $tafith two staff retained through
separate project funding (CWC, 2005). While otidar members who had rejected
the 2003 strategy feared similar punishment, thueiding was not so adversely affected
as that of the CWC. Conversely, funding to renmgrcommunity and voluntary pillar
members remained unaffected. In fact, two exiséind one new pillar member (CORI,
Irish Rural Link (IRL), and The Wheel respectivelgceived once-off grants in both
2003 and 2004 which did not fall under any of teaal funding streams. Under an
initiative termed‘'Special Once Off funding for Groups active in tteeordination and
provision of services and supports in the Commuanty Voluntary Sector'CORI
received 75,000 Euro in 2003 and 100,000 Euro 0M2@ith IRL receiving 50,000

Euro in 2004, and The Wheel 250,000 Euro in 5604

State actors are unequivocal in their actions tdwiissenting partners. The Vice-Chair
of Social Partnership, noting thdtthink there’s a phrase called having your cakel an
eating it... We all know the rules of the gamgdes on to outline how she perceives

this environment and its rules.

It [rejection of the 2003 agreememtas a naivety | think. This is a tough
environment you know. People need to understaatdythu don’t, you can't, it's
too complex you know. You're either going to dur iyou’re not. And you
don’t mess people around. And if you mess peaplend there’s a price to be
paid.

(Vice-Chair of Social Partnership)

% Data received by email communication from the Depant of Community and Family Affairs.
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With the publication offowards 2016n 2006, the Irish state has consolidated its
relations with civil society groups in two signiict ways. First, the move towards a
ten-year agreement together with the incorporatiamany other national policy
processes into it (e.g. the National DevelopmeanPhe National Spatial Plan, the
National Action Plan on Social Inclusion etc.) lefé non-social partners in something
of a policy wilderness. Second, the financial disien of the relationship has been
consolidated with the introduction of ocial Partnership Scheme’ which commits 10
million Euro per annum to community and voluntaiyap members fof'costs arising
from contributing to evidence-based policy makmger and above normal activities
and programmes{(Government of Ireland, 2006: 71). Clearly theestarrots have
yielded results. Both the NWCI and the Communigtferm, led by the CWC, in early
2007 agreed to rejoin the process. Both will ree&i%,000 Euro per annum for their
participation. Funding under the new ‘Social Parship Scheme’ for an initial three-
year period (2007-200%)as been granted overall to members of the comgnand

voluntary pillar as follow®*

% Data received by email communication from the Depant of Community and Family Affairs.
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Table 7.4.5: Funding to social partners under the ew ‘Social Partnership Scheme’

Funding per annum (Euro) Social Partner recipient
100,000 CORI

The Wheel
55,000 Age Action

Carer’s Association

Children’s Rights Alliance

Congress Centres for the Unemployed
Disability Federation of Ireland
INOU

Irish Council for Social Housing

Irish Rural Link

Irish Senior Citizen’s Parliament
National Women'’s Council of Ireland
National Youth Council of Ireland

St Vincent de Paul

The Community Platform

30,000 National Association of Building Cooperatives
Protestant Aid

| have argued in this Section that both Malawiad kish states employ the
PRSP/MGDS and Social Partnership processes regplgdis vehicles to network
inward and secure national legitimacy in three @pal ways — first, in securing greater
broad-based public support for policies and agettdasigh collaboration with
strategically selected actors with influential ko a grassroots base (particular focus
of Malawian state); second, in securing policy essis (particular focus of Irish
state); and third, in harnessing both policy experand civic labour in assisting in the
planning, implementation, and monitoring of relapedjects (a focus of both states). A
critical dimension to this inward networking is ttegations fostered by state actors.
While in Malawi, state officials draw on traditidr@ncepts of solidarity and family
values to promote the idea of a unitary state-saco®mplex, the discourse and actions
of Irish state officials appear to place the relaship on a more professional, business
footing, with social partners now, through a newctal Partnership Scheme’, receiving

financial remuneration for their engagement.
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7.5 Conclusion: Spinning participation, contractirg partners - diluting
democracy?

Drawing from interviews with state actors and comta®rs, together with some
content analysis of strategies emanating from be@HPRSP/MGDS and Social
Partnership processes, in this Chapter | have exatstate agency within both
contexts. Operating within a network state, astiised in Chapter Two, | have
demonstrated that state agency within both conteeiates between international and
national networks. | have argued that state agdoncyssed outward towards the
international polity, ‘spins’ participation in ord# promote an image of ‘good
governance’ through both processes, thereby camelipg to a nominal form of
participation, while promoting an international mgss culture of growth and
investment through the discourses imbuing theesgras of both. | have argued that
both these elements are designed to enhance lagitimternationally, thereby securing

investor / donor confidence.

Supporting the theoretical assertions exploredhag@er Two that, within this
globalised polity, states need to build nationgitlmacy in new and novel ways, | have
argued that state agency within both processdsasworks inward at a national level
involves ‘contracting’ civil society partners toiltlistate legitimacy and support
domestically. This is achieved in three main waith different emphases by each
state — by building broad-based public supporttierstate and its project (Malawi), by
securing policy consensus for developmental stieggdreland), and by moving
beyond political to material support by drawingzshs in to assist in managing the
social costs accruing from the global insertionadepmental project (both), thereby
corresponding to an instrumental conception ofiggstion. | have argued that states

attempt to achieve this active consent and engagetme@ugh an explicit process of
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relationship building which, in Malawi, draws omdiitional concepts of solidarity and
family values, and in Ireland, draws on businessnsoof professionalism, loyalty and

reciprocity in exchange for financial remuneration.

The findings demonstrate that both Malawian arghlgtates mediate relations between
both ‘invisible’ international institutions and fheultures, and national civil society
groups. Although this suggests a powersharintgsia both cases, in particular in
Ireland, are keen to point out that they retainraN@ower. The dependence of both
states on civil society support within these relasiis apparent however. Despite
donors apparently stepping back from the MGDS, MEsiNains involved and on
cordial relations with many senior state officialadeed, state officials have taken the
initiative to invite MEJN into the MGDS processeevthough this is not explicitly
required by donors. In Ireland, the state’s annogaor fury” as some community and
voluntary pillar members describe it, at what itqeéved as thedisloyalty” of some
community and voluntary pillar members refusingtalorse the 2003 strategy,
together with what could be perceived as its ‘bgyiff’ of these groups to bring them
back in to the process in 2007, indicates that canity and voluntary actors wield
significant power as legitimising agents within ®ecial Partnership process. Clearly,
the ‘spin’ of participation, with its undertonessacial cohesion, harmony and
consensus, rings a little hollow when ‘partnersblmly dissent and are noticeably
absent from the process. Moreover, it provesaliffito actively contract participants
and their constituents in managing exclusion wiey tave been ousted from the
process. Thus, while both the Malawian and, inipaar, the Irish state, emphasise
their overarching power within both processes rthaeiions, in actively seeking the

engagement and support of MEJN and community ahahtary pillar members
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respectively, belie the significant power wieldegdcdivil society actors as both

legitimising agents of both processes and gateksepavider support bases.

The central power-brokers emerging from this anslykerefore, include both state
actors and civil society representatives, withl@aciety representatives holding critical
legitimising and gatekeeping roles. It has be@mdkat the principal state actors
involved are non-elected state officials (althosgme attempts have been made within
Malawi’s MGDS to involve MPs at the draft strategfgge). This raises questions as to
the democratic legitimacy of both processes. Aeytin by-passing elected political

representatives, effectively diluting democracysasie commentators contend?

Democracy, as we have seen in Chapter Four follgwia Marion Young's
theorisation, is attained wheall significantly affected by the problems and thei
solutions are included in the discussion and denisnaking on the basis of equality
and non-domination.(2000: 29) This draws attention to the representation of
structurally disadvantaged groups within governgmmoeesses. Following Young's
theorisation, democracy is deepened when margatatisoups are included. Within
both processes under investigation, this is the ?®oMEJN and community and
voluntary pillar members respectively. With, ashewe seen, states ‘spinning’
participation and ‘contracting’ partners in fornfgarticipation which swing from
nominal to instrumental, how effectively do NGO tmapants ‘transform’ participation
in a manner which bring the voices of the excluded marginalised to the table,
thereby deepening rather than diluting the demincpatential of the respective
processes? Specifically, within both processes, dm NGO representatives mediate

between their relations with the state and thoskimvtheir own constituencies? Which



relations prove more important? How significanthis financial dimension of these
relations? Are civil society agents more influethbg perceptions of status and power
within national policy networks or by the margirsalion and exploitation of their
representatives? These questions form the basimiterstanding the transformatory
potential of participation within both processeas] &ience their democratic legitimacy.

It is to these we now turn.
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Chapter 8

Disciplining and transforming participation: Civil society and
participation in the PRSP/MGDS and Social Partnerslp processes

8.1 Introduction

It has become apparent at this stage that the fmtemtransform participation, from
nominal and instrumental forms favoured by statglsimboth processes to more
transformative modes, lies with their respectiveON&d community and voluntary
pillar participants. As we have seen in Chaptee,®more critical accounts of both
processes argue that civil society actors have be<@pted, with this co-option
foreclosing opportunities to widen development disses within the respective
processes. This argument is largely supportetidyindings presented in Chapter Six,
where we have seen the enablers to transformadirtecipation in both processes
transformed, over time, into constraints. In casitito these structuralist analyses
however, here | argue that NGOs and community ahahvary pillar members have
been active in their own co-option. Why have tbkgsen this course of action, and

how have they managed to achieve it given theirdates?

This question forms the basis of this Chapter iictvih seek to explain the dynamics
underpinning both processes, as revealed in Ch8ptein terms of the agency of NGO
and community and voluntary pillar participants. Section 8.2, | revisit the early
stages of each process, and examine the motivaimhactions of civil society actors
at the outset. | demonstrate how internationahéitin to both processes led to an
initial high degree of energy and enthusiasm anuwvigsociety participants, although

it is unclear to what degree this energy was chifatheto a politics of presence, rather
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than a politics of transformative change. In Set8.3 | follow the experiences of civil
society groups within both processes over timeramdal that organisational
development, and in some instances, (perceivedppat status and prestige, drove
many participants’ actions in both cases. Thesdsgbargue, were achieved through a
Foucauldian process of ‘disciplining’, whereby daamt communication and
behavioural norms were enforced by leaders witbi lgroupings, and dissenting
parties were ultimately excluded. This was faaiétd by national political cultural
norms, as discussed in Chapter Three, althougmatienal donor influence was also a

significant factor in MEJN'’s case.

While this disciplining, in the case of remainingn@amunity and voluntary pillar
members appears to extend outward to constituéwbnies (although the findings on
this are inconclusive), in contrast, MEJN leadexrgehbeen challenged in this. In
Section 8.4 | explore how a combination of inteiorzdl forces and national civil

society actors have compelled MEJN to establistoeerrepresentative grassroots base,
and how this base, in turn, is challenging MEJMdgsume a more ‘organic’ leadership
role as it mediates between the exigencies ofttte and donors, on the one hand, and
its new membership base on the other. Drawingtiadysis together, | conclude the
Chapter with the argument that external commurooatiostering public debate prove

critical in enabling transformative participatioitiin governance processes.

8.2 Transforming participation?: Initial engagement

As outlined elsewhere, the community and volunsagtor’s systematic involvement in
Malawian policy deliberations began with the advefrthe PRSP in 2001, while the

community and voluntary sector became formally Ined in Ireland’s Social
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Partnership process with the establishment of dimencunity and voluntary pillar in
1996. Initially both processes included a combamaof state invitees and self-
amalgamated groupings, the latter comprising a orwf NGO and civil society
groups in Malawi known as the Malawi Economic ZiestNetwork (MEJN), and a
network of community NGOs and associations in lrdlanown as the Community
Platform. As will be seen, while MEJN continued®involved in the MGDS and
related fora, the Community Platform lost its SbBiartner status following the
negotiation of the 2003 strategy, although it regdithis in early 2007. Membership of
both MEJN and the community and voluntary pillas shanged significantly over the

years.

8.2.1 MEJN and Malawi's PRSP

Initially, just four civil society organisations weinvited by the state to participate in
the PRSP process in 2001. These included twoniatienal NGOs (Oxfam and Action
Aid), a German research institute (the Konrad Adendoundation), and the state
umbrella organisation for NGOs (the Congress of S@0OMalawi, CONGOMA). A
Jubilee campaign for debt cancellation, coordinatethe Catholic Commission for
Justice and Peace (CCJP), and networked with temational Jubilee movement, had
been in existence in Malawi since 1997. Througtirttinks with other international
groups, campaign members learned of the HIPC iiméiaand the requirement that a
PRSP be developed in Malawi with the participatbeivil society. Campaign
members came together to discuss their possib#viement in this development and it
was decided to form a network, thereafter knowthasVialawi Economic Justice
Network (MEJN), to lobby for inclusion in the PRBRcess. With initial funding from

Oxfam International, a steering committee was ebkbeind, shortly afterward, a
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coordinator employed and office space secured. N\MBJoose network of, initially,
twenty-seven Malawian NGOs, religious groups, anadg, and trade unions, was thus
established with the express intention of inputtmghe PRSP process, and was

supported in this by the international NGO, Oxfam.

Through its international contacts, MEJN was avthat the PRSP process was
supposed to be participatory, opening up a spacevib society groups. Nonetheless,
network members, initially, found it extremely dkffilt to gain access to both meetings
and relevant information, and were concerned ti@ptoposed three month time frame
was too short for them to be able to organise teéras and consult with their
constituent groups. Intent on capitalising onghecess’s claims to participation, an
email was sent to international contacts proclagmtalawi’'s PRSP & jok€. One of

the founding members outlines how this internati@@amunication came to enhance
the transformatory potential of the process.

We also, having had contact with Zambia who haittla bit of advance on us,
because they had started the PRSP process earkeipund out from them that
they had more than a year time for it, and in Mdlgivey only had about three
months. So one of the first things we did washby these organisatiofgMF
and World Bank}o make sure that the time would be enough to ntake
participatory process. So that was, in the begighnot very successful until,
one of us has a remark in an email, going onto @xd&ad other big
organisations saying, ‘this participation stuffhalawi, it looks more like a
joke’. So next thing Oxfam beamed it back intartkernet and says ‘ group in
Malawi says PRSP is just a joke’. And that actualas the clinch because
immediately after that there was a meeting oftal heads of thematic groups in
the ministry, and then they called us in and thegl ©k, you want to participate
now, let's make you participate’. And they wertually quite annoyed that this
had gone out on the internet. And it actuallyhihk it was what clinched things.
(MEJN member)

And so, by throwing an international spotlight be Malawian state’s hollow claims to

participation, MEJN managed, at the outset, to particular enablers into constraints,
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gaining places for its members in seventeen ofweaty-one thematic working groups,

and extending the overall timeframe for the formialaprocess.

As we have seen, MEJN participants were selectddantacted by MEJN'’s new
coordinator on the basis of their technical prefidy in the relevant thematic area.
These constituted, in the main, representativesmtibnal organisations and institutions.
This added a significant national NGO sector presda the PRSP process. And so,
while MEJN may be seen as an ‘outsider’ lobbyingifiwolvement on the basis of a
need for wider participation and the inclusion afider range of voices, it was,
nonetheless, at its inception, constitutive of amratdive version of civil society as
discussed in Chapter Two. As detailed later, ¢himposition has radically altered over
the intervening years, and MEJN now comprises aaghboth NGOs and locally based

associations and community groups.

8.2.2 The Community and Voluntary Pillar and Ireland’s Social Partnership

High levels of unemploymefftand socio-economic marginalisation in Irelandhia t
early 1990s were placing pressure on both the atateexisting social partners alike.
Simultaneously, a number of community and voluntagtor groups were turning their
attention to the Social Partnership process arguinigrms of issues, for a greater
emphasis on equity and social inclusion and, femtbelves, a place at the table. To the
forefront in this was the INOU (Irish National Assation of Unemployed) which,
formed in 1987, and focused on the policy goaudifédmployment, had from the outset

its sights set on Social Partnership, CORI (thef@emce of Religious of Ireland), a

% In 1991 unemployment in Ireland stood at 16.8%vbich a high proportion were long-term
unemployed (NESC, 1997)
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Catholic religious organisation commenting and kbg on social issues, and the

CWC (Community Workers Cooperative), a nationalvoek of community groups.

In 1996, following some community and voluntary amgsations’ involvement in some
of the institutions surrounding Social Partnergfigp example the NESF and the joint
Oireachta¥ sub-committee on unemployment), eight community esiuntary
organisations were offered Social Partner statuhégtate. The eight organisations
were as follows: CORI, CWC, INOU, ICTUCU, NWCI, NYCGSVP® and Protestant
Aid. Both the NWCI and the NYCI were invited tqoresent women and youth
respectively. The SVP, although it had not exglidobbied for inclusion (instead it
supported the INOU'’s lobbying efforts), with a mesndhip largely representing
‘middle Ireland’ and comprising some civil servakéen for the organisation to
become involved (illustrating the porosity betwesgaite and civil society in Ireland),
represented another Catholic grouping, while PtatesAid®® was reportedly invited to
balance the strong Catholic representation. The&CCMterested in gaining broader-
based representation, went on to form the Commuiéiform, an amalgam of national
community groups with a commitment to social in@dasand equality. The CWC
ceded its seat to the Community Platform followivigich all other community and
voluntary participant organisations, with the exeapof the NYCI, joined the Platform
as well as retaining their own seats. And soralieer confusing configuration of

community and voluntary pillar members joining fhrecess in 1996 was as follows:

7 parliamentary

®8 Conference of Religious of Ireland (CORI), ComntytWorkers Cooperative (CWC), Irish National
Organisation for the Unemployed (INOU), Irish Coegg of Trade Unions Centres for the Unemployed
(ICTUCU), National Women'’s Council of Ireland (NWCNational Youth Council of Ireland (NYCI),
and Society of Vincent de Paul (SVP)

%It is worth noting that Protestant Aid has no gplarm and had shown no interest in involvemerd. T
date its participation has been minimal yet itiretats Social Partnership status as it perceilisstd be
beneficial in funding terms.
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Table 8.2.2: Community and Voluntary Social Partnes: 1996 — 2003

CV pillar members Community Platform members
Community Platform
CORI CORI
ICTUCU ICTUCU
INOU INOU
NWCI NWC
NYCI -
SVP SVP
Protestant Aid Protestant Aid
CcwcC

Community Action Network (CAN)

European Anti-Poverty Network (EAPN)

Focus on Children

Forum for People with Disabilities

Gay and Lesbian Equality Network (GLEN)

Irish Commission for Prisoners Overseas

Irish Rural Link (IRL)

Irish Traveller Movement (ITM)

One Parent Exchange Network (OPEN)

Pavee Point

This configuration continued up to, and includitige negotiations in 2003 (although

membership of the Community Platform varied ovés time).

8.2.3 *“Our time has come Expectations of involvement

In both instances, international influences andaiisse celebrating new forms of
governanc® clearly played a large part in motivating partéigs to initially become
involved in both processes. Access to nationatpdbra was universally seen by civil
society groups at the time as ‘a good thing’. Bwciety in both Malawi and Ireland
was imbued with a strong sense of optimism thaptsigical climate was shifting
toward a greater pluralism in direction and outlookhus, in Malawi, where the good

governance discourse held sway...

®In Ireland’s case, the EU’s recent penchant fomeaship-type governance through the reform of the
structural funds in 1998 (doubling payments in 1886 leading to a total investment in Ireland dher
period 1989 to 1999 of eleven billion euro (aftardagy, 2002), and in Malawi the IFI's new interist
civil society participation through the debt relieitiative, HIPC.

27¢



| think there was an air of excitement in Malawattve have changed from Dr
Banda[ex-dictator]into this new government. And even the governneaily
had people’s trust. We really thought things anéng happen. We didn’t
expect things are going to change in the next wthr@e years the way they
had degenerated. We had thought now we are onghetrack. So civil
society opened up, there was no sense of feahaugiit we can be free to do
everything.
MEJN member)
In Ireland, there was also a view that the natiaggnda had moved towards issues of
equality and social inclusion. This, coupled vilike influx of structural funds from
Europe, suggested that this was an optimal moneerthé participation of the
community and voluntary sector. Parties enterdd poocesses with a high degree of
optimism and energy. As one ex-community and valgnpillar member noted
...at that time Social Partnership was taken a loterseriously than it is now...
| personally think looking back on it now, and la¢ time | thought, that most
organisations were giving too much, putting too gnerpectations on Social
Partnership, but it was very much seen as the af@aanisations had fought
for years to get in there, they suddenly found dedwves in there talking to
senior civil servants, ministers, leaders in IBECTU?, and sort of felt this is

the place to be.
(ex-CV pillar member)

There therefore appeared to be room within botlkgsses for a social agenda, thereby
expanding developmental debates and offering tkengial for transformative
participation. However, from the outset, thereavieieological divisions between
NGOs and community and voluntary pillar groupseagard to the form of participation
to be pursued. As noted in Chapter Seven, for ngaoyps the initial emphasis was on
securing places at the table / colonising spacgmliéics of presence / recognition’ in
Fraser’s (2000) terms, although perhaps leadimeetspective-based representation, as
theorised by Young (2000). Others entered witlt$iggoolicy demands, and were

focused on interest-based representation (Your@))20deological divisions were

"M |BEC (Irish Business and Employers Confederatit®J:U (Irish Congress of Trade Unions)
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thus apparent from the outset in both cases. Omenuinity and voluntary pillar
member outlines the divergence in approach inndacase.

But there were other organisations in there whoom& of whom hadn’t looked
for Social Partnership, and you know the most emgr@xample would be
[organisation X]but others as well, and others who'd sort of saéll if there’s
going to be community sector in Social Partnerstgpwant to be there too.
And hadn’t a clue what they wanted. Except foravess, press release sort of
statements you know? And we had a, you know, weinyehis was our
moment. And you had to deal with all these pewple were sort of learning
and weren't focused. And we used to have disaussuhich, certain groups
wanted things to be named, you know that strankiimvihe community and
voluntary pillar, We want the position fgfroup X]to be named, we want the
position offgroup Y]to be named. And we would say, ‘ok, you knowgdbwytou
think that’s going to make any difference to them?’

(CV pillar member)

In Malawi, participants quickly moved toward a pgliapproach with a general view

emerging that presence alone was not sufficient.

I think the civil society organisations on agriauk, education and health were
already in existence... So they were already orgdnibey were at least
moving forward. They had issues already which thagyted to influence. So
when they were put in these thematic groups itjustdike a carry over from
whatever they were already doing. For the othetass, starting to organise
people, for them to understand issues, and themderstand the PRSP process,
it was a deed. So by the time then they weresiagliso, so this was supposed
to be our role’, the process had already been cetepl

(MEJN member)

Within both processes over time, as we have se@mapter Six, the focus of NGOs
and community and voluntary groups turned primanolynterest-based representation —

i.e. inputting to specific policy areas with a viéavsolving specific problems.

8.2.4 Networking outward: Enablers to participation

As we have also seen in Chapter Six, NGO and contynand voluntary participants

enjoyed a degree of success at the outset in tranisig constraints to transformative



participation into enablers. A key factor in thegard was participants’ support from
wider networks. This was achieved through paréiots’ own agency in networking
outward and raising public debate on the respegptiveesses. As we have seen, MEJN
managed to both extend the timeframe for the PR&gBtiations and to secure places
within the majority of the thematic working groulpg drawing on the support of wider,
international networks. Through its intensive ol media work during the process,
the network raised its profile domestically, anchtven to secure two places on the final
drafting group for the strategy, together with plain the subsequent monitoring

committee.

In Ireland, community and voluntary pillar membessre aware of, and kept up-to-date
with, reforms within the EU’s Structural Funds praagnme, which favoured
participation of community and voluntary sectorups in policy formulation and
implementation at both national and local leveéltis was used as a lobbying tool to
gain access to Social Partnership at the outsbguagh, in contrast to MEJN'’s actions,
the EU was never directly lobbied for support. Heer, domestic public support
played a large part in the community and volunfaliar’s initial engagement, with
regular press briefings and interviews being cdroet. Indeed, as recounted by then
INOU Director Mike Allen, in his booKhe Bitter Word(Allen, 1998), it was his
impending interview with the popular national radews programmeyiorning

Ireland, expressing dissatisfaction with the process, thatgal key in bringing the
pillar gains in the area of employment policy. Shappened literally at the eleventh
hour, as he walked into the studio, and demonstitateimportance of networking

outside the process in building public supportdarticular positions, as well as
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throwing a spotlight on the process, thereby tramsing potential constraints into

enablers.

Participants in both processes, therefore, had ogles at the outset. Networking
outward and employing mass media to focus the p@galze on both respective
processes, they managed to secure concrete gainsase their power within both
processes, and move towards more transformativesfof participation. However, as
Chapter Six reveals, these gains were shortlivéth, emablers to transformative
participation once more being turned back into tramsts as time evolved within both

processes. The following Section explores howlhispened.

8.3 Disciplining participation, constraining capacity: Experiences
and implications of involvement

In Chapter Six, we saw the enablers to transforaatarticipation turn into constraints
within both processes over time. This occurredugh a narrowing of both discourses
and communication norms allowable in both processesvell as through the exclusion
of certain actors deemed ‘troublemakers’ within Medawian PRSP. Chapter Six also
highlighted the agency of some civil society aciarseinforcing certain constraints to
participation within both processes. Why did tlaelppt this course of action? What
was to be gained from internalising and promotiagohant discursive and
communicative norms? This Section explores thiesknigs further. Tracking the
experiences and motivations of NGO / community asidntary pillar groups within
both processes, | argue that these actions, indastés, were the products of a ‘self-

disciplining’ by certain civil society actors. both cases, | reveal that these were
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driven by actors’ own organisational developmerglgotogether with, among some

actors, perceived notions of personal status asstige.

8.3.1 Consolidation, fragmentation and exclusion: MEJN’sourney
In Chapter Six we have seen that, back in 2001,WBdce its presence was secured,
quickly adopted the dominant communications norngsolicy discourse favoured
within the PRSP negotiations. Moreover, MEJN wamnto urge its members to do so.
As we have seen, discussions within the themati&iwg groups were conducted at a
purely technical level and focused on programmégdesnd implementation, leaving
little room for engaging discourses which lay odesihe policy-oriented terms of
reference. MEJN’s coordinator and steering cone@itealised and accepted this early
on, and made efforts to adapt to these dominantragmcation norms by sourcing
‘technical experts’ for the different thematic gpsu As a result, as time wore on,
MEJN acquired a more professional, technical edgkita influence within certain
thematic groups is reported as having been sigmtic Network representatives report
that this ‘capacity’ was the key to opening dooithim the process.

| think the calibre of people we featured in therttatic working groups, but

also in the drafting, the technical drafting teafrtltte PRSP, was calibre that

wouldn’t be doubted, by the government, the doraord,everybody else. It

wasn't just people that would just sit down andckgbeople discussing

technical issues. So that instilled a lot of cdefice on the part of government.

They said ‘I think we can listen to the civil sagie

(MEJN Director)

Following completion of the PRSP strategy, the ekndecided that its focus should
move to monitoring its implementation. This mowgresponded to international donor
interest in monitoring the use of funds and counggcorruption, an international ‘good

governance’ agenda that dominates domestic puiskodrse in-country also, thereby

attracting both national and international attemtio MEJN'’s work, and contributing to
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the network’s growing status and profile. This solidated the image of the network as

one of the Malawi’s main civil society organisaton

Harnessing resources, excluding members
With MEJN moving into a new area of work which dtaiked neatly with the
international aid agenda, additional demands bémae placed on the network. Donor
funds began to drive the work of the network in reawd somewhat disparate directions,
with a focus on monitoring of outcomes rather ttewas originally envisaged,
building capacity among network members themselvA&doard member outlines the
problem,

But part of the MEJN lack of funding made us lankftinding and sometimes

go into kind of agreements that weren’t very goéad it kind of scattered our

attention a little bit all over the place... insteaflbeing more focused and

maybe sticking to some of the original objectivesd tve had set.
(MEJN Board member)

Over the last few years, MEJN has secured fundsarngd out programmes in a wide
range of areas including budget training for NG@d government officials (this,
corresponding to Igoe and Kelsall's (2005) analysighlights the porosity in state —
civil society relations in Malawi), budget monitog, research (on trade, service
delivery and maize distribution), and media workeonumber of issués Funding
support has diversified and MEJN, at the time afimg, was receiving support from
over ten donor$, the majority of whom fund specific programmesghadir choosing.

And so, it appears that MEJN has moved signifigaintim its original mandate of

2 At the time of field research (2005-2006) MEJN&se staff had increased from one to seven with
some research work being outsourced to consultants.

" MEJN donors include the following: the Canadiatetnational Development Agency (CIDA),
Christian Aid, the German development agency, DineisEntwicklungsdienst (DED), the UK
Department for International Development (DfID),p@aity Building International Germany (INWENT),
Irish Aid, the Open Society Initiative for Afric®GISA), the US-based National Democratic Institute
(NDI), Oxfam International and Trocaire.
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securing broad-based participation in governanoegsses, to what is now ubiquitously
referred to as its ‘watchdog role’. In this, ME3Nfajectory has come to resemble that
described by Gould et al (2005) and others (Pe2@Gf), Lewis and Opoku- Mensah,
2006) as outlined in Chapter Two, and demonsttaiesignificance of international
influences on the network’s development. Theseld@ments required a shift in
network members’ own focus and direction from poegi ways of working which
involved more active campaigning, to new, more iéxdd areas, such as budget
monitoring. However, despite training workshops by the secretariat in the area of
budget monitoring, member organisations provedtast to these changes, leaving the
secretariat to take on an increasing amount of wodctly.

But this shift ... has brought with it a number ohlidnges. Because the

expectation in the membership of MEJN has beerttiegtwould be involved in

the actual implementation of economic governand¢®ities or programmes

that MEJN has on the ground. Now the first chajkethat this has come with

has been that the organisation members of MEJN havsufficiently reworked

their work plans, or their own programmes to hatke b specific line on

economic governance. Which means that any dirdctd implementation has

been left to th@VIEJIN] secretariat.

(MEJN Director)

This increasing control and attempted ‘disciplining the secretariat, in turn, led to
conflict within the network where members, feelexgluded and sidelined, accused the
secretariat of becoming an NGO in its own right.tHe words of one network
member...

MEJN is a network. They should not be implementees them use their

members... Of course there have been some cladhe=ebeMEJN and their

members... And people have moved away from gettergated in MEJN.

Because MEJN wants to be the implementer. ... k thiait's a conflict, that's

where the conflict comes in now. So let them ifyewhat is their role. Are

they facilitators or implementers? MEJN is notN@O. The way | understand

it, it is a network.
(representative of MEJN member organisation)
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Some of this acrimony may be due to competitiomwvithe sector for resources. As
noted in Chapter Two, ‘NGO-ism’ is big businesdalawi, as elsewhere.
Employment within the sector is extremely lucrativieh high salaries on offer, in
particular for those successful enough to obtginsition within an international NGO.
MEJN's relatively rapid rise to notoriety and itscsess in attracting large sums of
donor support may well have led to envy within seetor. As noted by one NGO
member this can lead to problems when NGOs attéorfprm coalitions or networks...

The problems with the networks in Malawi is evedyboomes with different
motives. Some come because they think there isynsome are really
committed to the issues, others have other motivéiss .a question of give and
take.... There is a lot of power struggle, there ligtaf who is the NGO, who is
powerful...

(MEJN member organisation)

And so, as MEJN developed and began to employ staft its disciplining actions
also developed as it placed increasing emphasisapacity’, moving more into a role
of technical expert, than coordinator.

Because | think that even a number of the memlgamisations of MEJN are
viewing MEJN as a competitor, and not as one df thady to which they are
part. And this can partly be explained by the lewd expertise that are existing
within the civil society sector in Malawi. | thimke positive thing that has seen
MEJN moving much more tremendously than the otlgarsations is our
pragmatic approach in terms of staffing, becausessyethe minimum is we are
going to recruit somebody who has got say a Back@legree, or indeed whose
experience is closer to having a Bachelors degxesv generally, that is not the
approach in other civil society organisations in lshai...

(Director MEJN)

Many civil society organisations in Malawi, thegjuwant to make noise out of
emotions without investing in the research. Timwillingness to invest even in
proper human resources has been a stumbling block.

(Director MEJN)

And so, MEJN quickly moved from its initial objee#is — to secure broad-based NGO

participation engaging multiple perspectives —dousing a much narrower technical
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base, largely comprising core secretariat staffegponse to the discourse and
communication norms favoured by both the stateimtednational donors. This
involved a self-disciplining, together with an atigted (but failed) disciplining of
members. The positive consequences of these aatiere significantly increased
funding for the organisation, facilitating the cohdation of its status and profile, both
nationally and internationally. Negative conseqesnincluded rising conflict with its
membership base, growing competition with membees tunding, and the exclusion
of members deemed unsuitable or insufficiently aagted’ for MEJN’s new work
programmes — in short, a fragmentation of the sed®EJN’s story does not end here
however. Before moving on to explore subsequewntéldpments, we first turn to the
community and voluntary pillar’s journey within laed’s Social Partnership, where, as

we will see, many of the same issues arose.

8.3.2 Contestation, frustration and division: The communty and voluntary
pillar's journey

The community and voluntary pillar members’ expecies within Social Partnership
mirror those of MEJN to an extent, in that simdammunication norms privileging a
‘professional’, argument-based approach favouregicegroups over others, in
particular policy-oriented groups with research eegburces to support their positions.
As noted in Chapter Six, a key difference betwéenRRSP process and that of Social
Partnership was that, while the former placed otiety representatives into separate
thematic working groups, Social Partnership reguo@nmmunity and voluntary pillar
members to work together within their own pillahave they are required to produce
joint proposals and inputs. As a result, the migj@f many members’ time is taken up
in meetings with other groups within their own ailrather than with other actors

within the wider process. From the outset, withirge of different groups involved,
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the pillar proved to be a site of strong ideolobemntestation between participating
groups. Itis clear that a considerable proporibmembers’ time and energy went on,
as it was frequently putpegotiating within the pillar; as communication norms and

discourses proved as contested as, if not even tinane specific policy positions.

Ideological conflicts
The community and voluntary pillar formed in 193%abs out Gramsci’s theory of civil
society (and, in this case, a very small crossi@ethereof) as a hotbed of ideological
contestation and struggle. Ideological differenmested across a range of areas. There
were conflicts between issue-based /single comstityl groups focused specifically on
policy outcome (e.g. NYCI, INOU), and broader-bageaups who focused on process
as well as outcome (e.g. the CWC and some oth#oRtamembers). There were
conflicts between welfare-type approaches to sacghlision, as advocated in particular
by the religious groups such as CORI and the S¥kdre transformative ones which
aimed at structural change and, in some casesyautthange (e.g. NWCI, Platform,
INOU). For example the SVP acknowledges that...
...we don’t tend to look for huge changes, massiassive structural changes
in the way that other organisations might advodate So in a way you could
argue that we may maintain the status quo by Iapkan little tweaks and little
increments and little changes that ensure thattireently existing machine
continues in its present form and is nipped anéiédcaccording to certain key
needs or certain key gaps and blockages withirsyiséeem, but that we’re for the
system if you like. And | think that would reflettere thdSVP] members are
coming from...
(SVP representative)
Other groups operate out of a more transformagyeaach. For example, the NWCI
has a distinctly feminist approach, seeking stmadtchange towards a more equitably

gendered system. There were also conflicts in conmcation norms, with some

stressing a ‘professional’ approach (e.g. CORM)ofkers favouring wider, and
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sometimes emotional methods of communication (eegCWC, NWCI). While some
members, therefore, attempted to colonise andftranghe spaces available, thereby
enabling more transformative participation and ppehacting as ‘organic’ leaders,
others took on the mantle of ‘traditional’ leadexsting within the dominant hegemonic
framework. With this range of ideological diveysitow did the pillar operate? Before
turning to this, it is pertinent to examine theecoonstituent of the pillar in 1996, the

Community Platform.

The Community Platform — ‘organic leader’?
The Community Platform’s aim of bringing a widenge of voices into the process
suggests an initiative towards perspective-bagaesentation with the Platform
playing the role of Gramsci’'s ‘organic intellectual’he CWC and the ITM both claim
that the purpose of the Platform was wider thang®artnership, with the primary
aim being the establishment of a collective platfdéo promote issues of inclusion and
social equity. This is contested however by othemipers who claim that access to
Social Partnership was the primary aim of Platfteaders. A number of Platform
members (e.g. EAPN, IRL, Age Action) admit thatytih@ned the Platform primarily to
gain access to Social Partnership as they woultian# managed to do so otherwise as
their organisations were too small and under-resalito input independently. For
many members there was also a solidarity elememéher, as noted by one Platform
member

...the thing about Social Partnership is it runs as@roups because it's a

collective thing, so what you're shaping is thegaigpicture for a whole lot of

other people, not just the sector that you're imngelf.... Shaping the social

agenda and where resources are going to be plated bigger picture.
(CV platform member)
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Whatever members’ reasons for involvement, thefdttatwas very strong at the time it
first became involved in the Social Partnershipcpes, with meetings well attended at
the time. It appeared to be a priority for memtrgianisations and there was much

enthusiasm and energy around it.

While the constituency of the Platform would sudgessspective-based representation,
it remains unclear how this was mediated. Unfataly, it is beyond the remit of this
study to examine each member’s mechanisms of meuliaith its constituencies
(although, as noted elsewhere, research in thisianequired as it would contribute
toward filling a significant empirical void that isks on civil society activism in Ireland,
together with its implications for democracy moengrally). Notwithstanding this
limitation, it is pertinent to note that one ex-nig@ris concerns in this area went largely
unnoticed within the Platform.
We had concerns about what meaningful participat@meople who
experienced inequality and poverty, who was pgréiting, how structures and
processes could be out in place for that kind afipi@ation, rather than people
participating on their behalf.... And | would say nthat, how would | say it,
however | tried to voice that | didn’t voice it yewell, and it was heard very
much as criticism of the people who were involved inderstand it.... |
remember one meeting in particular that | foundyeifficult and the discussion
came up, | tried to articulate that we had an iet&grin building the
participation part of it. And the response backswary defended with people
saying that our organisation represents x numbegrofips and | have no
problem with participation, | represent blah, blamd | have no problem about
participation, so what's your problem?
(ex-Community Platform member)
It is also pertinent in this regard to note thetfBfan’s ex-coordinator's comment
which, similar to MEJN as it developed, revealsap getween Social Partnership
participants and those they represent. As witiMBIN secretariat, an internalisation

of dominant forms of knowledge is apparent wheregnvasked about aim of Platform,
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to secure policy outcomes|also] to try to reshape how decisions were made...
looking at the whole of the equality framework,dAometimes to groups on the
ground that might mean didly sqaty emphasisput actually, what it was
really really about was thinking longterm and sayihwe’re serious about
securing equality outcomes you've got to addressahin the system basically,
you've got to try and change the way structuregaige

(ex-Community Platform Coordinator)

From the ex-Coordinator's comment, it appears ttatPlatform, like the Irish state,
was outcome-based in its participation, appeanngetmore interested in changing
governance structures or, to use the NESC Direcfirtase;state building”, than in
perspective-based representation. The Platforraappo have been dominated by a
small number of core members.clique” as some members referred to it. Members
outside this ‘clique’ report that they sometimesrid their inputs ignored. One of the
Platform members who endorsed the 2003 agreeméirtezunow his views were
sidelined and rejected by the dominant ‘clique’hiitthe Platform which chose to
reject the agreement.

| had very strong views at the time, the mannevhich it[the 2003 strategy]

was rejected. The Community Platform have alwaysstsat anything they

would do would be based on inclusion principlebe Tirst time they ever took a

vote was then, and they rejected effectively sipless views, in my case very

strong views.

(Community Platform member)

The use of the term ‘they’ in this comment is telin that it demonstrates that a
member of the Platform nonetheless perceivessbatething separate, (this was also
the case with MEJN, where many members also refeoréhe network as ‘they’). The
Platform thus appears to have acquired, like MEaINgrganisational status all its own.
While its difficult and uncompromising (as evideddas its decision not to endorse the
2003 strategyposition is undeniable, questions may be raised #s truly

representative nature, and the manner in whideatders (and key members) mediated

Platform agency with their member constituencies.
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From transformation to bureaucracy: ‘Negotiating’ ithin the pillar
As noted above, the Platform operated within themaoinity and voluntary pillar, an
official community and voluntary construct of thate for involvement within the
Social Partnership process. With restricted acmessgny Social Partnership fora, the
majority of participants’ time was spent on meegiagd negotiations with other pillar
members. Engagement within the pillar proved texteemely time-consuming and,
for many groups, the most tedious and frustratiag pf the process, leaving little time
to engage with their own constituent groups andiatedheir views. In this, the
operation of pillar members begins to resemble ah#tte MEJN secretariat as it
became embroiled in the exigencies of the PRSP/M@DE&ess and related fora. Pillar
meetings largely consisted of discussions on pnareed how to prepare and present
inputs for ministerial group meetings, who to sefec different partnership-related
committees and fora, how to review plenaries - e as feedback from different fora
and circulation of draft papers. In addition, mangmbers also attended different
committee meetings related to the process. Onelbmedescribes the level of
complexity of the bureaucracy.
As a new person coming in | used to go to thermpillany first induction weeks, |
went to a pillar meeting and a Platform meetingouldn't tell the difference —
where one meeting ended — where another begaiin’t &now what they were
about — hadn’t a clue. | used to find it so bizatinat people were just ity and
it was just like a bureaucracy, and that we werd pathat bureaucracy really.
And I'd hear of people going to so many meetjegamittee meetings arising
from Social Partnership agreement$hey were burnt out, they were fed up,

and de-motivated, you know because there wastlgotitshow for it

(Community Platform member)

It is clear that the exigencies of both pillar &Hldtform meetings left little time for

much other work.
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| have to say when | look back at the work we dithe Platform, the amount of
time that we spent working within that space withibroader, then housed
within another Matridashka doll called the commyrand voluntary pillar that
was in another doll called Social Partnership, @asyjust incredibly labour
intensive

(Community Platform member)

While a number of organisations divide the workaoived between two or more people,
the average estimate of human resource requirerfaritse process is at least one
person full-time, with this intensifying during tiperiod of the negotiations.
Unsurprisingly these requirements exclude manymgdtom the process, in particular

smaller groups with no policy expertise...

to be involved you need to be a national organisgtyou need to have some
sort of resources. Now that itself a lot of thetsewouldn’'t have. And even for
ourselves, just to have the time and energy totdewat is huge in a way. And
almost too you'd need to be specialised in alhefareas and not just your own
because you're involved in it at every level... itlddoe hard to see how all
community groups on the ground could engage atlévad with a process like
this. (CV pillar member)

Elsewhere, the process was describetimasho” and ‘for the big boys”and thus far
from inclusive.
| was just thinking on the way in, my daughterasd her Junior Cert this year,
I’'m at home helping with exams. | couldn’t actyalhysically take part in
Partnership now even if | wanted to. And I'd dagts true of a lot of people. |
couldn’t possibly find the time... And it would aédtect the organisation as

well. So if you are involved in Partnership it beges almost like a fulltime job.
(ex-CV pillar member)

While many participants appreciate that at timeswork required can be demanding
this is generally seen as largely unnecessatry...

And during the Partnership talks a lot of the peopho were involved in the
talks were fulltime in the room for three montisid by fulltime | mean sort of
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four in the morning on a Sunday night, Monday magnsitting around waiting
for documents. This sort of macho negotiatingestyith the unions, employers
lobbying, sitting up all night trying to reach agr@ement. Which was
completely irrelevant to the way our sector worksduse we’re not into this
sort of looking over the brink and trying to pultao per cent increase out of...
it doesn’t make any sense. But it was seen aswach a priority area.
(ex-CV pillar member)
With these resource demands, Social Partnershipléady had an impact on the
direction and functioning of participant commurétyd voluntary organisations,
drawing resources away from other functions. Sjwadiy, community and voluntary

participants noted that their links with their resfive membership bases have suffered,

thereby affecting the nature and quality of thepresentation.

Conflict and frustration
Inevitably the ideological differences and poweuggles within the pillar escalated
into heated conflict and confrontation leaving m#pants tired, frustrated and de-
motivated. Two pillar members describe the atmospidthin the pillar leading up to
the negotiations in 2000.

There had been absolute murder to be honest with All through the process

it was just pure murder. There was just huge pastrerggles going on all the
time. (CV pillar member)

The pillar space was a pure head wreck. | meavai a head wreck. It was a,
a very very destructive, negative, place to be. (CV pillar member)

Tensions and animosity mounted as some particigsemtsonalised this conflict...

If you don’t agree with theimeferring to particular organisations within the
pillar] you're toast. And they will belittle you and derigou and slag you off
and persecute you, when you're around and wherrgagt around, and |
know.

(CV pillar member)
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Following completion of the 2000 strategy, whiletgapant organisations remained
unchanged, there were some changes in staff cotigppsSome of these reflected
individual career moves with some key actors mowmg state or semi-state positions,
a move again illustrating the porosity of the sttd community and voluntary sector
in Ireland, in line with that uncovered in an A&iitcontext through recent research.
Other moves simply reflected a disillusionment &mdtration with the process as
articulated by one ex-pillar member.
| left at that stage and | went to my organisation | said like, ‘I'm not doing
another one of these’.l:d grown out of it to some degree, and | just thbu..
| just said to them ‘I'm not going into another rting with [individual X]. And
I’m not getting into a power game that | don’t wanBecause | didn’t
actually... genuinely... | have no interest in sittiqmall night negotiating. |
have two small kids. | had a one-year old, anés yust ‘I'm just not doing it,
like’.
(ex-CV pillar member)
Although the composition of individual personaktiengaging in the process up to the
2003 agreement had changed somewhat, frustratmrisaed on through the 2003
negotiations, as articulated by a pillar membealizg that period.
People got very upset. Personally very upsebrdtight people down really.
Very, very macho and tempers frayed, and you kaththe rest of it. And at
the end of it you'd really have to ask ‘what waged from that?’
(CV pillar member)
Mediating relations within and without
It is agreedy all (state and community and voluntary pillarmieers) that the
negotiations in 2003 were very difficult in thaethgenda had changed, with little
funding on offer for social development. Havinglas point understood, and to a large
degree accepted, the norms of Social Partnerstipasing specific budgeted policy

commitments within a problem-solving framework, commity and voluntary pillar

members in the 2003 negotiations found that the=e wot on offer by the state.
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Moreover, one of the enabling features identifre€Chapter Six, direct access to key
state servants, was also now being denied by atades. Pillar members found
themselves disoriented, powerless and exclude@. r@$ultant agreement left members
torn between maintaining relations built up witkine process, and honouring those
with their constituencies without. A split waswitable. Following completion of the
2003 agreement, it was decided (by a majority vaith)in the Platform to publicly
reject it. While there has never been a formdlication requirement for Social
Partnership agreements, both the term itself (ageeéas opposed to strategy in
Malawi’'s case), and the unwritten codes of condhet surround it, imply endorsement
of resultant strategies by all. The Platform’sotijon of the 2003 agreement (or non-
agreement as it thus wé$)although it attracted sparse media coverage aitedifto
generate wider public debate on either the proocet® issues, nonetheless appears to
have perturbed both the state and remaining SPeidhers alike, in that it highlighted
the reality of false consensus and underminedetjiéirnacy of both the process and its
remaining participants. This is evidenced in thesequences for the dissenting parties
which were removed by the state from the procesingd their Social Partner status, an
issue discussed in more detail in the precedingp@nhdSeven). What is worth noting
here however, is that the punitive consequencedissenting groups came not just
from the state, but also from members within thecnity and voluntary pillar itself,
as well as from other pillar members. One ex-pgudint outlines its experience of this.
But what'’s interesting is that some of the grouyz stayed in the pillar, and
some of the trade union groups... would be even margive than the state
itself... more exclusionary than the state itselfThe NESF has project teams.
Now there was an election. That was based on iterier— just an election.
We didn’t get elected even though it was sometikagtypical work in the

labour markefan issue the group specifically works on]
(ex-2003 CV pillar member)

" While the Community Platform, as a coalition, oégel the 2003 strategy, many individual member
organisations (e.g. CORI, ICTUCU, INOU, SVP, Praes Aid, IRL and Age Action Ireland) chose to
endorse it.
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This exclusion of dissenting groups by other cdatiety groups themselves illustrates
powerful hegemonic divergences among Social Partwéhin the process, with
remaining Social Partners keen to excoriate dissefiem all fora associated with
Social Partnership. Thus, for many participanisai@ing within the process,
relationships built up within, with state actorslasther Social Partners, remain

paramount.

Fragmentation and division

This split, following the 2003 strategy, led torieased fragmentation within the sector.
Both new and ex-pillar members have lost their &fgp#or collective ways of working.
Both flagging energy levels and, as in Malawi, cefitipn for resources appear to be
the reasons for this. Within the re-constitutdthpimembers are adopting more
individualist approaches.

| kind of body-swerved the collective becauserklihat we've shown it seldom
happens, not in the public domain. Especially wiamhave a number of
formidable individuals who are going to do theirrothing anyway.

(CV pillar member)

| will probably expend less energy in constructingtructure of a pillar than |
will spend on implementing 20{tBe 2006 strategy].The pillar can be a
draining place, a lot of procedural issues get iptay, people start arguing
about voting rules, and all sorts of rules and riagions, and | think that’s
frankly a waste of energy and time.

(CV pillar member)

Because | think it's very clear, as much as wedamocratic within the pillar,
as much as we have worked to make a pillar positlus is not a consensus
game, this is not a cooperation game. Every orteefifteen of us is out for
our own agenda and we really couldn’t give a hdodwat the others.

(New CV pillar member)
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Meanwhile, outside the process from 2003 to eadly72 the Community Platform
weakened considerably, with Platform meetings repity being very poorly attended
and many affiliations just nominal. It appeard th& appetite for collective action has
waned within the sector in general as well as an®wgal Partners.
| don’t think people are good in this country... veerms to have a problem in
Ireland about setting up big coalitions, big all@s, they always fall apart
again. And | think there’s something about hovgfmented we are, there’s a
suspicion of big alliances, people don’t put toccmenergy into big alliances
| think it's partially a suspicion... there’s a fumgj competition as well,

everyone has to justify their own funding.
(ex-2003 CV pillar member)

And there aren’t many organisations, again the Comity Workers Coop is

probably an exception, who now think[iatform]important. We’ve gone

from a situation where you’'d have two or three gedppm each organisation

at a typical Platform meeting to where you'd nowé&anaybe only six or seven

people in the room out of the twenty something misgdions. It's a complete

change-around. It's no longer seen as priority.

(Community Platform member)

As in Malawi, the community and voluntary pillar mbers’ experiences serve to
demonstrate the ideological diversity within thetsein Ireland. Their experiences
also illustrate the highly competitive nature of gector. This loss of appetite for
collective action perhaps paves the way for greatgagement and mobilisation of

members / representative groups, although the maydagain change with the

Platform, led once more by the CWC, re-enteringaitueess in 2007.

The Disciplined turn to Disciplining: The 2003-200CV pillar
Following the state’s ejection of dissenting pillaembers in 2003, new groups were
invited by the state to join. While the processtfe inclusion of new pillar members

was open, with any national organisation reportéeg to apply, some (for example
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The Wheel®) were explicitly invited to apply. Not all orgasaitions that applied were
accepte®. While the criteria for eligibility were quite dad (to be a national
organisation, to have a proven track record, armbtrepresentative of a broad societal
group), it appears that criteria were somewhati flwith other unwritten factors also
coming into play. Following the 2003 restructutiagnew community and voluntary
pillar configuration emerged, divided between araipillar members who had
endorsed the 2003 agreement (six) and nine new exantbe latter organised into
thematic strands. The new pillar, constitutingeager proportion of the voluntary end
of the community and voluntary spectrum, and peshblystrative of the state’s

normative conception of civil society (see previ@lsapter), is as follows:

Table 8.3.2: Community and Voluntary pillar members 2003 — early 2007

Thematic Strand Pillar member

- CORI

- ICTUCU

- INOU

- NYCI

- SVP

- Protestant Aid

Disability Strand Disability Federation of Irela(idFI)

Carers Strand Carer’s Association of Ireland

Children’s Strand Children’s Rights Alliance (CRA)

Community Strand The Wheel

Elderly Strand Age Action Ireland*
Irish Senior Citizens Parliament

Housing Strand Irish Council for Social Housing
National Association of Building Cooperatives of
Ireland

Rural strand Irish Rural Link* (IRL)

*former members of the Community Platform

S At an unrelated meeting with the Chair of SociattRership, The Wheel Director claims that he
introduced the topic of Social Partnership and ssgggl that the organisation might be interested in
putting in an application. “.various things were said that led us to understaixj. speaks very, you
interpret things you know?”

% In interview, representatives of the DepartmerarfTaoiseach refused to divulge who these groups
were or the reasons for their refusal.
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Two principal features characterise the newly retituted pillar, post 2003. First,
notwithstanding their individualist strategies, niears are determined to present a
united, consensual front and dispel any impressbuisssent, disagreement and
conflict within the pillar. In many respects thewpillar which, in the words of one
member, has nowcome of age’appears to have followed a similar path to that
travelled by MEJN, now conforming more closelyhe professionalised
communication norms privileged by the process.
| would have two experiencpsorking within the pillar].. the experience
before, during 2003, Sustaining Progress, was naddfeult in that agreement
or consensus within the pillar was always moreadift... In the last three years
there was a serious attempt to address that realitythink members of the
pillar, although there are and was tensions, camewth a working

arrangement whereby we’d by and large put togethemain priorities.
(CV pillar member)

Experiencdwithin pillar] has generally been very good. | think it's beaiteq
business-like. (new CV pillar member)

Second, although cognisant of the need to incldlder@roups within the pillar (in
particular groups representing women, travelletstae ‘new Irish’), many members of
the pillar are clear that the ‘professional’ codésonduct will need to be recognised

and adhered to by all. A disciplining (in the Faultlian sense) element has entered the
pillar, where there is no longer any room for grempt committed to a problem-solving
discourse employing what have become the normatiwemunication methods of
“reasonable’evidenced-based argumentation. Any other commatiae&approach, as
articulated by one new pillar member below, is rpmrceived as knocking the process,
dragging down pillar members, and demonstratirerck bf respect for the process and

its participants.



...I suppose | have no difficulty for any organisas@oming in once they’re
coming in for the right reasons, and not to kndekwhole process and not to
drag us all down... It's a lot about attitude as M#lpeople. | think the
community and voluntary platform could make a \msitive role in
partnership once it doesn’t try to unbalance thepect that we’ve built up.
(new CV pillar member)
It is too early to tell how the CWC and NWCI, retening the process in early 2007
will react to this disciplining. While, as previsly noted, it lies beyond the parameters
of this research to determine whether this disgiptj extends to participant
constituencies, some members’ comments on thetoésdll’ the resultant agreement
to their own organisation’s membership, togetheéhwhe comment of one new
community and voluntary pillar member, reflectinglwow its organisation’s
involvement in Social Partnership has affecte@jgroach toward its members,
provide some pointers in this regard.
| think we’re becoming more the how to of makireg gtuff[policy
commitments within the recent agreemerdjel and developing our skills
around how do we enable and support organisatioitisinvour own sector to
work coherently into that stuff and issues moréhsm being an agency that will
say or list out what are the top ten issues. ...camnit just carry on in your
ordinary way.... We've started already trying to get own organisations to

understand that.
(New CV pillar member)

Communication and dialogue appear to be more opalown nature with an emphasis
on disseminating information on the agreement’sas“making that stuff travel”
and“trying to get our organisations to understand... The approach is strongly
consonant with that of Gramsci’s ‘traditional iméekual’ leadership, and appears to
offer little scope to member organisations to goesbr challenge the agreement’s

contents, or indeed the strategy and approacls o¢jiresentative organisation.

" The newly reconstituted community and voluntatiapipost 2007 had not yet begun meeting at the
time of writing.

29¢



However, it remains unclear if this is a generaliyd view within the pillar, or one
particular to this organisation quoted. Furtheesrch exploring pillar participants’
relations with their member organisations, inclgdam examination of the agency of
members themselves, is necessary to explore fulyquestion of ‘disciplining’ versus

‘conscientising’.

8.3.3 MEJN and the Community and Voluntary Pillar: Disciplined and
Disciplining

Bringing the journeys and experiences of the twoupgmgs together (MEJN and the
community voluntary pillar), we see that both héneelled a difficult, demanding and
sometimes rocky road through their respective mse® The experiences of both
groups strongly resemble each other up to thistpadeological differences between
and among constituent members were apparent frerautset, although arguably more
so within the community and voluntary pillar tharthin MEJN. Members of both
groupings clearly found efforts to work as an ite=d homogenous construct
challenging, with MEJN members resisting by notraty their work plans to fulfil the
monitoring role ascribed post-PRSP formulation,l&Zbbmmunity and voluntary pillar
members found efforts to overcome differences hoitrating and exhausting. There
is undoubtedly an important lesson here for comaterg and practitioners viewing
(and financially supporting) civil society coalitis as idealised homogenous constructs.
The procedural and communication norms of bothgsses, internalised by
participants, clearly exacted a toll. Groups arghnisations not adhering to the norms
were marginalised, from within their own sectorsd gnoupings, as well as by the state,

and splits within both constructs were the inevéalesult. Both processes today
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involve a narrower array of actétsvho, through their own agency, have
‘professionalised’ their behaviour and assumedipeonsensual, cohesive front,

enjoying a higher official profile and more soliddncial base in return.

8.3.4 : Interpreting participants’ actions: Culture and discipline

While so far | have demonstrated the discipliniotians of specific actors within civil
society groups in both processes, the questioninsnaa to why actors in both
processes adopted dominant norms and turned tmacif self-disciplining when, as
we have seen, the result was conflict, exclusieatasal fragmentation, and the erosion
of opportunities for transformative participatiomhis question may be explored in two
ways. One is to examine participants’ own peragivenefits of the respective
processes. The other is to consider the widetigallicultures within which both

processes are embedded.

In relation to the first, participants were askdthithey felt the main benefits of
engagement to be. In both Malawi and Ireland ptivecipal answer to this question
was enhanced prestige and status for their orgamsarhis, in turn, was felt to afford
access to key information and policy fora. In Mal as we have seen, MEJN’s
involvement in the PRSP/MGDS process has cleadydint notoriety and status to the
network, in the form of both access to officialdand, not insignificantly, to a large
pool of donor funding. MEJN is now recognised as of the most powerful NGO
groups in the country, calling itsétin official representative of the civil societ§’

and regarded by the state as an umbrella fonallsaciety. For this reason, in 2005,

8 Although again, both the Community Platform and @Ng re-entry to Social Partnership, on the
surface, represents a widening of the Social Pagttipe process, it remains to be seen how thisplaly
out within what has been argued to be a largebkcigiined’ community and voluntary pillar.

" MEJN Programme Support DocumémMEJIN, 2004c)
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the state deemed it sufficient to invite MEJN al¢oet of all Malawian NGOs) to
participate in the MGDS. As a World Bank repreaéwé put it when speaking of the
consultation process for the MGD$&know some NGOS that are scattered all over
have not been consulted. What government hasidaoacentrated on a few that are

regarded as powerful”.

Many of MEJN’s member organisations who particigatethe PRSP formulation
process cite the main benefit of participation @isi@p the opportunity to network with
donor organisations. They felt that being pathefprocess gave them a competitive
edge and a ‘seriousness’ that was helpful in attiexgppo secure additional funding for
their organisations. Participation in the proogas perceived to bring a status and
prestige to the participant organisations, fadiligtheir access to resources in the ever-

competitive NGO sector.

In Ireland, some community and voluntary pillar niers also alluded to this perceived

status. In the words of one of the new pillar mersh.

The fact that you've got that mark, that you'verbescognised as a social partner
does add credence and credibility to your casdpés. There is a certain ‘oh,
they’re a Social Partner, right, they've obvioublyd to achieve a certain
standard’...

(new CV pillar member)

Other pillar members spoke of perception of powat some participants felt they had
attained.

...at times | could sit back in amusement at the whodeess and the vying for
positions around a table. Some of my partnersigotiations wanted to be seen
at the top table all the time and | was kind of beed at their antics sometimes,
trying to be seen to be in positions of influennd,at times, it didn’t really matter
whether they were or not.

(CV pillar member)

301



Indeed, participation in Ireland’s process exgdljottonfers a status in that participants
are known as ‘Social Partners’. Again, as in Maland as detailed in the preceding
Chapter (Seven), this has had the advantage atatig additional state resources for
certain participant organisations. Community aolintary pillar members also noted
that their Social Partner status afforded themsst® both key civil servants and other
Social partners (from other pillars as well asrtio@in); access that proved difficult

prior to their attainment of this status.

Thus, participation in the respective processeeiliseived to have brought with it a
status and prestige for participating organisatishigh has facilitated their access to
key decision makers and influencers, as well agrsegadditional financial resources

thereby further strengthening their position arability.

A second, and related factor, lies in the politmatures within which both processes
are embedded. Disciplining actions within bothgasses are illustrative of these
broader cultures. As we have seen in Chapter Thadigical cultures in both Malawi
and Ireland embody many common features includiagarchical structures of social
relations in which loyalty and conformity to potitil leaders remains strong, with
conflict and dissensus not readily tolerated. €hesms accord with NGO and
community and voluntary pillar participants’ perteps that state fora are the place to
be, together with the disciplining actions of cisdciety leaders within these fora.
However, we also saw in Chapter Three that the®dtarian, hierarchical norms
within both countries are changing, with the mestigerging as a growing public space

fostering critical analysis and transparency. Aswill see, this public space proved
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crucial in determining the differentially evolvirigrms of leadership among Malawian

and Irish civil society participants respectively.

8.4 Fostering public debate and transforming participaion: MEJN as
‘organic leader’?

As | outlined in Chapter Six, as time evolved withioth processes, a key difference
between Malawian and Irish civil society participagency emerged in relation to their
actions in fostering ‘communications without’ arailsing public debate. While MEJN,
in its ongoing intensive media work, maintainedualc spotlight on the PRSP process
and its own engagement therein, community and vatyrpillar members, adopting the
‘confidentiality’ norms of Social Partnership, sifipantly decreased their work in this
area, thereby dimming the public spotlight on ktbhprocess and their engagement
within it, and effectively silencing relevant pubtiebate. This paucity of public debate
in Ireland has allowed the issue of community aoldintary pillar members’ agency
and legitimacy within the process to continue lgrgmquestioned (either by organs of
the state or of civil society). In contrast, in lslai, the healthy public debate on the
PRSP, both in terms of its developmental implicadiand in terms of participant
agency, has included challenges to MEJN and itsisl#o representivity. This has had
implications for evolving forms of leadership withihe secretariat, once again

potentially increasing the space for transformagigeticipation.

8.4.1 Networking outward: Legitimacy challenged
MEJN’s trajectory to this point largely corresporidshat of many NGOs embracing
the normative model of the ‘good governance’ erawibned in Chapter Two, whereby

it appears that the impetus at the time of the odtw establishment — that of bringing
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a wider set of voices espousing the concerns aedas of the poor — had become
over-ridden by the agendas of funding agencie®-ptbfessional requirements of
which led to a widening gap between the secretahatnetwork’s membership and the
people it was purporting to represent. And sahi® point, MEJN was responding to
international influences which, as has become a&ppaappear largely unconcerned
with issues of legitimacy and representation. HewveVIEJN’s story does not end here
as wider national debates and critiques, informethternational debate and, in

particular, by the national media, began to maké timark.

With the growing gap between its members and theetariat occurring at a time when
MEJN was gaining national and international rendlmough its use of the mass media,
MEJN'’s secretariat began to find itself confrométh charges of legitimacy from

within Malawi’s civil society sector. From its ésadays of relying on the World
Bank’sVoices of the PoofNaryan et al, 2000) as a basis for its inputhéoPRSP,
MEJN’s management and secretariat were faced wgtlowing consciousness that the
network had not consolidated a grassroots basehwhight feed into policy and
advocacy activities, thereby putting into practice theory of participatory economic
governance® that the network espoused and informing a persmebased
representation. Indeed, with policy and programmeke country becoming more and
more decentralised, the MEJN network appearedehgeembodiment of the ‘elite’

NGO divorced from its roots, as depicted in théical development literature of the
late 1990s. MEJN remained a largely urban-baséaark, purporting to represent the
poor, yet with an office and entire staff in Lilomg. In 2002, cognisant of these issues,

responding to public critiques, and seeking to obidate a grassroots base, the MEJN

80 SeeMEJN Programme Support DocuméREJIN, 2004c)
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secretariat began to build a local network of repn¢ation in the form of what became

known as the District Chapter Programme.

8.4.2 Networking inward: The District Chapter Programme

MEJN'’s District Chapter Programme consists of Iiycalected voluntary committees

of eight to ten people claiming to represent therasts of their communities at district
level. At the time of writing, committees had besstablished in twenty-seven of
Malawi’'s twenty-nine districts. Each district has its own local government fire i

with the country’s decentralisation policy. Whilee initiative for the Chapter
Programme came from MEJN secretariat staff, conasstivere elected locally and
consist principally of representatives of both Idg&Os and local community-based
associations including youth groups, women’s grotgth-based groups, and trade and

business associations.

This new model for the network represents an istarg development in a number of
ways. First, it unveils the richness and divertityt is civil society in Malawi. In
doing so, MEJN has challenged many of the normatsgimptions upon which it was
founded. Second, the innovative model, linking MEJInormative ‘elites’ at national
level with associations and groups on the grountemially provides a channel for
local voices to articulate their situation and egjions (corresponding to Young's
(2000) ‘perspective based representatipmoth at local government level, and
nationally. This introduces a political dimensioriocal associational activism directly
contesting the widespread assertion of apoliti@$ivic life in Malawi as discussed in

Chapter Two. In its initiative in establishingghstructure, MEJN’s role may be likened

81 Malawi had twenty-eight districts. One of thessswecently split into two to make twenty-nine.
MEJN has set up Chapters in all except the disto€N'neno and Likoma.
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to that of an ‘organic intellectual’ (although,\as see below, the nature of the
secretariat’s mediation with these groups remaimsested). Third, this development
illustrates the importance of external communiceiand debate (in this case both
charges of legitimacy from the wider arena of ceatiety, including the media, and the
national policy of decentralisation with its attand discourse of participatory
governanc¥) on the network, despite its consolidated relatiaith both the state and

international donof&.

Contesting dominant communication norms: Perspeetibased representation versus
evidence generation

Responding to critiques, MEJN secretariat’s airdemeloping the District Chapter
structure was to institutionalise a national suetof representation which would
enable the secretariat to bring people’s issues the ground to the national policy
arena. This was to be achieved by Chapter conmemtiembers systematically
gathering data and information in specified aréasd security, health, education etc.)
and feeding this upwards to the secretariat fortWHaIN terms itsevidence based
advocacy®, thereby responding to growing charges of legitinagainst the network.
Chapter members, however, have a very differemvifr their work. In interviews,
committee members in eight different districtsestiphasised that they were interested
in representing their local communities, bringiagues of local concern and interest to
local government structures. In particular, meralvegre interested in moving beyond
the main town within the district (where many cortiee members live) and going out

to villages and settlements in outlying areas. Mers were emphatic that MEJN's role

82 The new Constitution Act No. 7 of 1995 (ChapteWXprovided for the creation of local government
authorities whose responsibilities include the potion of local democratic participation.

8 It should be acknowledged that, cognisant of widiitues, these relations also appear to be
increasingly dependent on MEJN demonstrating atitutisnal capacity to represent the poor.

84 SeeMEJN Programme Support DocuméREJIN, 2004c)

30¢



lay in facilitating people at the grassroots tacatate their view and concerns. As one
Chapter member put it.. MEJN is for the people... If MEJN is only for the laom
[district main town]then we are a failure. It's the people in thesprots who need
MEJN moré. Many committee members were already engagekisroutreach work
and had taken the initiative to hold meetings witlage groups bringing the issues
raised back to the relevant authorities in localegpment offices in what may be
perceived as a move toward more perspective-bagedsentation. Specific instances
of this work cited ranged from moving forward dex@hents on local services, to
mediating local political disputes. There is, #fere, clearly a divergence of views on
the role and function of local committee structutegether with understandings as to
what constitutes representation and participatMhile for the secretariat, having
internalised dominant forms of communication, tleigresentative structure is there to
collect ‘evidence’, i.e. carry out research on #peareas as selected by the secretariat
(often following donor requirements), committee nieems, employing more popular
forms of communication, appear to view their radeagportal for the views and
perspectives of local communities (however thesg beadefined or identified) to be
fed upward to key decision makers, both througir thven Chapter committee

representatives at district level, and through eéhafsthe secretariat at national level.

This bifurcation is not lost on Chapter membergp&atedly the question of
representation was raised by committee membeestiaslated by one member..who
do we represent — do we represent MEJN or do weesept our communities? When
prompted to respond to their own question, comeitbembers replied that they felt
they represented their communities and that theNVd&kretariat should be there to

facilitate them in doing this. The committee mensbquestion is illuminating in that it



highlights the contradiction between perspectiveebarepresentation and the discursive
and communicative norms adopted by MEJN. Whilestiretariat, enmeshed in donor
and state relations, is keen to direct committeeseeting their (donor and state)
agendas by collating select pieces of evidencagpat its ‘evidence-based advocacy’,
thereby forestalling agendas and issues that riginadised, committees themselves,
enmeshed in local relations, appear more keerkéotteir agendas from local
‘communities’ (in itself a problematic concept ageherally mediated through the local
TA (Traditional Authority’®)), thereby offering a channel to communities tigioless

bounded, open dialogue and communication.

Committee members have begun to challenge memb#rs secretariat to listen to and
support their plans for the future. A number afncoittees have put forward concrete
plans for projects they wish to carry out, and eéheere calls for more supports and less
directives from the secretariat. It would seem tha heretofore-neglected local
associations and actors within Malawian civil spcisountrywide have found their
political voice and are keen to use it. MEJN tlaarly played a key role in facilitating
this (albeit perhaps unwittingly) in its initiative establish the Chapters. MEJN'’s role
as civil society leader in this context would seemway from ‘traditional’ to ‘organic’
in the Gramscian sense, as the secretariat attemptediate between the requirements
of funders and those of communities and Chaptemtittees on the ground. In an
‘organic’ sense, the secretariat has provided suppahe Chapters in the form of
budget monitoring training, introductions to logalvernment officials, and a small
stipend to cover their expenses. A DED-funded postides full-time coordination to

the Programme, where local committees are supportadiculating and developing

8 In Malawian political life elements of both modeand traditional co-exist. TAs or Chiefs, a hetaui
title, form part of the local government structu¢exyether with locally elected councillors and NMBad
mediate many local, community-based, socio-politiektions.
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their own activities. A gap remains in feedinglgss and perspectives upwards
however. While some of this may be due to timest@mnts on secretariat staff
workloads, quite possibly the communications nooingational-level deliberations,
underpinned by cultural norms of knowledge and eigee(see Chapter Three), result
in bottom-up communication structures remainingwa priority for secretariat staff. In
its acceptance of these dominant norms of knowledigeourse, and communications,
and also through some ‘gatekeeping’ of NGO parittgn at national level, the
secretariat may therefore be seen to be swingiok teavard Gramsci’s ‘traditional’

form of intellectual leadership.

8.4.3 Mediating relations within the MGDS: MEJN as ‘bridge’?

In its own literature, MEJN describes itself adadge’ between the Malawian state
and civil society, facilitating civil society’s adeacy and lobbying of government and
donord®. As we have seen, the District Chapter Programifeeed significant

potential for MEJN to re-invigorate its analysigtis regard by drawing from the lived
realities and analyses of local communities as atedithrough Chapter committees in
Freirean fashion. However, with the advent of M®DS in 2005, this has not
happened. Although the District Chapters werebdisteed during the period 2002-
2004, Chapter members, when interviewed, were urewafahe process for the
formulation of the MGDS, as were MEJN’s originalmmger organisations. Indeed,
both Chapter members and original member organisatre largely unaware of much
of the secretariat’'s national-level work as tims baolved. Unlike the PRSP process,
and despite its own characterisation &isradge” , MEJN’s involvement in the MGDS

negotiations was restricted to just two secretatiaf members. Just one feedback

8 MEJN Programme Support DocumémMEJN, 2004c)
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workshop was organised for member NGOs, and thispisrted as having been hastily
organised and poorly attended. There are a nuaoilveasons for this limited and,
arguably, non-representative participation, or wWraser (2005: 76) has terméxis-
framing”, wherein secretariat members appear to be suirsgitior (rather than
representing in any visible way) their constituesci First, the MEJN secretariat,
having established the grassroots-based Distriap@h structure, continued to
privilege ‘professionalised’ communication normscArding to MEJN'’s Director,
interviewed in 2006, this professionalisation irnwad building the organisation’s
research capacity in line with the communicatioigemcies of both the state and

donors.

...[1] think we must do a lot of research to support@asition... research
based advocacy to support positions that we haaditionally held. Before we
just argued out of emotion but we have seen tharadge of providing well
researched options, even to the government itsedf this has even seen certain
quarters within the government asking the civilisgcto conduct research
which otherwise would have been done by the gowenrhtu fill a particular
gap. This is what the SDS[Service Delivery Satisfaction Surveys — an
Oxfam-funded programnii§ are doing that, government used to do that. It's
part of the process of recognising the role thatl gociety can play.

(MEJN Director)

This necessarily means focusing resources in tieetthn of research and technical
support rather than toward supporting, nurturing eepresenting the membership. This
aligns with donor interest in specific pieces oligoresearch and advocacy (with the
exception of the DED which, interested in the dé@disation process, continues to
fund the District Chapter Programme), but leavitie lfesources or time to liaise

systematically with members and feed their perspesinto national policy processes.

8 The SDSS is a formal questionnaire-based survegople’s satisfaction with local services. Wiiile
may be perceived as affording local people a v@aaymber of interviewees noted that its formal,
closed-ended format and narrow focus on servidgatglsets strict parameters on participants’
contributions and misses the fundamental poinesburce distribution.
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Indeed, despite the District Chapter structurehenground, the comments of MEJN's
Director appear to leave no room for ‘local knovged', discourses and truths in
MEJN'’s national-level work. Second, as noted irm@tlbr Six, the communication
norms of the MGDS process privileged technocraputs and left little space for other
forms of communication which MEJN may have collattedugh its membership
structures. These norms had, at this point, betenmalised by the secretariat who,
moving back into the role of ‘traditional intelleet’, saw little point in involving ‘less
capacitated’ members. Third, the MGDS processasaslucted over a relatively short
time frame, leaving MEJN with little opportunity toobilise inputs from Chapter
members. It is noteworthy however that the sededtdid not make any effort to delay
the process in order to be able to consult witimgsnbership (as it had during PRSP
development). Instead, the Direct8"me was balanced between attending the
various meetings connected to the MGDS, carryirtgwedia interviews (unconnected
to the MGDS), and catching up with the growing paperk attached to donor-funded

projects and programmes.

And so, MEJN, by 2006, having participated in fijgars of the PRSP/MGDS process,
emerges as a very different organisation to thgtrally envisaged by its founders.
Over the period it has travelled a heady journeput, and around the dominant
hegemonic terrain, at times assuming the role ébaganic intellectual’ leader, while
at others swinging back to more ‘traditional’ forofdeadership. From the outset,
MEJN emerged as a challenge to the procedural ofdbe PRSP, securing NGO
participation and delaying the process to assudemgonsultation. Its ongoing media

work demonstrates a continued commitment to raigirgic debate and challenging

8 |n what is perhaps a telling reflection of MEJN&svelopment over the years the position of
Coordinator has now become that of Director, intificpthat the leader’s role is now to direct ratthem
coordinate.
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certain dominant assumptions in relation to thentgyts socio-economic future.
Although MEJN's recent national-level work suggekest the secretariat members have
internalised procedural norms, thereby becominggfahe hegemonic apparatus, the
secretariat’s initiative in tapping into the divigyf civic life nationwide in an effort to
secure a grassroots base brings with it new clggkerboth to the network itself and to
its situation within or without the hegemonic ordend to civic life in general within
the country. MEJN'’s ongoing journey serves to destiate two important things.
First, MEJN has highlighted the inaccuracies ohmative accounts of Malawi’s largely
apolitical, voiceless, ‘ignorant’ civic life, by wgiling the diversity, dynamism and
potential that permeates Malawi’s civil societyec8nd, both MEJN'’s journey within
the PRSP/MGDS process at national level, and fitstefto mediate between the
exigencies of state and donors on the one handfsanmiembership on the other, have
demonstrated the significance of diverse politreddtions and the importance of public
communication in challenging and potentially tramsfing these relations. While there
are those who bemoan the network’s increasing psajaalism...

MEJN was great. MEJN lost direction...| think MEJakost its fire. It will

become yet another NGO trying hard to justify ks&nce.

(MEJN original member organisation)

...its locally based membership still lies waitingtie wings, with members of some
District Chapter committees becoming increasinglgal about secretariat support in
their efforts towards more perspective-based remtasion at both local and national
level. It remains to be seen how MEJN'’s secrettavith negotiate the conflicting
normative demands of state and donors, on the ané, land Chapter members and
their ‘communities’ on the other. ‘Bridging’ thesslations and poised with one foot in,

and one foot out of the hegemonic order, MEJN'areidecisions and actions could
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prove both insightful and inspirational to commuyrand voluntary pillar members in

Ireland caught in a similar nexus.

8.5 Conclusion: Janus-headed NGOs and transformative
participation

In this Chapter | have explored the principal fastanderlying the shifts from ‘organic’
forms of leadership to ‘traditional’ forms amongitsociety actors in both processes. |
have argued that the focus has turned from codidmand transforming participation
to its disciplining. This has occurred to varyuhggrees among different actors in both
processes. | have further argued that both orghaoigl consolidation, through
enhanced profile and status as well as financ@lrdg, together with underlying
political cultural legacies embodying norms of hiehy and loyalty to political leaders
have constituted the principal variables underpigrthis shift. Two different outcomes
for participating groups have been identified. Wiiommunity and voluntary pillar
participants in Ireland’s Social Partnership appeahallenged in these actions, MEJN,
in Malawi, has met with growing public critique ahds adapted, to some degree, its
leadership to meet these challenges. The keyrfaotterpinning these different
outcomes is MEJN'’s ‘communication without’ or itssfering of public debate on the
process and its participants in Malawi, while tloems of ‘confidentiality’ internalised

by community and voluntary pillar participants reland has muted public debate.

In these actions community and voluntary / NGOipgudnts may be likened to the
Roman god Janus. Janus was a two-headed god afatse is typically found in
doorways, with each face poised in opposite dibesti Standing at the threshold, Janus
signifies both vigilance and new beginnings, assimerivative, January. According to

legend, the doors of the temple Janus guarded keg@teopen at times of war and closed
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in times of peace. Legend further has it that Jadoors were rarely closed (Larousse,
1974). Janus’ doors remained open in times ofseahat he could remain vigilant for
potential enemies and what he perceived as ‘ther'otinat which he did not engage
with, and so, did not understand. Janus’ sigrificeof vigilance is a reminder of the
necessity of continually remaining open to those tiave been marginalised and cut off
from dialogue, for they may emerge and destroyTise opening up to these ‘others’
can offer a space for dialogue which may thwarhier marginalisation and ultimately
the mutual destruction that can result when weseeto acknowledge or seek to engage
the lived realities of ‘others’. Engaging with ttether’, meeting them on their terms,
offers the opportunity for new beginnings — newatjaes, new forms of

communication, and new ways of visioning the waunhdl its potentials.

The image of Janus, as a symbol of the importahdetogue, mutual understanding,
and new beginnings is pertinent to the agency\wlf @bciety actors within the two
participatory processes under investigation in ithiaighlights the importance of
communications — both inward, but most especiallgward, as a means towards
listening, learning and visioning new beginningd different conceptions of
development. As we have seen, inward communica@o@ certainly important if
status and access within the two processes aeergtdined. However, as Janus
signifies, a sole focus in this direction inciteétaek, or certainly challenges, from those
marginalised outside, thereby destroying the statish has been hard-won inside.
This we have seen, both with groupings initiallgaged in the two processes
themselves, where challenges and attacks ultimegdlfo fragmentation and exclusion
of civil society sectors in both cases, and, in MBXase, among wider forces, where

charges of legitimacy threatened to undermine tgarosation’s status and profile.
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‘Communication without’, or engaging the ‘other(5 we have seen in this Chapter,
serves three principal purposes. It strengthergpants’ positions within both
processes by drawing on a wider support baseaititains checks and balances on
civil society actions within the respective proessAnd, perhaps most importantly
when envisioning developmental alternatives, ivjgtes the potential to ground debates
in the lived realities of those heretofore excludmatl therefore brings a relevance to

these deliberations.

As we have seen, Social Partnership’s communityahehtary pillar (2003-2007), in
adopting the confidentiality norms of Social Parsigp, thereby negating the necessity
of ‘communicating without’, has one, reduced itsveo as a transformative agent in the
process — as we have seen in Chapter Six, many gaitynrand voluntary pillar
participants acutely perceive their own powerlessne the process; two, reduced its
accountability and arguably therefore, its legitoyreand three, in actively facilitating
state suppression of public dialogue and debat®tnthe process and its content,
reduced the public space for transformative padittbn. MEJN, on the other hand, has
consistently focused on ‘communicating withouthig has increased its public
visibility and profile as a significant civil sodieactor while, at the same time,
increasing its accountability to both its memberd the public at large. In
consequence, MEJN retains its position as a forphédactor in national policy
dialogue, while struggling to mediate the increglsirdiverse voices of its constituent

base.
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MEJN'’s agency in this regard demonstrates the itapoe of critical analysis for civil
society’s continued invigoration. Its new struetoff representation, developed in
response to legitimacy critiques, places a spdtlighthe diversity and political
activism of Malawi’s heretofore neglected rich bafycivic life. In District Chapters’
recent challenges to the secretariat to offer pative rather than directive leadership
to its local structures, MEJN has found itself dauig the crossfire of relations
carefully nurtured at national and internationakle and the competing exigencies of
relations developed at local level through the iisChapters. It remains to be seen
how the secretariat will negotiate the conflictidgological, social and political
contexts of state and donors on the one hand,herse tof Chapter members and ‘their
communities’ on the other. What is pertinent @tttme network’s status within or
without the hegemonic order remains open and ctatites in part due to MEJN's own
agency in promoting public debate and establishspcal structure. This
demonstrates MEJN'’s potential for ‘organic leadgrsih a complex and challenging
environment which, operating within conceptionsr@minal’ and ‘instrumental’

participation, privileges the ‘traditional leader’.
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Chapter 9

Transforming participation?: Conclusion

9.1 Introduction

In a world of growing prosperity, the increasindgpsation of the world’s community,
both between and within countries, is evidencdgiiBcant shortcomings in, if not a
failure of development. The growing marginalisata significant sections of the
world’s population is not just material howevelsitlso political. It is no coincidence
that violence is on the increase, both in Ireland &orldwide, as people, ignored,
exploited and disaffected by the purposeful, onwaadch of economic globalisation,
respond angrily to the failures of developmentlint&dimensions. The need to rethink
our collective development paths is ever more urg&his thesis has endeavoured to
make a contribution in this regard by examiningpgb&ential of governance processes
currently in place, underpinned by concepts oftipership’ and ‘participation’, for
engaging these disaffected voices. This is ntwdysabout the ‘what’ of development,
it is a study of its ‘how’. The focus is not orepcribed development solutions, it is on
the mechanisms by which development problems, rehekid strengths, may be framed,
analysed and deliberated upon, and by whom. THenying contention is that
development needs to re-engage with the livedtiesiof marginalised peoples. Their
experiences, analyses, dreams and visions neaultexpression within current

development policy.

Specifically, this study has sought to answer testjon as to whether Malawi and
Ireland’s respective national development procesaaoffer an outlet for these

disaffected voices, and if so, under what cond#iomhe findings show that, by
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transforming participation within these procesges, they can, but only under certain
conditions. With state actors focused on nomindliastrumental forms of
participation, these conditions are largely depanhdgon civil society leaders within
these processes acting in an ‘organic’ fashione §thdy makes an original contribution
to research on the two development processes undestigation. In re-inserting issues
of power and politics into debates on these prasssalso offers a contribution to
broader theoretical debates and pushes concemtuatiries. It enables us to think
more deeply and broadly about the broader conteitén which national

developmental governance processes operate.

9.2 The dynamics of participation: Research contributons

This study has built on critical accounts of botbgesses by employing the theoretical
framework developed in Chapter Four to go ‘behimeldoors’ of both processes over
time and examine the evolving dynamics thereincdntrast to more structuralist
critical accounts, the study finds that participatwithin both processes is dynamic
rather than fixed. Oscillating between nominadtinmental and transformative forms,
it has indeed, at times, constituted a ‘tyrannyt, &t others, it has moved towards a
more transformative form, engaging diverse voigas$ @ening the space for multiple

development discourses.

The findings presented in Chapter Six demonsthatethe structure of both processes
has indeed been key in determining their respettaresformative potential. However,
the processual analysis employed demonstratefhense structures are not immutable
and have changed over time. These changes hamelbtEmined by participants’

(state and civil society) agency, which in turns baen determined by the multiple
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relations in which participants are embedded. @aimds to transformative
participation have included differential accesmsiitutions within both processes (both
formal and informal). This is particularly pronaead in Ireland’s Social Partnership
where, for most participants, deliberations andtiagons have taken place largely
within their own pillars, thereby severely limitinige space for cross-deliberations with
other interest groups. Moreover, the drafting cattaas for both the resultant
strategies and the ongoing progress reports iaricelunlike Malawi, involve state
actors alone. Other constraints within both preessnclude their adherence to
technocratic, problem-solving discourses; thewif@ging of evidence-based
argumentative norms of communication; and, in hrdla case alone, the norms of
confidentiality which increasingly surround Sodrartnership, inhibiting broader
public debate. Specific conditions enabling tfamsative participation have included
access to key institutional fora (both formal amidimal in both cases); time afforded
for communication and consultation with membersp@nticular in Malawi); and the
use of media to promote public debate and builghstigor broader discourses. These
enablers, as we have seen, have been the resiltl&ociety agency at particular
times within both processes, but paradoxicallyil seciety participants have also been

active in turning many of these enablers back ¢otostraints.

Examining the influences and motivations of statdsoth processes, in Chapter Seven
we have seen that state mediation, in both cagéstlo global and national networks
and relations (investors and political supportespectively), focuses on either
‘spinning’ or ‘contracting’ participation. Statg@ency in this regard promotes either
nominal or instrumental participation. Nominali@pation is motivated by the

current international vogue for ‘good governanagl ¢he need to portray an image of
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social cohesion. Instrumental participation, draywn traditional national governance
legacies which enforce norms of loyalty and respeatiirect partners, together with the
remorphing of self-help traditions into a discouo$éactive citizenship’ in Ireland,
contracts key civic actors as partners in, parawdly, both managing the social costs
accruing from the global development project ahthugh their own networks, building
public support for this project. The argument lkenaere is that states therefore, in
both instances, have no interest in engaging neldscourses of development, or in
moving from problem-solving to problem-framing apaches which engage with
broader structural issues, as transformative fahparticipation would entail. This

task therefore falls to civil society participaimsoth instances.

Turning to the influences and motivations on céatiety agency within both processes,
in Chapter Eight | have shown that this is alsogtegluct of multiple motivations and
influences. Different influences acquire differetrengths at different times. One
overriding motivation, in both instances, is thegeéved status associated with
involvement, and the resultant livelihood secuwtyich trades on this status.
Examining the evolving dynamics within both pro@sdisciplining actions are
apparent among civil society participants as theeyehattempted, over time, to persuade
their colleagues and members to conform to the dantidiscursive and behavioural
norms of both processes so that their status tharay be secured. This disciplining
has led to fragmentation within civic sectors ithhoases, leading ultimately to the
exclusion of certain actors whose behaviour andnoconicative norms have been

deemed inappropriate.
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The analysis of both processes uncovers many sitigfa albeit to differing degrees, in
their respective dynamics (although, as we have abeve, institutional differences do
exist), the agency of their actors, and the faatdtsencing this agency. To this point
also, the analysis resonates strongly with crita@alounts of both processes. It has been
argued by commentators that PRSPs constituterseraént of the liberal political

project (Craig and Porter, 2002, Weber, 2004, 2@a6k-Williams and Mohan, 2006),
with analysts contrarily arguing that this is asfeie through the exclusion of the poor
(Cornwall and Brock, 2005, Weber, 2004, Weber, 2@d8hrough their disciplined
inclusiort’ (Craig and Porter, 2002). The analysis of theaiyics of the Malawian
process, together with the agency of its partidpanesented in this study, supports this
“disciplined inclusiohthesis, although it demonstrates that this inekidn

exclusionary component in instances where disaérgimorms are resisted. However,
as we have seen in Chapter Eight, the analysiemies here also reveals that the
disciplined inclusion of the poor within Malawiasfar from easy task, and certainly
not, as Craig and Porter (2002) sugge$aiteaccompli Indeed, Craig and Porter’s
(2002) analysis appears more suited to an anays$island’s Social Partnership than
PRSPs, for it is this process afiSciplined inclusiohwhich reveals the significant

difference between both processes.

In Ireland, Social Partnership critiques take aarmvertly structuralist approach,
arguing that the process (and by implication thée3thas €o-opted the community
and voluntary sector (Meade and O’Donovan, 2002adée 2005). It is argued that,
through Social Partnership, the state has exteitsipdwer nationwide (Collins, 2002)
while silencing debates on developmental altereati\Allen, 2000). While these

analyses seem apposite in the light of this stufilytiings, they reveal nothing about
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the mechanics of how this extension of state poeeption of the community and
voluntary sector, and silencing of debate takeepladoreover, these arguments’
attendant images of a somewhat conflicted, emasci@mmunity and voluntary
sector, negate the agency of its members. The $ugial Partnership process is
therefore, characterised not only by a silenceenelbpmental alternatives, but also by
a silence on civil society agency therein. Thiglgtadvances these debates by going
behind the doors of both processes over time aaohiexng the mechanisms by which
such cooption, exclusion, and silencing of debttkss place. In doing so, it re-
introduces the issue of agency, in particular taivil society, and argues that
community and voluntary pillar members have bedivadoth in their own co-option,
and in silencing debate. This, | argue, has bebieged through a disciplining of
actors within the sector, a disciplining which wnés the adoption of norms of

‘confidentiality’ within the process.

To this point the dynamics and outcomes of botlt@sees bear a strong resemblance.
The key difference emerging between both procdssesver, is the differential

outcome of this disciplining in both cases.

While in Ireland it appears, at the time of writi(8)07), that state and community and
voluntary pillar actors have been successful is tlisciplining, in Malawi, the
incompatibility between these disciplining acti@ml MEJN'’s representation of the
interests and realities of its constituents has lvballenged, both from its own
members and among political commentators more byodthese challenges have been
informed by critical debates in the national mediah these, in turn, being informed

by international information networks raising issuegarding the legitimacy and
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representation of political actors, including cisdciety. MEJN'’s reaction to these
challenges, in establishing a national, locallyeobstructure of representation, has both
challenged normative accounts of a largely dormegmlitical civil society, and
animated local civic actors. These actors, in,thave challenged MEJN’s form of
leadership, critiquing the relevance of its discipty actions, thereby, once more,

opening the space for more transformatory particpa

Taken together, the study makes three principaridaions to research and critical
debates on both processes. First, it moves begmnuoments on outcome, to explore the
mechanisms by which these outcomes come abougoByg behind the doors of both
processes over time, the study highlights the dynaature of participation within

both, whereby it oscillates between nominal, insiuatal, representative and
transformative forms. Second, it re-inserts tiseiésof agency, both that of the
respective states, but also the largely negatedlcggs civil society, into debates on the
two processes. The study demonstrates how theatsp processes’ structures, and
thereby the form of participation pursued, is duedrticipant agency where power
circulates among and between actors. It furthepuars the motivations and drivers
behind participant agency — both state and civiletg. Third, in exploring these
motivations and drivers, the study demonstratesnipertance of the relational
contexts, both internal and external to the respegrocesses, in which actors are
embedded. The principal difference in outcome betwthe two processes is due to the
differential importance placed on these interna external relational contexts in both

cases.
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The community and voluntary pillar, by early 200¥privileging internal relations
within the process, has adopted the dominant conative and behavioural norms,
including those of ‘confidentiality’, thereby mugrpublic debate on both the process
and its engagement therein, and closing the spadeahsformative participation.
MEJN, on the other hand, has balanced relatiorfsmits process with those without.
Through its intensive media and popular educatiorkwver the eight years, MEJN
has animated public interest and debate on the PRR®I@ss specifically, and
developmental direction more broadly, focusing Bliguspotlight on both the
Malawian process and its own engagement withthéreby building political
momentum for more transformative participation. weswill see below (Section 9.5),
these differences are due to differences in tregivel globalisation of the processes in
both instances, and arguably therefore, the palitialtures in which they are
embedded. Before turning to this more theorepcaht however, | will firstly revisit
the central argument of the thesis in order to ncoraprehensively understand what

has taken place in both cases, and why.

9.3 Discipline or be punished: Has civil society anyleernative?

The principal argument of the study — that transftive participation is constrained
within both processes not just by the respectiatest but also by civil society actors
privileging their relations within both processbeough an attempted disciplining of
colleagues and constituents — may appear a latighhin the light of the significant
constraints placed on civil society action by stattrs within both cases. A more
sympathetic view might assert civic actors’ relatpowerlessness (as expressed by
many participants in interviews, and as implicglyggested within much of the critical

literature on Ireland’s process) in the face o&fioial pressures from state (and donor)
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actors. With states and state partners alike k®ercoriate dissent and dissensus from
both processes, the question which merits furttsgudsion therefore is this — do civil
society actors have any choice in their actions’this Section | interrogate this
question by first, elucidating on the discipliniaggument in more depth, second,
revisiting the consequences for groups and actboshwth adopted and refused to
succumb to this disciplining, and third, drawingrfr this analysis, arguing that
alternatives are not only available, but necessbeyil society actors are to
retain/regain their legitimacy as political actanshin both processes, thereby opening

spaces for transformative participation.

As Chapter Eight demonstrates, both MEJN and conitsnand voluntary pillar
members, as theules of the ganfebecame clearer, increasingly adopted the
communicative and discursive norms promoted by stators. While this is strongly
suggestive of Gramsci's theory of hegemony wheagiower bloc emerges supporting
the state’s project of capitalist expansion, Foltsaconception of disciplining more
aptly applies to the dynamics of what happenederdlare three main reasons for this
argument. First, the findings indicate that thaélés of the gamelay more in the area
of behaviour and communication norms than in espgus capitalist ideology as such.
As outlined in Chapter Eight, participants leartetprofessionalisetheir behaviour,
where communication norms based ogasonable, evidence-based argumentation”
as articulated by a community and voluntary pitteember having an analysis that
stands up, ndiby] pumping the table or smart alec stufécame the norm. Moreover,
participants’ acknowledgement of the poor impleragah record of the resultant

strategies, coupled with their assertion that mafdhe respective strategy’s content
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reflects commitments already made elsewhere, iteBdhat their ideological content

was not uppermost in their minds.

Second, and this is a particularly interestingifigdn the light of analyses that negate
civil society/NGO agency, while this discipliningas certainly enacted by state actors
at the outset, civil society members increasingbkton this disciplining role
themselves. This is evidenced in the ongoing déespwithin the community and
voluntary pillar and exemplified in a number of sifie incidents such as pillar
members’ reaction to a pillar faction staging a@sowalk out from a Social
Partnership plenary, or, post 2003, pillar membieletkages to dissenting groups’
representation on different policy fora which wareonnected to Social Partnership.
Dissenting members were punished from within tbein networks. In the words of
one dissenting groupsbme of the groups that stayed in ff@mmunity and voluntary]
pillar ... would be even more punitive than the sitself, more exclusionary than the
state itself. Similarly, in Malawi, MEJN'’s attempts at inflaeing the behaviour and
direction of member groups are illustrative of giiaing actions. And once more, as
MEJN members resisted this disciplining, they wasaished by the secretariat by
being increasingly sidelined from network actigtieAnd so, according to Foucault’s
theorisation, the nexus of power, and its discgrjractions, lies not just with the state,
but with civil society actors also in both cas®ghile in Malawi, this disciplining

within MEJN's network appeared to emerge as tinmwead, elements of it appeared
from the outset within Ireland’s community and vdary pillar where a number of
members expressed frustration with the non-pradessimodes of conduct and
behaviour of some other members from the beginniftgs indicates that disciplining

within the community and voluntary pillar took pgafrom the outset, while MEJN, in
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echoes of Freire’s exhortations against the opptebscoming the oppressor, became

both the disciplined and the discipliner througé pmocess.

Third, civil society disciplining actions within o processes have become increasingly
focused on harnessing the resources of their ¢oasts — maximising their utility, in
Foucauldian terms. In Malawi, MEJN leaders inliyidtied to persuade member
organisations to change their work programmes aotkley might engage in budget
monitoring, an agenda promoted by MEJN's donor eigsn In establishing the

District Chapters, MEJN leaders again tried tomsenbers to gather data for
“evidence-based’lobbying. As we have seen, this is meeting wasistance locally,
where Chapter members are challenging secrettaféts represent more effectively
development issues on the ground. While the eeelem community and voluntary
pillar leaders’ activities in this regard is lessiclusive (see Section 9.5 below on
further research), as Chapters Two and Eight itist in adopting the state discourse of
seeing themselves (and presumably their constitegnas part of thésolution”, this

utility function is also highlighted.

The outcome in both cases, at the time of writiag, highly disciplined and, although
the evidence on this is less conclusive in thd Icase (see Section 9.5 below),
disciplinary civil society component within bothgoesses. While this appears to go
unchallenged in Ireland, MEJN's leadership in tieigard is meeting with vigorous
critique from both its new membership base in Maland within wider public
discourse. Why have civil society actors chosertbute, and have they had any
alternative given the severe constraints placethein own actions within both

processes?



As | have shown in Chapters Seven and Eight, iddads and groups who adopted
these disciplinary norms were financially rewartigdstate actors, either directly, in the
case of community and voluntary pillar membersndirectly, through increased donor
support, in the case of MEJN. Conversely, indigidland groups who resisted this
disciplining in both cases were punished, througtiusion from the respective
processes. This exclusion carried with it a riskr@ancial damage as access to policy
fora was reduced through a loss of status. Clehé\ystakes are high and the pressures
to conform and retain participant or Social Parstatus are considerable. But is there

room for alternative action? The findings of thigdy indicate that there is.

For states and their donors, we have seen (in €h&gtven) that civil society actors
constitute powerful legitimising agents, both poétly, and, through their national
networks, materially, in both cases. MEJN contiigebe involved, at the state’s
behest, in Malawi’'s MGDS, together with other rethfora, despite its ongoing critical
stance on specific development policies. In IrdJdahe state’s palpable anger at the
Community Platform and the NWCI's rejection of ®2@03 strategy, with its implicit
exposure of dissensus within Social Partnershimaaestrates the power of this
dissenting group within the process. This powduither illustrated by the states’
endeavours to bring dissenting partners back hegtocess, endeavours made all the
more attractive by financial reward through the r®acial Partnership Scheme’. Itis
important to remember that the legitimacy of batbcgsses relies on civil society
involvement. Claims of consensus, partnershipiaddsion ring hollow when
participants dissent. Public trust in politicadiership suffers as cracks appear in the

policy machine. Furthermore, states lose thenyescess to participant networks,
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networks which, as we have seen, are necessadgliessing the social costs of
globalisation, when civil society groups are exeldd While MEJN, bolstered by both
international discourses of good governance ancddeauy, occupies a key strategic
position as gatekeeper to a national network at @gsociations and appears aware of
its power within Malawi’s process (although itsdeaship style still ambiguously sways
between traditional and organic forms), membetth@fcommunity and voluntary pillar
continue to see themselves #s"poor relation§ with little or no power within
Ireland’s process. Seeing themselves as suchepeadtedly hearing themselves
described as such — both by state actors keers¢otdkeir dominance (see Chapter
Seven), and commentators on the process (seedorme Meade and O’'Donovan,
2002, Meade, 2005, Larragy, 2006), this percepiamdoubtedly self-reinforcing.

The evidence presented here contradicts this pigvoepowever. Community and
voluntary pillar members, like MEJN, possess sigaiit legitimising power. The
challenge is to recognise this, and to strategicade this power in transforming

participation within the process.

So far, | have argued that alternatives are aMailabcivil society participants within

the processes. The argument is not, as some sutiksave the respective processes
and attempt to mediate their constituents’ needsinvother fora. This option, while
perhaps attractive, simply does not exist. Thezena other developmental fora. As we
have seen in Chapter Eight, participation in botddwi and Ireland’s processes is the
passport to participation in many other developmgmblicy fora in both countries. As
one ex-community and voluntary pillar member notedhink in terms of whether we
like it or not... they’véthe statelsucked every policy process now into Social

Partnership... itis a bloody hoover at the minuerything has just been gathered
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and is in it.” My argument is that participants underestimater then legitimising
power within both processes, most particularlyréldnd, and my exhortation is to them

to play their legitimising cards more boldly.

Alternatives to civil society’s acceptance and ecémnent of disciplinary norms within
both processes are not just available however,dhewlso necessary. They are
necessary for two reasons. First, they are neédedc actors are to retain/regain their
legitimacy within the two processes. And secohdytare needed to transform

participation to more inclusive, and therefore mdeenocratic forms within both.

As we have seen in Chapter Eight, groups withiin Ippbcesses who have adopted
these disciplinary norms have met with resistanoe ftheir colleagues and members,
and have been forced to choose between prioritisiediation with members and
succumbing to the disciplining communicative antlébg@oural norms of the respective
processes. MEJN'’s difficulties in this regard wartculated by one of its board
members who acknowledged that MEJN’s new fundimgro@ments'...kind of
scattered our attention a little bit all over thiape... instead of being more focused
and maybe sticking to some of the original objestithat we had set"This path led to
challenges to MEJN'’s legitimacy and its claimsepresent the poor, and compelled the
secretariat to revisit its mandate and establigicaly based, national structure of
representation. Some community and voluntarympiilambers also acknowledged that
their links with membership structures suffereche@illar member articulates the
problem as follows. We realised, the staff within tfherganisationalfeam, how
dislocated we were... | think we forgot the size iamgbrtance of the organisation, and

the need to get our mandate and build that manftata the members, and feed back to
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the members Other pillar members see this link as more dopyn “making stuff
travel’ or“trying to get our organisations to understand.and appear to see no
problem. While, in contrast to Malawi, the deaosttpublic debate on the legitimacy
and agency of civil society leaders in their reprgation of marginalised groupings
within Social Partnership leaves them shielded fobrallenges similar to those faced

by MEJN for the moment, it is inevitable that swtfallenges will arise.

Second, as we have seen, civil society actorsiglising actions have resulted in the
exclusion of non-conforming groups in both processi&gain, this has fuelled charges
of mis- or even non-representation, in particutethie Malawian case. Actors in
Ireland’s process are also highly aware of thedwalless of claims of inclusion in the
light of the exclusion of significant sections bétpopulation. As | have argued, and as
MEJN'’s District Chapter members have strongly atéited, the adoption of dominant
communication and behavioural norms within bothcpsses necessarily excludes more
marginalised voices and actors. As we have shesetactions have closed the space
for transformative participation. In excluding th@st marginalised, they have also
reduced the democratic potential of the respegtiveesses, further fuelling charges
characterising them as anti-democratic. Both mees can hardly be characterised as
“deepening democratif they fail to engage the perspectives of thossst

marginalised within the respective democracies.

Alternatives to the disciplining norms imbuing bqitocesses are therefore, politically
feasible. Moreover, if the representative clairhsil society participants are to ring
true, and if both processes are to open discusggees for transformative participation

in order to truly deepening democracy, alternataesnecessary. While the study, in
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uncovering the dynamics underpinning both procedegsther with factors influencing
participant agency within them, makes new contidng to debates and research on the
two specific processes under investigation, theifigs also make a contribution at a

more theoretical level. It is to these theoretamitributions we now turn.

9.4 Transforming conceptual frameworks: Theoretical catributions

The approach and design of this study provide #texal contributions at two principal
levels. First, the comparative case study uncosemse theoretical considerations for
understanding globalisation processes. In itsyamsabf the factors which influence
participant agency in both processes, the studyliglsts how global and national
forces interact, to varying degrees in each caseypact upon the two processes and
participant agency within them. Second, the conadgramework developed for the
study contributes to participation theory specificand to governance theory more
broadly. It does this by providing a frameworkiit which the ongoing dynamics,
both visible and invisible, may be examined. Thpligation of this framework to the
two cases under investigation specifically inviiego think more deeply about the core
concepts of knowledge and capacity which undetpénprocesses, together with the
constitution and agency of civil society within the These contributions are elaborated

upon below.

9.4.1 Globalising the national /nationalising thelobal

Perhaps the most surprising finding emerging froemstudy is that, despite the fact that
both processes take place in countries with sicanifily different socio-economic
backgrounds, more similarities than differencesagmgarent within the workings and

consequences of both. Although arising from déferimmediate origins, the language,
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concepts and dynamics of both processes beamsfrsikinilarities. Both processes are
located within the field of governance, both empdoyanguage of participation and
partnership, both espouse to be apolitical, teatatiocpolicy-formulation and
‘problem-solving’ processes, yet both have sigatficpolitical implications for

evolving state-civil society relations, and botk alearly influenced by the global
political economy within which both countries ansérted. Although there are
differences in the institutional makeup and procedwf both processes as they have
evolved over time, their similarities outweigh teakfferences. Particularly strong
similarities are seen in the highly political nataf both processes, in their importance
in maintaining order and securing legitimacy foy kgoupings within society, and in
their implications for evolving state-civil societglations. This indicates that both
processes, although territorially bound, are int pact of a wider global governance
phenomenon. My core argument arising from thesgirigs is that both processes are
products of the wider phenomenon of economic gleaabn. Their primary purpose is
twofold - to promote order, consensus and socidilsty wherein international
investment, be it in the form of FDI or ODA or angbination of both, may be attracted,

and to build legitimacy and support domesticallytfos globalisation project.

However, while both processes constitute producezonomic globalisation, their
dynamics are influenced by national governanceciegaand political cultures. To
varying degrees in both cases, actors (state afigaociety) within both processes have
drawn on national political cultural traits, in gaular norms of loyalty and respect,
enveloped within hierarchical social systems, terapting to discipline actors within
and without both processes. | have discussedturipatibility of transformative

forms of participation with existing governance gditical cultural legacies within
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both countries in Chapter Three. As we have d@erarchical structures of authority
espousing values of conformism, loyalty and respkatacterise both countries.
Within such cultures it is easy to see how disniplj can succeed, as indeed it has to
some degree in Malawi, where MEJN has adopted gthoot unchallenged, the
discursive norms of its process, and to a condidierdegree in Ireland, where respect
for and loyalty to internal relations have beerofaed by community and voluntary
pillar members. However, as we have also seethapt@r Three, there are signs that
these hierarchical cultures are breaking down th bountries as spaces for public
debate are widening with power diffusing througtoimational networks, and political
authority coming under increasing public scrutimg aritique. Global discourses of
‘good governance’, ‘partnership’, ‘participatiomd ‘democracy’ infuse these widening
political spaces, and the differential exploitatairthese spaces by civil society actors

in both cases explains the differences in disapdjroutcomes between both.

As we have seen, for civil society actors in baibes, these global discourses initially
informed their courses of action, and a high degfenthusiasm for transformative
change characterised the early stages of both ggese In Malawi, MEJN used these
discourses to open up the PRSP process, bothmis t&raccess and in promoting
public debate. Over its eight years’ involvem&mEJN has consistently drawn on
these global discourses to increase its profilaiwithe process. This has positively
impacted on the network in enhancing its profitafiss and power as a key political
actor, while somewhat more problematically frompaganisational standpoint, as it fell
back to more culturally traditional forms of patiil leadership, fomenting public
challenges on the relevance and appropriatengbgsavolving leadership. MEJN's

agency within Malawi's PRSP/MGDS therefore, hasnbefuenced by a combination
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of global and national factors, with, it seemghattime of writing, the global emerging

more strongly.

While global discourses, in particular as medigkedugh the EU, informed community
and voluntary pillar member activity within IreldadSocial Partnership also at the
outset, these influences have waned considerdbigt disappeared altogether. This
may be due to dwindling EU structural funds andraéernal view that, without the

direct funding, global influences are less impartaiWhatever the reason, as we have
seen, national political cultural norms of loyadtyd respect have become dominant and
the community and voluntary pillar's agency witl8ocial Partnership at the time of
writing has come to be characterised more by imdit governance and political

cultural legacies, a process once ag#n the boy¥ with barely a nod to its global

influences.

This is an interesting outcome. Although Malawgéther with many of its Sub-
Saharan neighbours, is often highlighted as a ioseconomic globalisation, with
Ireland’s Celtic Tiger consistently cited as a vanrpolitically we see the opposite.
The findings of this study demonstrate that, thiotige PRSP/MGDS, Malawi’'s
political actors are more aware of, and more adepkploiting globalisation’s political
opportunities, while Irish political actors remailosed to the political opportunities
these discourses and power networks afford. Wieatthe implications of these

conclusions for globalisation theory more genefally

The outcomes of this research support Manuel Qsistieéorisation of a network state

wherein state agency is focused both outwardsnat®nally, and inwards
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domestically. Contrary to the assertions of sotlobajisation theorists (for example
Hoogvelt, 2001, Strange, 2003) that these globafigorations signify an erosion of
state power, the findings indicate that state paemsrains intact, but has been
reconfigured. Castells’ assertion of a co-depeoéai state actors and civil society
actors is borne out by the findings. However heewastimates the economic power of
states within this configuration and the extenthef submission of civic actors to this
power, as exemplified in their adoption and promif disciplining norms. The
Malawian case also exemplifies Castells’ theorp@iver diffusion across networks of,
inter alia, information and images. The lesson from the Madamdase is that global
forces matter. As we have seen, power diffusiom Malawian media networks,
mediated in part by MEJN, has fuelled public delmat¢he legitimacy of NGOs such as
MEJN to speak for ‘the poor’. This, in turn hafuenced both MEJN’s actions in
establishing its district-based structure of repnéstion, and this new constituency’s
agency in challenging MEJN to provide a more ‘oigastyle of leadership. Castells,
in his “diffusion of poweérthesis, underestimates the influence of undeglygacio-
political culture on individual agency however. Métpower is being diffused across
multiple networks, it meets with the embedded powsfarormalised cultures emerging
from legacies of authoritarianism. This may acadanthe ongoing paucity of public
debate and critique in relation to Social Partrierghlreland. It also raises significant
challenges for civil society leaders seeking toimen ‘organic’ fashion. The findings
do offer support to Castells’ power diffusion tieetierefore, but they also highlight its
shortcomings in failing to recognise the ongoingvepof existing political cultures and
legacies. This is most acutely apparent in trghldase where disciplining appears, for

the moment, dominant.
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This disciplining, which is a feature of both preses, offers support to lan Douglas’s
(1999) theory of disciplinary governanceWwherein, he argues, state power has become
extended, consolidated and diffused throughouespeis a whole through new forms

of governance. However, in applying Douglas’ tyeave should be careful not to
overestimate the reach of civil society networks both cases they certainly fall short

of reaching society as a whole. Furthermore, mrest to Douglas’ argument, this

study demonstrates societal resistance to thigpliisag. This is seen among ex-pillar
members in Ireland and, in Malawi, both among MEJNtreasingly vocal District
Chapter members, and within informational netwonkgarticular the media, more

generally.

While Douglas argues that such forms of govern@oostitute tisciplinary
governancg Mitchell Dean (2007), in espousing his theory‘at@ithoritarian

liberalism” goes a step further in proffering an explanatioha# this disciplining
occurs. While the Irish state employs Social Raghip as a mechanisrarifolding”

the political sphere into civil society, it doestspselectively drawing on some of the
values of civil society, anehfolding” following Dean’s theorisation. While this entails
constructing farket systems of allocation in domains where tagy/not previously
been in operation,” or professionalising social services, as outlingdean, the
findings presented here add to Dean’s theory byothstnating that the Irish state also
draws on features of the traditional national jpeditculture. As we have seen in
Chapter Seven, values dbyalty” and ‘respect”are repeatedly drawn on by the Irish
state in its efforts to consolidate its relatiopsivith community and voluntary pillar
members. The Malawian state also employs #addiding” mechanism in its relations

with civil society actors, drawing, as we have asen in Chapter Seven, on traditional



family values in drawing civil society actors irgovernance processes. Again, in
common with Douglas, Dean’s focus is on state adione, and he leaves no space for
the possibility of civic resistance to thiguthoritarian liberalismi. While the evidence

of such resistance is relatively weak in the lgalse — although the rejection by some
members of the community and voluntary pillar af #003 strategy certainly provides
some — MEJN’s arduous journey mediating relatiasth lvithin and without the
Malawian process provides ample evidence of vigeresistance in a Malawian

context.

In summation, given that both processes consttateof a global governance
phenomenon, this study is of value to politicalogllisation theory. Its specific value is
that it focuses on the influences of globalisatomational governance arrangements
rather than focusing on institutions and mechanishggdobal governance, as is the
norm within political globalisation theory. Whitke Irish case demonstrates how
globalised concepts and structures can be subswitted national political cultures,
consolidating state power, the Malawian case detrates how these global factors can
be strategically employed to challenge and transfaational political cultures, thereby
diffusing state power. This occurs, as theorise@astellsyia a diffusion of power
across global and national informational netwodfgning public spaces for critical
debate, which, in turn, impact upon participantrexyewithin national governance
processes, opening spaces for transformative fpation. However, it is important to
not overstate the effects of this diffusion givha empirical reality. Power, as | have
shown in this study, also remains embedded withohedying socio-political cultures
and norms which remain powerful in Malawi and Irela Power may be diffused, and

it does circulate, but not without agency. Ant ithe agency of civil society leaders in
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strategically seizing and using this power thaeduatnes the extent to which it is used
in transforming participation. This issue is dissed in further detail in Section 9.5

which follows.

9.4.2 Revealing the invisible: Behind the doors

At another level, the study also makes a controuto participation theory specifically,
and governance theory more broadly. As we have ise€hapter One, the concept of
participation is as weakly theorised as it is sitgrtontested. Commentators in the
field of development studies have called for aredysf participation to be situated in
the field of governance more broadly, and for mattention to be focused on issues of
power and politics in this context. Writing frometfield of political science / public
administration, commentators have called for a de#fgeorising on the institutional
norms underpinning participatory governance praegds particular theorising how
competing discourses are negotiated, how diffezentmunication norms are mediated,
and how participatory institutions interact withsging institutions of representational
democracy. The theoretical framework of analys$iaue developed in Chapter Four is

an explicit response to these calls.

As we have seen in Chapter Six, informal discussand deliberations are as
important, if not more important as the formal ingions comprising both processes.
This highlights the invisibility of power as it cinlates between and within these formal
governance institutions. Pluralist frameworks, abh@issume visible forms of power
which find expression in the decisions and poliajcomes of governance processes,
therefore miss many of the less visible dynamiategpinning these processes. The

theoretical framework | have developed for thiglgtuwvith an explicit focus on power,
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discourse and norms of communication, allows ustmver many of these less visible
forms of power. This framework proves more suiabian pluralist frameworks in
revealing the underlying dynamics for the highlfoimmal processes of policy

deliberation and decision-making in the two caseteu investigation.

The framework’s application to the analysis of thve processes under investigation
and the issues emerging from this analysis shotwtbaneed to reflect upon and
theorise more deeply some of the concepts impliaitiderpinning both processes. In
particular, it raises questions as to what cornsttdevelopment knowledge and whose
knowledge counts. MEJN’s District Chapter member$iighlighting the irrelevance

of MEJN'’s national level policy work to the issuesed by their communities on the
ground, urge us to significantly rethink what caases relevant knowledge. While this
is certainly a complex question, and clearly tremeeas many ‘knowledges’ as there are
individual experiences, perspectives and aspirafithe findings point to the
inadequacies of programme matrices, logframestladrsenal of planning tools
employed within development planning in mediatihg voices of the most
marginalised and eliciting more relevant developnkeoowledge. This draws attention

to the need for deeper theorising on the alliedcephof capacity.

Capacity and capacity building are concepts whiehcansistently raised in the context
of both processes. Generally prefaced with a degp participants, in particular in
Malawi, bemoan the lack of capacity in the civit®dy sector to engage in

development policy. One of MEJN’s prime areasogis, since its initial engagement
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in Malawi's process, has been touild capacity in the sectdt’. This principally
translates into budget monitoring training prograesntogether with training for
guestionnaire interviewers for its SSDS, part ®evidence-based policy research. The
new ‘Social Partnership Scheme’ for community aolintary pillar participants in
Ireland’s process is also targeted at building ciypé#or evidence-based policy
researcff. In both cases, this lack of capacity is peraiwelie with civil society

actors alone. In both cases, capacity is equaitbdtie ability to generate ‘evidence-
based research’ for policy interventions — evidemhéh is derived from either
secondary data or closed-ended questionnaires,ths SDSS survey. Thus, in both
cases, capacity is equated with certain types ofvledge, knowledge which comes in
the form of bullet points and policy prescriptioasd which leaves little room for wider

forms of communication or experiential knowledge.

In these one-way discussions on capacity, thedaclpacity of state actors, in
particular chairs and facilitators of the two preses to facilitate wider and deeper
participation, has never been raised. This isitiefipe evidence that the
communicative and discursive norms of both proceseastrain participation. As we
have seen, the coordinator of Malawi’'s MGDS proteles of facilitation remains at
the level of people are free to say something — you cannot feooeebody to say
something... If people are silent, that’s itwhile the Irish Vice-Chair of Social
Partnership views responsibility in this area asgysquarely with participant¥, think
it's up to then{Social Partnersjo [communicate]if you like, they’re out there, they
know what needs to be done in the market placetl@ydhave to mediate that in, in

some sensible way into the procédsollowing the findings of this study, in rethiimig

89 See Chapter Eight and also MEJWisnual ReporandProgramme Support Docume(MEJN, 2004b,
2004c)
% Government of Ireland (2006: 71)
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what constitutes development knowledge, we alsd heeethink what constitutes
capacity — capacity to do what, how, and in whoserests? In particular, there is a
need to rethink capacity in terms of civil socidiyf also state capacity to engage
multiple voices and knowledges. Evidence-baseeires falls far short of this task in

that it forecloses the forms of communication dmlranges of knowledge available.

A second concept the application of the theorefreahework developed and employed
in this study urges us to rethink is that of cagkiety and its agency. In providing a
window into the dynamics underpinning both procestiee framework has brought
civil society agency back into the spotlight. Véhilommunity and voluntary pillar
participants in Ireland’s Social Partnership acogry much with normalised accounts
of civil society in terms of their composition, thdo not necessarily accord with
normalised assumptions of their motivations andast Are they really closer to ‘the
people’, and if so, to whom, and how? MEJN, altjfloinitially also according with
normalised conceptions of civil society, in itsians in establishing its District Chapter
structure has uncovered the diversity of Malawiiitdife, revealed its political voice,
and highlighted the shortcomings of normalised ant®of Malawian and African civil
society. Both studies reveal a complex layeringetdtions within civil society,
relations which demonstrate a porosity between neditlyese actors and those of the
state, where fragmentation and not cohesion ctexises the sector, and where the
motivations and actions of civic leaders need tafeysed and understood as a
function of this complex layering of relations. i¥highlights the need for empirically
derived reconceptualisations of civil society ageaied action, one of the areas arising

from the study requiring further research and dised below.
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9.5 Areas requiring further research

While the study has uncovered the dynamics undeirpgrboth processes, together with
their key determinant factors, time and resourea® mecessarily limited its
parameters. Two principal areas emerge wheredurtsearch would facilitate a more

comprehensive understanding of the dynamics of paibesses.

As we have seen, the agency of civil society repriedives within both processes has
been a key factor in determining their transforeepotential. This agency is rooted in
relations mediated between, on the one hand tke sthich promotes both a nominal
and instrumental form of participation within thevpesses, and on the other, their
constituencies, groups and individuals enduringalieut of the respective states’
global insertion projects. While civil society fiaipants’ mediation with the state has
been explored in depth in relation to both procesies reasons of time and access,
their mediation with their constituencies has reediless attention. The work
conducted with MEJN in relation to their Districh&pters, as detailed in Chapter Five,
afforded an opportunity to investigate this issmedme degree in the Malawian
context. However, this was not possible in thehlicontext, and remains a limitation of

the research.

The paucity of literature on the mediation of Irisfmmunity and voluntary
organisations with their constituents, in tanderth\lie dominance of literature
implicitly drawing from normative conceptions ovitisociety which tends to assume a
role and function separate to that of the state ble@n highlighted (see in particular

Chapter Two). Empirically based studies on theroamity and voluntary sector (or
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particular organisations therein) exploring theseceptions, in particular examining
the form mediation with constituents takes, andstigée of leadership employed, are
lacking. This has implications for the legitimaafycommunity and voluntary actors
within evolving governance processes, both natlgrzadd locally, as well as for the
study of evolving relations more generally. ltcalas implications for the state as
orchestrator of Social Partnership. As | have adgn Chapters Four and Seven, the
democratic legitimacy of the process rests on thadity of civil society participants’
representation of and mediation with their constitis. Further research in this area
would be of benefit to both the community and vadum sector itself, and to the state,
and would greatly add to debates on the demodgegitmacy of the Social Partnership
process. Following the work carried out with ME3therein an (albeit limited)
ethnographic approach was employed, | suggesstizit a methodological approach

would prove most suitable to research in an Irsfitext in this area.

A second area requiring further research lies énaifea of social policy. Taking an
explicitly political focus, | have argued in thitudy that the significance of both
processes lies less in the area of developmertypatid more in evolving state-civil
society relations. This argument draws from inmmees’ own assertions that much of
the policy content of the resultant strategieses@nts prior policy commitments agreed
elsewhere and/or that few of these policy commiti:iane implemented within the
agreed timeframes, if at all, in any case. The poplementation record of Malawi’s
PRSP has been documented in the programme’s pepoojress reporc’ﬁs The poor
implementation rate of Irish social policy in gealdnas also been noted (NESC, 2005a:

281-282). However, it was beyond the parametethisfstudy to engage in detailed

% Government of Malawi, 2005, 2006
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social policy research to ascertain first, whatpatage of the respective strategy’s
policy content represents prior commitments, amoisd, what percentage has been
implemented over the course of the respective pragres. Such a study would
complement the findings and arguments presentedihehat it would provide more
robust empirical evidence to support the thesishibth processes are significant in
political terms, but, as yet, less so in developalelrrms. It would also help guide
further research on both processes, as reseadatgpas we have seen, has tended to

focus on the policy outcomes more than the politamifications of both processes.

9.6 Conclusion

If the ‘what’ of development, a development whishmore equitable to all, continues to
elude us, perhaps it is because we are lookingeimtong place. The calls from
MEJN'’s District Chapter members for more relevapresentation, representation
which is more attuned to the realities and perspesbf the people they represent, are
testament to this. While the governance legacid®th Malawi and Ireland, embedded
in broader political cultures emphasising hierardayalty and consensus, offer little
hope that our search may be appropriately redietie changing public climate in
both countries, with the diffusion of power acroggrnational informational networks
and through national media, suggests that it nfdys study demonstrates that such a
shift is possible if participation is transformedhin national governance processes,
drawing in particular on wider informational netwstin promoting public debate and

“communication withoUt

As we have seen, this requires transformative adiothe parts of both civil society

and state actors within both processes. In pdaticii requires engaging diverse, and
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often emotional, angry voices, in not just solvibgt investigating the causes of
developmental problems. This necessarily meatisgetside the matrices, the
logframes, the policy prescriptions and wishlisisgd engaging in deeper debates with
wider groups on the lives and opportunities we vistboth ourselves and for
generations to come. MEJN, in responding to lewity critiques, and tapping into the
diversity that is civil society, has begun thisqess in Malawi. How secretariat
members will continue to mediate this diversityhie more constrained space that is the
MGDS remains an open question. It also remaifteteeen how state (and donor)
actors will respond to MEJN'’s pressure to mediateaeffectively the experiences,
perspectives and realities of its grassroots mesnberireland, the future looks less
bright as governance legacies and hierarchicaligalicultures remain largely intact
and untouched by global developments. Power ditfuscross global networks remains
eclipsed by traditional power clusters. This esdifis prolonged by the disciplining
actions of actors within these clusters. With putiebate on both the Social
Partnership process and the actions of its pasintgpmuted, if not silenced, and spaces
for diverse voices within it narrowed, if not clasehe prospects for transforming
participation within Ireland’s process look bleakowever eclipses are ever only
temporary. Drawing a lesson from MEJN, communitg &oluntary pillar members
may choose to once again look outwards, and, hsimgetheir legitimising power while
drawing support from wider networks, transform gvation within Ireland’s Social

Partnership.

In co-dependent relationships with their respecsiates, civil society leaders within

both processes are faced with difficult choicebeyl'can choose to prioritise relations

with their states and risk challenges to theirtiggicy, challenges MEJN has already
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faced, or they can choose to prioritise relatiorth their constituents, risking economic
punishment, yet opening the debate on developnitembatives and transforming
participation within their respective processese paths chosen will determine both
the democratic and developmental potential of pipdtory governance processes on

and into the future.




Appendix |

Malawi and Ireland: Maps and Basic Statistics

Source: http://go.hrw.com/atlas/norm_htm/world.htm
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Capital
Total Area

Population
Languages

Literacy

Religions

Life Expectancy
Government Type
Currency

GDP (per capita)
Industry

Agriculture
Arable land
Natural resources

Dublin

27,135.26 sg mi
70,280.00 sg km
3,840,838 (July 2001 est.)
Estimated Population in 20504,463,153

English is the language generally used, Irish (iGagpoken mainly in areas located along
the western seaboard

98% total, N/A% male, N/A% female (1981 est.)

Roman Catholic 91.6%, Church of Ireland 2.5%, o886 (1998)

74.23 male, 79.93 female (2001 est.)

republic

1 euro (EUR) = 100 cents

$21,600 (2000 est.)

food products, brewing, textiles, clothing; chensc@harmaceuticals, machinery,
transportation equipment, glass and crystal; soBwa

turnips, barley, potatoes, sugar beets, wheat; bae¥ products

13%

zinc, lead, natural gas, barite, copper, gypsumgdtone, dolomite, peat, silver
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Capital Lilongwe
Total Area 45,745.38 sq mi

118,480.00 sg km
Population 10,548,250 (July 2001 est.)
Estimated Population in 14,728,296

2050

Languages
Literacy

Religions

Life Expectancy
Government Type
Currency

GDP (per capita)
Industry
Agriculture

Arable Land
Natural Resources

English (official), Chichewa (official), other langges important regionally

58.0% total, 72.8% male, 43.4% female (1999 est.)

Protestant 55%, Roman Catholic 20%, Muslim 20%igiedous beliefs

36.61 male, 37.55 female (2001 est.)

multiparty democracy

1 Malawian kwacha (MK) = 100 tambala

$900 (2000 est.)

tobacco, tea, sugar, sawmill products, cement,.znas goods

tobacco, sugarcane, cotton, tea, corn, potatossaea (tapioca), sorghum, pulses;
cattle, goats

34%

limestone, arable land, hydropower, unexploitecbdép of uranium, coal, and bauxite
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Appendix I

List of research participants

Malawi

National state officials
» Coordinator of PRSP process, Ministry of EconomanRing and Development
» Convenor of MGDS drafting committee, Ministry of &mmic Planning and
Development
» Technical Advisor, Ministry of Economic PlanningdaDevelopment

District state officials
» Agriculture Officer, Chitipa District Assembly
» Director of Public Works, Ntcheu District Assembly
» Director of Administration, Nkhatabay District Assbly
» Director of Planning, Nsanje District Assembly
* Finance Officer, Nkhatabay District Assembly

Donors
» Country Director, World Bank Malawi
» Economists, World Bank Malawi (x2)
* Economist, IMF Malawi
* Field Manager, CIDA
» Policy Officer, DfID

Commentators
* Academics (x2) within Chancellor College, Univeysifft Malawi
» Academic within Bunda College, Malawi
* Programme staff (x3) of Malawi Local Government éddation, MALGA

» Service Delivery & Decentralisation Manager, Mal&®@rman Programme for
Democracy and Decentralisation (MGPDD)

PRSP/MGDS participants (non-MEJN)
» Director, MIPA
+ Director, NAG

MEJN secretariat staff and Board members
* Director, MEJN
¢ Programme Manager, MEJN
* Former coordinator, MEJN
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* Board members (x2), MEJN
* Programme Manager for Budget Programme Initiatilg,JN
» Programme Officer for Decentralisation, MEJN

MEJN Member organisations

* Coordinator, Catholic Commission for Justice anddegCCJP)
» Coordinator, Church and Society, Blantyre

» Coordinator, Church and Society, Mzuzu

» Director, Economists Association of Malawi (ECAMA)

« Director, Institute for Policy Interaction (IPI)

» Director, Malawi Health Equality Network (MHEN)

» Director, Public Affairs Committee (PAC)

» Director, Society for the Advancement of Women

» Head of Policy, Action Aid Malawi

* Programme Manager, Centre for Human Rights and Iiléhtion (CHRR)
» Secretary General, Malawi Congress of Trade Un{MGTU)

» Secretary General, Teacher’s Union of Malawi (TUM)

MEJN District Chapter committee members (focus gminterviews)
Chitipa Chapter members (x5)

Karonga Chapter members (x5)

Mangochi Chapter members (x5)

Mchinji Chapter members (x5)

Mzimba Chapter members (x4)

Nkhatabay Chapter members (x5)

Nsanje Chapter members (x5)

Ntcheu Chapter members (x7)

Ireland

National State Officials
* Chair Social Partnership and General Secretaryaf@ent of an Taoiseach
* Vice-Chair Social Partnership and Assistant Gereearetary, Department of
an Taoiseach

» Head of Social Partnership Secretariat, Departrokah Taoiseach
» Director, NESC
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Community and Voluntary Pillar members

* CEO, Children’s Rights Alliance

* CEO, Disability Federation Ireland

* CEQO, Irish Rural Link

e CEO, The Wheel

» Director OPEN

* Director, CORI

» Director, EAPN

» Director, NWCI

* Former Director, ITM

* Former General Secretary, INOU

* Former Head of Social Justice and Policy, SVP

* Former members of Community Workers Coop (x3)
* Head of Policy and Research, Age Action Ireland
* Head of Social Justice and Policy, SVP

* National Coordinator, Community Workers Coop
» Policy and Advocacy Officer, NYCI

» Policy Officer, NWCI

* Representative, GLEN

e Trainer, CAN

» Academics / commentators on Social Partnership &) Maynooth
» Social Policy Officer, ICTU
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