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INTRODUCTION

Global civil society (GCS) occupies a unique position in the international system. It does not have the
formal power or position within international governance organizations (IGOs) as do states. Neither does
it have the resources of the business sector that promise an attentive ear of government. It has neither
place nor privilege in global policy-making milieus. As such, it carries no formal legitimacy. Civil
society must, rather, gain access through informal and ‘backdoor’ strategies that may not be protected by
formal rules and policies. Further, in some countries, civil society’s very existence is challenged by their
own government. These structural disadvantages make GCS vulnerable, exposing it to powerful and
sometimes antagonistic political and economic forces and threatening to minimize, if not silence its voice.
The inclusion of GCS in policy-making processes, however, contributes to more effective and viable
decisions and policies. The effectiveness and legitimacy of international governance will improve if GCS
is afforded an institutionally legitimated place at the table.

The purpose of the University of Victoria project, ‘the VVoice of Global Civil Society’, is to examine
various options and processes through which members of GCS can give voice to their interests in global
policy-making milieus. In this paper, the reasoning for the need for such processes is explored. To honor
conference participants’ valuable time and expertise on this topic, this piece is written as a précis,
purposefully omitting evidence to substantiate various points. The original work is extensively
referenced; however the references are not included herein in the interest of space. Those interested in the
references may inquire with the Centre for Global Studies.

The purpose of this paper is to locate the project within the larger historical and political context of
Global Civil Society. For the purposes of this paper, GCS is utilized as an ideal type to describe and
explain the endeavors of people, working outside governmental and market roles, who are engaged
internationally to promote the public good. GCS includes both ‘global’ and ‘local’ actors, including non-
governmental organizations (NGOs); interest groups; unions; protestors/demonstrators; religious groups;
social movements, voluntary associations and individual citizens. The paper presents four primary
propositions:

1. The Westphalian state system has been transformed by globalization into a multi-layered, multi-
centric and multi-actor form of global governance.

2. GCSis a significant agent internationally, advocating for effective and equitable policies, and
providing legitimacy for governance processes and policies.

GCS faces significant challenges in its bid to legitimize its presence in global governance.

4. There are opportunities for processes that give GCS effective voice in global policy-making
milieus.

The paper reviews global transformations and international governance, proceeds to a discussion of GCS
as international agent, then to an examination of its challenges and a description of the opportunity
inherent in its structure. It concludes with an overview of three exemplars.

INTERNATIONAL GOVERNANCE

Proposition: The Westphalian state system has been transformed by globalization into a multi-layered,
multi-centric and multi-actor form of global governance.

GLOBALIZATION

Europeans, in 1648, formalized the nation-state system with the Peace of Westphalia. The Westphalian
system designated states as the sole world powers and created the regime of sovereignty to enable their
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peaceful coexistence. Sovereignty recognized the right of nation-states to govern within their boundaries
without international interference and to act unilaterally in international affairs (Deudney, 1996;
Guehenno, 1995; Nye and Donahue, 2000). The United Nations (UN) enshrined the sovereign state in its
Charter, under Article 2.7, further reifying the nation-state as the prevailing paradigm for political
organization (Jordan, Archer, et al., 2001). Recent forces of globalization, however, have fundamentally
altered the Westphalian system.

Globalization in the 21% century is defined by exponential increases in the global flow of politics, culture,
technology and people, the deepening integration of markets and states, and its widespread and profound
impact throughout the world (Barber, 1995; Nye, 2002). Scholte (2002) describes the process as creating
supraterritoriality, wherein territorialist spaces are giving way to a single world space in which
territorialist spaces coexist with global spaces.

Many issues have migrated beyond states to the international arena. Environmental issues, and more
recently sustainability, captured a global audience in the 1990s (UNCED, 1992). Social issues have been
globalized. For example, human rights were written into the United Nations (UN) Charter and have been
upheld through regional agreements such as the European Convention on Human Rights and the
American Convention on Human Rights (Falk, 2000b; Florini, 2000). Terrorist networks present a new
form of military globalization (Huntington, 1997; Nye and Donahue, 2000). Though these networks may
maintain ties with nation-states, they are not beholden to any and easily traverse national borders for
membership, information sharing, financing, etc. Law, while historically tied to the nation-state, is also
globalizing via the International Criminal Court (Moveon.org, 2003), treaties established by bodies such
as the UN, the Arab League and the European Commission (Guehenno, 1995). All these changes have
made porous the once solid boundaries of nation-states, and have challenged their sovereignty.

The interrelatedness between issues has also become evident. In Agenda 21*, governments recognized
that social breakdowns and violence are rooted in economic and social malaise (Iriye, 2004; SouthCentre,
1997). The concept of security has been extended to include environmental protection, defense of
economic autonomy, social well-being and human rights (Holden, 2000; Jordan, Archer et al., 2001; Sen,
1999). The concept of development is now seen as inextricably connected to environmental sustainability
(Simmons and Oudraat, 2001). And, the conception of human rights has expanded to include social and
economic rights, as well as rights to development, peace and self-determination (Falk, 2000a). In this
progressively interdependent world, states are no longer the final arbiters of governance, either at the
national or international level.

GOVERNMENTS TO GOVERNANCE

In fact, the world now consists of increasingly complex, interdependent and dynamic multi-dimensional
networks. These networks, unbounded by national borders, are comprised of multiple, overlapping
institutions that both compete with and complement each other. It is a highly fluid and flexible world,
characterized by constant change, by the increasing diffusion of power throughout the networks and by
the absence of a single center of authority. State governments now find themselves not the sole arbiters
of international policy, but partners in a multi-layered, multi-centric and multi-actor form of global
governance (Rosenau, 1992). Actors in the networks have expanded beyond states to include business,
civil society, mass media and international governmental organizations, as well as new holders of political
power, e.g., global cities and regional governance organizations (CommissiononGlobalGovernance, 1995;
Held, 2004; Keohane and Nye, 2000; Nye and Donahue, 2000; Rosenau, 1998). Three of the most
significant actors are GCS, transnational corporations and 1GOs.

'1n 1992, the United Nations sponsored the Conference on Environment and Development in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil.
At that conference, an international agreement, Agenda 21, was drafted to elucidate shared principles for the
management, conservation and sustainable development of forests throughout the world.
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Global civil society is recognized as one of the most spectacular developments in global governance of
the 20™ century (NGLS, 2003). It has always been active internationally. The Geneva Conventions, for
example, were initiated in 1864 at the behest of Dr. Henri Dunant, founder of the Red Cross. The Red
Cross has been an international presence since that time. GCS expanded its involvement significantly
during the last two decades of the 20" century (Nations, 2003). Described as a “‘global associational
revolution’ (Salamon, Sokolowski et al., 2004), the number of NGOs active internationally has exploded
from 1,300 in 1960 to more than 40,000 at the turn of the century (Edwards and Zadek, 2003). Its
growing status is portrayed through changes in language, for example, its designation as the “third pillar
of modern society’ (Galtung, 2000), pg. 148), Boutros Boutros-Ghali’s recognition of it as a full
participant in international life (Weiss & Gordenker, 1996), and the UN’s reference to it as a social
partner, signifying equality of status with governments (Willetts, 2000). GCS is employing its growing
power to advocate policy positions, challenge power centers, i.e., governments, IGOs and TNCs, and
mobilize global public opinion.

Transnational corporations, though in existence for several centuries, have become extremely powerful
institutions. 51 of the world’s 100 largest economic entities are transnational corporations (Etc.Group,
2003; Haq, 1999; Mokhiber and Weissman, 1999). Through the current form of economic globalization,
tied to principles of neoliberalism and the Washington Consensus, states have systematically ceded their
control of the market (Aksu, 2002; Cardoso, nd; Streeten, 2001; Williamson, 1994). The market is,
hence, increasingly insulated from political influence (Levine, 1995; Nedelsky, 1990), effectively
checking the direction and context made available through governance processes and institutions.
Accordingly, the political and economic power of many of the world’s states has been compromised.

International Governmental Organizations are created by states sharing common visions, e.g., trade,
human rights, international cooperation. Some are global, such as the UN and the International Criminal
Court. Some are regional, e.g., the European Union, and some are bi or mini lateral, e.g., the
Organization of American States, the Organization of African Unity, the Arab Monetary Fund and the
South East Asian Military Pact. These organizations are granted legal authority by member states that
voluntarily cede certain powers in return for the organization’s services. In these multiple centers of
power, regimes are negotiated complete with systems of rules and operational institutions (Keohane and
Nye, 2000) which require the relinquishment of state power and sovereignty.

Globalization has made indelible changes to the Westphalian system of states (Aksu & Camilleri, 2002;
Guehenno, 1993; Held, 1995; Korten, 1996; Nye, 2000; Scholte, 2002; South Centre, 1997; Stiglitz,
2002). Numerous issues have migrated beyond states to the international arena. The complexity and
interrelatedness of many issues have exceeded the capacity of individual states and intergovernmental
processes to resolve them (HelsinkiProcess, nd). Globalization has made permeable the boundaries that
demarcated the sovereign rights of states and the social contracts negotiated between citizens and their
states, thus mitigating states’ ability to shape their own future (Held, 2004; Scholte, 2002). So while
states are not passé, they can no longer operate unilaterally or as inimitable actors outside the
international system. And, governments can no longer claim sole authorship or total power in global
affairs.

GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY

Proposition: GCS is a significant agent internationally, advocating for effective and equitable policies,
and providing legitimacy for governance processes and policies.

SocIAL CHANGE AGENTS

GCS wields neither the sword of states, the resources of business, nor the structures of the international
bureaucracy, yet its strength and accomplishments as an active agent in international affairs are
irrefutable. It is a significant force internationally, exemplified by its sheer size, its influence on 1GOs, its
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ability to mobilize global public opinion and its proven success transforming policy issues into
international regimes. Global civil society in the 21% century is galvanized by concerns regarding
globalization, and demands for just and equitable social and economic policies, democratic governance
and democratically guided markets (Edwards, 2001; Weiss and Gordenker, 1996). GCS theorists provide
evidence of the active force of GCS in historic progress on international regimes from human rights,
international corruption, democratic governance, development and peace to environmental conservation
(Clark, 1995; Khagram, 2002; Risse, 1999; Rosenau, 1990; Wapner, 2000).

Civil society has been an active agent in deposing governments from Philippines and Panama to South
Africa and Czechoslovakia (Mbogori & Chigudu, 1999). The International Campaign to Ban Landmines,
a global NGO alliance, championed the Ottawa Treaty on Landmines (Paul, 1999). GCS championed and
led efforts to establish the International Criminal Court and the Kyoto Protocol on climate change, and to
stop the Multilateral Agreement on Investments (Paul, 1999; Simmons and Oudraat, 2001). In July,
2005, the Global Call to Action against Poverty, a coalition of over 15,000 anti-poverty organizations
from 100 countries celebrated the G8 commitment, primarily European countries and Japan, to increase
Official Development Assistance (Lawson and Green, 2005). A broad cross section of GCS is
challenging the policies of the IMF, WTO, World Bank and G7, asserting that they utilize processes
lacking transparency and accountability, and generate policies that are unfair and unethical (Aaronson,
2004; Broad, 2002; Edwards and Gaventa, 2001; Kaldor, 2003; Stiglitz, 2002; Waterman, 2001).

SOURCE OF LEGITIMACY

Legitimacy is granted to governments by citizens when governments are perceived to be acting in ways
that are lawful, justified and fair. Once endowed with legitimacy, governments are given the right and
responsibility to negotiate and create public policy (Edwards, 2003; Scholte, 2001). 1GOs face a unique
and significant legitimacy challenge. 1GOs do not represent the full range of the worlds’ states, the direct
voice of the people or the representative voice of their parliaments. (HelsinkiProcess, nd; Scholte, 2002;
SouthCentre, 1997). They are dominated by governments and corporations from industrial countries
(Edwards, 2003) and often lack representation from GCS. Absent the voice of GCS in policy
deliberations, decisions are at risk of reflecting only the voices at the table, e.g., business and
governments. These decisions are unrepresentative and can lack accountability and transparency, so often
are not perceived as legitimate.

In the background paper for the Secretary-General’s Panel of Eminent Persons on UN Relations and Civil
Society (UN, 2003), the UN asserted that participation of civil society in global governance enhances and
confers legitimacy on decisions and improves the transparency and accountability of the governance
process. Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali reinforced that sentiment, stating that NGO,
‘...participation in international relations is, in a way, a guarantee of the political legitimacy of those
international organizations.” 2

Inclusion of GCS exposes decision-makers to global public opinion, enhancing the information base,
including unconventional ideas and accounting for potential implications of prospective policies.
Subsequent analyses and debate are thus more comprehensive (Edwards and Zadek, 2003; Nations, 2004)
and likely to result in policies that are more effective, ethical and legitimate. Further, the policy-making
process is more transparent, responsive and accountable to the global public (Archibugi, Balduini et al.,
2000; Krut, Howard et al., 1997; Nations, 2004; Scholte, 1999; Weiss, Forsythe et al., 2004). Hence, the
quality of the decision-making process is improved and resultant policy is more effective.

2 Boutros Boutros-Ghali, speech to the DPI Annual Conference, UN, New York, September, 1995. Italics added by
author for emphasis.
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The Panel of Eminent Persons on UN-Civil Society Relations (2004) stressed that inclusion of GCS in
policy deliberations is not about sharing power in a zero-sum game. Rather, their inclusion reduces the
democratic deficit of international forums. The Panel further asserts that when policies are conceived to
be legitimate, GCS promotes them and builds constituencies around them, thereby advancing the 1GOs’
causes®. The Arria Formula provides a case in point. The Arria Formula® is an informal ad hoc and
flexible process utilized to incorporate the voice of various stakeholders, including representatives of
GCS, into discussions at the UN Security Council. Established in 1992, the Arria Formula is recognized
as an important tool for the Security Council and is utilized frequently and consistently. The NGO
Working Group on the Security Council®, a GCS led process established in 1997, is also a respected and
consistently utilized process to introduce the voice of GCS into Security Council deliberations.

OBSTACLES TO GCS VOICE

Proposition: Global civil society faces significant challenges in its bid to legitimize its presence in
global governance.

Global civil society is engaged internationally, regarded by many as an important player in global
governance and vying to further develop its association with IGOs (Weiss & Gordenker, 1996). Yet, it
faces significant challenges in its bid to institutionalize its legitimate presence in global governance. It is
challenged by issues within 1GOs, by a backlash of governments against its power and by its own internal
developmental requirements.

IGO CHALLENGE

IGOs vary widely in their openness and acceptance of GCS, from the partnership status enjoyed by GCS
involved with sustainable development at the UN to the relatively closed doors of the IMF and WTO
(O'Brien, Goetz et al., 2000; Weiss and Gordenker, 1996). Regardless of their relative openness to GCS,
IGOs ultimately remain accountable to states, many of whom waver on their acceptance of GCS in global
decision-making milieus.

The UN provides one example. The UN is questioning the accountability and transparency of NGOs,
requiring greater self-discipline and calling for NGOs to engage in self-regulation (United Nations, 2003).
Moreover, since the late 1990s, the UN has curtailed and challenged GCS’s access to its quarters.
Accreditation is widely perceived to be politicized, with states weighing in on decisions when civil
society groups are alleged to be a threat to their interests (United Nations, 2003). Access to buildings and
meetings is restricted, fees are being assessed for access to UN documents, the Secretariat is accused of
failing to engage civil society and ESOSOC has considered the restriction of NGOs accredited to
particular meetings (Forum, 1999; Krut, Howard et al., 1997; Nations, 2003). These restrictions became
significant when the UN global conferences were discontinued and issues formally considered at the
conferences were transferred to the General Assembly and other UN venues to which civil society has
little to no access (Forum, 1999).

The question of the genesis for the increasing restrictions of access by GCS to the UN has several
answers. First, the UN has been struggling for years with a burgeoning financial crisis. The explosive
growth in NGOs, requests for accreditation and demands for access have overwhelmed the UN’s limited
capacity (United Nations, 2003). Strategies such as the application of fees to UN services can be
explained by the organization’s severe resource constraints. The challenge to GCS’s access to

3 Ttalics added by author for emphasis
4 http:/ /www.globalpolicv.org/security/mtosetc/ariatxt.htm
5 http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/ngowkerp /members.htm
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international governance is, however, far from simply a logistical issue. The growing force of GCS is
also being met with an equal and sometimes oppositional force, that of states.

STATE CHALLENGE

Global civil society claims its place in international society despite the fact that it sits entirely outside the
Westphalian system. GCS represents a significant threat to the Westphalian system (Clark, 2001). With
the advancement and deepening of international normative regimes regarding social, political,
environmental, security and economic issues, states and 1GOs have become increasingly open to GCS
influence (Keohane and Nye, 1989; Keohane and Nye, 2000; O'Brien, Goetz et al., 2000). The human
rights regime, for example, challenges state sovereignty, as state actions against their citizens can be
contested (Ruggie, Autumn, 1998) by actors outside the particular state.

Advancing and protecting human rights is one of the oldest endeavors of GCS. GCS has taken a leading
role in monitoring government actions with regard to internationally negotiated regimes such as human
rights, earning for itself the title of the *...new world police force...” (Spirio, 1995pgs. 45-46).
Organizations such as Amnesty International, World Conservation Union, Third World Network and
Transparency International research, disseminate information, and mobilize public opinion in an attempt
to increase government transparency and hold governments accountable. Their reports regularly trigger
UN special investigations and focus worldwide attention on the offending country. The pursuit of
General Augusto Pinochet in 1998, the Guatemalan truth commissions of 1997, and Suharto’s forced
abdication in Indonesia in 1998 illustrate the active agency of GCS (Risse, 1999). Global civil society
exerts this pressure equally in other policy areas, exposing governments’ lack of follow-through on
international obligations and pushing for additional extension of government responsibility to humanity.
This incursion into state sovereignty is prompting a reaction against global civil society (Cardoso, nd;
Naidoo, 2003; Weiss and Gordenker, 1996; Willetts, 2000). Paul (1999) asserts that there has been a
growing movement within some member states to diminish NGO rights. NGO’s legitimacy,
representativeness, sources of funding and tactics are being challenged (United Nations, 2003).

DEVELOPMENTAL CHALLENGE

The backlash against global civil society, however, is not entirely driven by political antipathy. It also
represents a reasonable demand of any actor that claims to speak for the people. GCS is being challenged
to justify its new status and influence (Panel of Eminent Persons on UN-Civil Society Relations, 2004).
GCS cannot be assumed to be democratic (Scholte, 2002). The challenges it faces include its
representativeness as well as its potential to reinforce structural problems in recipient communities and to
reify the disparity in power and voice already extant across GCS.

Global civil society is challenged with regard to its representativeness. Kaldor (2003) distinguishes
between mutual benefit and solidarity NGOs. Mutual benefit NGOs are comprised of people who are
working to improve the conditions of their own lives, e.g., the Bangladesh Rural Advancement
Committee. Solidarity NGOs are comprised of people who may not be affected by the problems they are
trying to resolve but who, nonetheless, are committed to the wellbeing of others, e.g., Amnesty
International. Solidarity NGOs many times can’t look to their beneficiary constituency for guidance and
hence can’t make claims on their behalf without having their legitimacy effectively challenged.
Moreover, when different solidarity NGOs make divergent claims on behalf of the same constituency,
there is no mechanism to discern which one truly represents the people (Krut, et.al., 1997).

The relationship between southern and northern NGOs highlights other serious challenges. Northern
NGOs dominate internationally, being the primary recipients of funding and playing the most prominent
roles. Eight northern NGOs currently receive half the US$8 billion funding for NGOs, i.e., CARE, World
Vision International, Oxfam, Medecins Sans Frontieres, Save the Children Federation, Cooperation
Internationale pour le Developpement et la Solidarite, Coalition of Catholic NGOs, Association of
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Protestant Development Organization in Europe and Eurostep (Krut, et.al., 1997; Weiss & Gordenker,
1996). While funding is then channeled to many southern mutual benefit NGOs, it comes with dictums
regarding mission, required outcomes and allowable expenditures.

Southern dependence on northern NGOs and donors for resources creates problems. It may jeopardize
southern NGOs’ ability to respond appropriately to local needs. Southern NGOs tend to organize
holistically around a community’s needs, addressing issues from the environment to employment and
nutrition (Rooy, 2004). Many northern NGOs on the other hand, are focused on single issues, e.g.,
human rights or environment, so directives and purposes between northern payers and operational NGOs
may not be congruent, with northern penchants taking precedence. Further, the method by which aid is
delivered can have debilitating effects on the community, its government and local NGOs. It can create
dependencies rather than build capacity, supplant government operations, reinforce structural problems
and undermine democratic policy and practice (Hudock, 1999; Kaldor, 2003; Rooy, 2004).

Finally, the predominance of northern NGOs engaged with 1GOs further obscures the voice of southern
citizens and reinforces the disparity in power and voice between northern and southern civil society
(Hudock, 1999; Kaldor, 2003; Krut, et.al.,1997; Weiss & Gordenker, 1996; Rooy, 2004). While these
challenges within civil society remain unresolved, the legitimacy of global civil society remains open to
guestion and potential subversion.

OPPORTUNITIES FOR GCS VOICE

Proposition: GCS networks enable innovative processes that will give GCS effective voice in global
policy-making milieus.

GCS NETWORKING

Global civil society is coordinating itself via networks (Hall, 2000). Through networks, individual GCS
groups increase their legitimacy and access to IGOs and enhance their opportunities to effectively
participate in management of the global system (Keck, 1998; O'Brien, Goetz et al., 2000; Paul, 2000;
Ritchie, 1996; Rooy, 2004; Smith, 2005). Even the world’s best known NGOs, e.g., Medecins Sans
Frontieres and Oxfam, see benefits from participating in networks and alliances.

The tendency toward networking in global civil society is located within broader global trends. In the age
of interdependence and communication, ‘Networks constitute the new social morphology of our
societies...” (Castells, 2000, p. 469). Networking is occurring in all realms, from business to government
to civil society. The world is in a period of change, wherein conventional knowledge is challenged but
not yet replaced by new paradigms. In this period of searching and reflection, experimentation,
purposeful learning and ongoing exchange are critical (Wallerstein, 2004). Networks facilitate that
exchange and learning.

Global civil society networks are characterized as open to varied experience and ideas, energized by
shared responsibility and capable of rapid mobilization (Tandon, 1991). The minimal reliance on
hierarchies and bureaucratic regulations, the vast linkages across multiple sources of competence,
knowledge and experience, and the access to humerous power centers and resources make networks
uniquely suited to coordination of complex tasks and rapid learning (Lewis, 1999; Ritchie, 1996).

GCS networks are variously referred to as coalitions, federations, alliances, consortiums, associations and
social movements. Their definition and constitution are also variously portrayed. They, however, can be
characterized in terms of their structure and organization. The simplest forms have a loose, de-centered
and informal structure that links independent local actors to each other across time and space. They
function primarily as mechanisms to coordinate the flow of information and connect various groups to
particular policy areas. The most complex forms develop increasingly complex organizational structures
and processes, build shared ideologies and employ long-term strategies for action. Networking also
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occurs in ad hoc fashion as a response to immediate and pressing policy issues. Typically called
coalitions, these transitory assemblages of GCS agents coalesce around specific campaigns. The term
network, herein, refers broadly to these various forms of GCS organizing.

Through interaction in networks, groups develop shared meaning or common ground, which enables them
to engage together in matters related to those particular issues. This process generates a dynamic system
of contingent alliances, based on common affinities and shared interests, values and goals (Mertes, 2004;
Smith and Bandy, 2005). It also fosters new organizational arrangements, refines individual and
organizational skills, creates functional interdependence (Mitrany, 1975), further diffuses shared meaning,
builds solidarity and creates global political community.

Networks present both the opportunity and avenue to catalyze processes designed to aggregate and
articulate the voice of GCS in global policy-making milieus. Such processes are challenged to aggregate
the many and diverse voices within GCS on various policy issues. This task would be formidable absent
networks. Though a single network likely will not represent the full complement of GCS voices, it is
likely to represent that of its members. The task of the process then would be to assemble the policy
positions presented by the range of networks addressing that issue.

GCS IN MOTION

Various processes have been created to integrate the voice of GCS into international policy-making
milieus; examples are Civil G8, Multi-Stakeholder Process and Women’s Caucus.

CiviL G8

The Montreal International Forum (FIM) ® developed Civil G8', starting in 2002 with the express purpose
of creating a respected an ongoing process of dialogue between members of the G8 and civil society. In
its last iteration, FIM worked with Chatham House® and several other collaborators to gather the
information from a broad range of civil society organizations regarding the topics of the 2006 G8 summit
in St. Petersburg, and then to articulate those views to summit participants.

Civil G8 endeavors to complement existing stakeholder-government dialogues by extending the dialogue
to additional stakeholder groups and engaging southern groups. Through a series of conferences,
seminars and round table discussions with civil society representatives, stakeholder views are arrayed and
areas of agreement and potential co-operation are identified. The agenda thus set forth by civil society is
shared with G8 Leaders’ representatives on the eve of the G8 summits. It is FIMs intention to broaden
civil society representation for the next G8 summit.

MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PROCESSES

In a speech to the UNED Forum?® (28 April, 2001) Minu Hemmati stated that the purpose of Multi-
Stakeholder Processes (MSPs) is to integrate people into decision-finding, making and implementation.
Obijectives of multi-stakeholder process include:

1. promote better decisions by means of wider input; integrate diverse viewpoints;

2. create trust through honoring each participant's contribution as a necessary component of the
bigger picture;

3. develop shared power with a partnership approach;

¢ http://www.fimcivilsociety.org/english /home.html

7 http:/ /en.civilg8.ru/About

8 http://www.chathamhouse.org.uk/index.php?id=345

9 http:/ /www.earthsummit2002.org/msp/workshop/mh%20notes.htm
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4. create commitment by enabling participants to identify with the outcome and to value it, thus
increasing the likelihood of successful implementation;

5. allow for groups un- or under-represented in formal governance structures to have their say in
policy-making;

6. allow for clear and shared definitions of responsibilities in the implementation of change;

The Multi-Stakeholder website'® describes the multi-stakeholder process (MSP) as a process “...which
aims to bring together all major stakeholders in a new form of communication, decision-finding (and
possibly decision-making) on a particular issue.” They aim to achieve equity and accountability in
communication, transparency and participation in the process and partnerships between stakeholders.
Multi-Stakeholder processes are customized to fit the specific issues, objectives, participants, scope and
timelines extant in a particular situation.

WOMEN’S CAUCUS

The Women’s Caucus was designed by Women’s Environment and Development Organization™
(WEDO) after its hugely successful effort to organize women internationally for the 1992 UN Conference
on Environment and Development (UNCED). In Linkage Strategy 2000*, the Caucus is described as
‘...a broad participatory forum for NGOs to critically examine government policies, build consensus on
strategies for gender-aware policies and promote equal participation in decision-making.’

The Women’s Caucus was successfully used at many UN conferences, including: UN International
Conference on Population and Development (ICPD), Cairo, Egypt, 1994; UN World Conference on
Social Development (WSSD), Copenhagen, Denmark, 1995; UN Fourth World Conference on Women
(FWCW), Beijing, China, 1995, and UN World Conference on Human Settlements (HABITAT),
Istanbul, Turkey, 1996. It has also been utilized in country-level endeavors, for example: in Senegal,
Cameroon and Zambia to increase women’s political power and presence in elective office, in Brazil to
advance environmental sustainability through local Agenda 21 councils, and in India, Germany and
Canada to challenge intellectual property regimes that patent life forms for private profit and threaten
women's and indigenous people’s rights to knowledge and biodiversity.

These three processes are all somewhat different. Civil G8 addresses one intergovernmental process,
while the MSP and Women’s Caucus are utilized in various governmental settings. The MSP elicits input
from a broad spectrum of stakeholders, while Civil G8 and the Women’s Caucus gather input exclusively
from members of GCS. Governmental agencies are increasingly convening MSPs, while GCS generally
convenes processes like Civil G8 and the Women’s Caucus. All three processes have been utilized
successfully to gather input from GCS and to provide voice. They offer important lessons regarding how
to gather input from GCS and move toward shared policy positions which can then be articulated in
various governmental decision-making milieus.

CONCLUSION

The interrelatedness and complexity of many issues and their transcendence across state borders have
severely challenged many states’ capacity to respond unilaterally. Moreover, with the rise of multiple
non-state actors, states are no longer the sole arbiters of international policy, but partners in a multi-
layered, multi-centric and multi-actor form of global governance. Among the non-state actors is global

10 http://www.earthsummit2002.org/msp/#Introduction

1 http://www.wedo.org/aboutus.aspx?mode=history
12 http://66.102.7.104/u/WEDO?q=cache:cpLKuUibOKY]:wedo.org/monitor/linkage. htm+Women%

27s+Caucus&hl=en&gl=us&ct=clnk&cd=7&ie=UTF-8
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civil society, a powerful force for social change norms. Despite its effective agency internationally, GCS
has no formal or institutionally protected venue through which to project its voice and parlay its intent
into international policy-making milieus.

Absent the voice of GCS, international decisions can lack transparency and accountability, so often are
perceived as illegitimate. Inclusion of GCS, however, exposes decision-makers to global public opinion,
encourages more comprehensive analyses and debate, and creates a policy-making process that is more
transparent, responsive and accountable to the global public. Hence, the quality of the decision-making
process is improved and resultant policy can be more effective and legitimate.

Global civil society makes unique and important contributions to international governance. However,
absent standard avenues to integrate the voice of GCS into policy-making deliberations, policy-makers
must use ad hoc approaches to access the vast resources within GCS. A more effective solve is to utilize
processes designed specifically to gather, aggregate and articulate the voice of GCS. Such processes are
challenged to aggregate the many and diverse voices within GCS, a task made possible via networks. A
number of processes exist, including Civil G8, the multi-stakeholder process and the Women’s Caucus.
The Centre for Global Studies project *‘Amplifying and Focusing the Voice of Global Civil Society’ aims
to examine options for promising processes to be designed by GCS.
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