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Introduction

In the last decade focus by the international donor community on governance activities within development programs has increased considerably. Yet as more donor development programs include an aspect of governance, clarification of what good governance means and how it is able to protect the basic needs of the marginalised has been lost. Instead, some donor countries have come to see good governance as an end in itself, rather than a tool to protect human rights and eradicate poverty. 

While donor governments expand the agenda of governance promotion, their engagement with civil society in developing countries has been extremely limited. Further more, opportunities for NGOs (both in donor and recipient countries) to challenge governance programs on the lack of civil society involvement have been lost or far under utilised. This has created an overwhelming supply of good governance activities and strategies from donor countries, without a strong demand from recipient communities. This paper will outline key challenges for donor countries in order to address the lack of civil society participation in governance programs.

Defining Governance – the Moving Beast

Before summarising the current governance policies and activities of the Australian aid program it is important to briefly visit the wide views and understanding of what is considered ‘good governance practices’.

One of the first challenges for any donor government working to promote good governance lies in establishing the definition and priorities of a governance program. Eight characteristics of good governance identified by the United Nations Economic and Social Commission for the Asia and the Pacific (UNESCAP) are that good governance, 

“is participatory, consensus oriented, accountable, transparent, responsive, effective and efficient, equitable and inclusive and follows the rule of law. It assures that corruption is minimized, the views of minorities are taken into account and that the voices of the most vulnerable in society are heard in decision-making. It is also responsive to the present and future needs of society.”

This is not the common or collective view of governance. As many have correctly observed, there is no uniform, universal definition of ‘governance’. Yet this concept has become the focus of many development programs of donor governments; The United Kingdom, Sweden, the United States and not least of all the Australian Aid Program, which will be examined in detail here. 

Where has this focus on governance come from? Looking at the increasing attention on corruption provides some initial insight. In a modern context Tanzi (1998: 561-564) recognises ‘greater awareness of the phenomenon of corruption’ as being the result of both a growing exposure of corruption (for instance through an expanding free media, globalisation and the breakdown of centrally controlled economies) and an increased occurrence of corrupt acts (contributed to by an increase in taxation and public spending, growing international trade and privatization). Lamour (1998) notes an ‘external’ shift (for example change in power of interest and social groups calling for increased transparency, the end of the cold war and intensified trade) and an ‘internal’ shift (policies that decay from within, citing the failures of the structural adjustment programs in Africa and increased perception of corruption of donor policies) as stimulating the modern policy discourse of governance.

Critics within Australia have questioned the shift of the Australian Aid Program to an emphasis on governance in development policy: How can a good governance program benefit the marginalised, the poor and the disenfranchised when it is a ‘moving beast’, without clear definitions that has become all things to all governments? Those who witness good governance promotions failing to address the basic rights of the most needy have become extremely sceptical of any merit in governance schemes. From these critics the challenge for donor governments driving a good governance agenda within international development is clear. How will development programs that focus primarily on governance deliver on a promise of benefiting developing states? 

Donor governments strongly espouse that building good governance practices automatically benefits the poor and underprivileged. In theory this ought to happen. Programs promoting, supporting, building good governance practices should benefit the poor. They can uphold basic human rights. They could prevent corruption.  

In reality, the lack of shared definition, agendas driven by macro economic reform that neglect to place the marginalised at the centre of development, and an absence of commonality for the myriad of stakeholders in governance programs, is causing a huge bottleneck in turning rhetoric into reality. Donors are increasingly viewing good governance as the end goal of development programs, rather than the means to protecting human rights, preventing corruption and providing sustainable development. 

In turn, the key characteristics of good governance practices are being forced out of the picture. This is particularly the case for participation of civil society, specifically the representation of recipient communities in decision-making processes affecting their lives. Hence, in returning to the question of governance programs delivering on benefits for the poor, the participation of civil society in developing countries is the missing link in the chain. With a robust civil society able to represent the voice of the poor and marginalised, the tools of governance can work to eradicate corruption and protect human rights in developing countries. Without civil society participation these tools are useless. This is a truism to those working at the grassroots level with communities aiming to prevent corruption. Yet donor governments have not been ready to include the needs of the poor and marginalised in governance programs. It is this question of why civil society capacity building and involvement in donor governance programs remains at best tokenistic and at worst completely ignored, that must be investigated further.

Good Governance in the Australian Aid Program

Over the past decade ‘good governance’ has become an increasingly important part of Australia’s Aid Program, now constituting one of its five major sectoral programs.  This increased focus is directly revealed in the growing allocation of funds to governance programs, in 2002-03, direct assistance to help improve governance in developing countries represented 20 % of Australia’s overall ODA expenditure and in 2003-04 will constitute 21%. Diagram one outlines the five key aspects of the theme of governance within the Australian Aid Program.
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Source: Australia’s Overseas Aid Program 2003-04, Statement by the Hon Alexander Downer May 2003, p 5.

The good governance agenda of AusAID (the Australian Government’s Overseas Aid Program) has been emphasised in the recent release of the Government’s policy document on overseas aid and good governance, Good Governance: Guiding Principles for Implementation, which states;

‘Poor governance stifles and impedes development. In countries where there is corruption, poor control of public funds, lack of accountability, abuses of human rights and excessive military influence, development inevitability suffers’

In addressing these effects of poor governance the Guiding Principles for Implementation outline the current government thinking on the principles of good governance for society. These ideals cover political principles such as:

· Representative and accountable government,

· Strong and pluralistic civil society,

· Primacy of the rule of law, and 

· Transparency and accountability in public and corporate processes,

as well as economic principles including:

· Promotion of broad-based economic growth, a dynamic private sector and social policies that will lead to poverty reduction,

· Investment in policies and institutions that improve access to basic services, and

· Management of the national economy to maximise economic and social advancement. 

These principles represent the priority areas of action from the perspective of a donor government – namely the Australian Government – for overcoming the adverse affects of poor governance in developing countries. A key issue for discussion is whether there is consensus across Australian donor programs (governmental, NGO, multilateral) on what the challenges to promoting and upholding good governance in developing countries are. Interpreting where donor government programs believe the blocks to good governance lie actually reveals fundamental omissions of what ought to be key considerations for good governance policies. 

The Australian Aid Program outlines that significant assistance is provided to a range of good governance mechanisms in the areas of institutional strengthening for law and order, public sector structural adjustment and economic capacity building. Within the Papua New Guinea bilateral aid program, the largest in the Australian Aid Program, governance will constitute 29% of funding in 2003-04
. Support for building democratic institutions is included as part of the governance program, yet direct participation of the marginalised and the poor is merely considered an implicit component of development. 

For example training programs have long been targeted at the highly educated members of the judiciary, military and government. Less assistance is channelled to basic education of the poor, illiterate and marginalised. Basic education constitutes only 37% of the education sector of the 2003-2004 Australian Aid Program budget
, yet is arguably an integral element in facilitating more effective good governance from the ground up. 

Overall such commitment to introducing measures aimed at increasing transparency and accountability, eradicating corruption and establishing sustainable development should be supported. However this support is not unconditional. The implementation of legal guarantees of civil and political, economic, social and cultural rights of all people in recipient countries must be the key aim of any donor countries’ ‘good governance’ agenda. Furthermore, the participation of recipient communities in decision-making processes is the foundation of turning good governance principles into community-owned, society inclusive, long-term results. Participating recipient communities can represent the poor, vulnerable and marginalised. From these two fundamentals: protection of human rights and participation of the poor, five key challenges for donor governments in promoting and establishing good governance practices are outlined below. 

Challenge I: Good governance should be a core pillar of a wider human rights agenda

Efforts by donor programs to build transparent and accountable systems and work towards minimizing corruption are important tools that support economic and social rights. In the long term however, respect for the rule of law, observance of human rights obligations and installation of good governance practices can only be sustained if it is built upon a foundation of a strong civil society and is framed within a wider agenda of promoting human rights. Importantly, the existence and long-term survival of strong civil society organisations depend upon respect for the civil and political freedoms of private individuals and groups to assert their rights, express their views and participate fully in the economic, political, social and cultural life of the country. A legally enforceable guarantee of the freedom of association and assembly, free speech and participation in public affairs are all critical to the process of preventing corruption and institutionalising ‘good governance’. Denial of these civil rights will undermine the development efforts of donor countries.

A human rights framework that includes the promotion of good governance reinforces that there are certain internationally agreed and legally binding minimum standards in relation to civil, political, economic, social and cultural rights. These standards provide a framework for identifying the key objectives of macroeconomic policy and public sector reform (which have been identified as priority areas of the Australia Government’s governance agenda). In addition a human rights framework ensures that these strategies are focused on meeting the economic and social rights of the poorest communities and the most marginalized, especially women who comprise the bulk of the poor. To benefit, and ensure the participation of people living in poverty macro-economic frameworks must use resources productively, avoid environmental degradation and strengthen domestic employment and income generating activity especially of the poor. The capacity to implement economic, social and cultural rights within a framework that meets international human rights obligations should be the foundations of the good governance agenda. This is the challenge posed to all donor programs. Currently some donor governments, notably New Zealand, the United Kingdom and Sweden, have commenced development programs working through a rights based approach. The Australian Aid Program does not adopt a rights based approach to development, citing that there is no agreed understanding of what such an approach should be. This stands in contrast to the programs promoting governance, despite its lack of a universally accepted definition. 

Why should governance and human rights be melded together in development programs? Framing a good governance agenda with a human rights framework orientates recipient communities to the center of programs to promoting civil society involvement, transparency and accountability and corruption prevention. A fundamental political right is the right to participate in public affairs.
 The rights based approach to development prioritises, or at least places equal weight, on the bottom up processes as it does to improving institutional mechanisms.  The participation of vulnerable communities and civil society organisations should be a priority in the formulation of good governance strategies of donors and in the design, implementation and evaluation of such programs and projects.

No one government or civil society alike should consider this a simple or easy challenge. Recognising the complexity in applying good governance practices to development within a human rights framework is in itself a first step in fulfilling this challenge. Currently this is where the discussion with government should start. Basic education is the next step. Raising rights awareness and promoting the principles of good governance at the local, community, grass roots level could come next. In their varying capacities some NGOs are following this pathway through. At all stages basic education must be provided with a long-term commitment through activities of relevance to the participants, with their own peers. This brings us to the next, and most important challenge posed to all donor governments. 
Challenge II: Governance measures should be based on strong and pluralistic civil society and the full participation of all citizens

As mentioned above respect for the rule of law, creating cultures that support rather than block transparency and accountability and eradicating corruption can only be sustained if it is built upon a foundation of a strong civil society. 

Civil society is widely accepted as the civic elements of participants in the public sphere – trade unions, religious groups, academia, social networks, activists, non government organisations. Importantly the voice of citizens as a whole is represented in civil society. This includes the poor, marginalised and disenfranchised, despite being neglected in numerous discourses on civil society.

As is now widely appreciated among many working in development programs, for development benefits to be sustained, it is absolutely crucial that there are opportunities for communities to have a voice in determining development interventions through policymaking and governance structures. Participatory processes must be structured around community-level discussion, consultation and input through local political and decision-making fora. Only then will ensure good governance policy have the optimum conditions required to address the needs of the poor and marginalised. 

In its Good Governance: Guiding Principles for Implementation (2000) policy paper the Australian Government states that, ‘good governance requires a strong and pluralistic civil society, where there is freedom of expression and association’.

The sentiments set the right tone, but the statement must be expanded. Good governance not only encourages freedom of expression and association, but also fundamentally builds the structures to promote and facilitate that expression. Where such structures do not exist, community representatives often lack the forum to participate in development decisions, and thus any relevance of those decisions to the real needs of the community is due to coincidence rather than strategy.

It is democratic values that underpin a broader understanding of good governance, and which encourage representation and government response to the needs of the people. The values and principles of the NGO community in Australia, including those agreed in the ACFOA Code of Conduct include the need for any outside interventions to be based on the authentic participation of people in programs that affect their lives. This is the center of what we consider good governance. The importance of such participatory processes to effective development, and thus real human security cannot be overstated. Yet while this may be a sentiment that is expressed in the policies of development programs, in actuality the situation is much grimmer. A sobering examination of development programs reveals the reality that the poor, the marginalized and the disenfranchised continue to be on the outside to decision-making process. They remain excluded from providing informed consent and prevented from accessing the tools that will equip them to own the principles of governance in a manner that is most sensitive to their needs and appropriate to their lives.

Furthermore the assumption from many donors that participation structures do not exist outside western democratic forums must be dispelled. Structures for participation exist in many different forums dependent on a range of social structure factors including power relations, religion, class, gender, education, wealth distribution and so forth. These factors may complicate consultation and participation or even cloud an outsider from recognising culturally legitimate and appropriate participation fora.

Working with communities to improve understanding of social norms and traditions of participation in order to assist that community fulfill its basic needs and rights must be acknowledged as a time consuming, resource intensive process. Partly for these reasons it is also one of the most neglected areas of governance development programs. Aid programs are challenged by yearly budgets, short program lifecycles and a philosophy that assumes rights are automatically protected by somehow simply installing good governance. The detailed, patient background work that ought be mandatory for any donor when establishing the pillars of a robust representative community has long been compromised. Building civil society capacity and working with communities to not just improve, but understand, existing social participatory processes works on a timeline of generations. Ultimately though this will provide people with their own tools to prevent corruption. 

Gaining some traction in media attention in Australia are arguments calling for cession of all aid to states that continue to cultivate poor accountability, lack of transparency and systemic corruption
. While there is insufficient space in this paper to cover the complexities of conditionality, it must be noted that the Australian Aid program has stated in policy that it is committed to remaining engaged with ‘poor performing states’. The challenge is to adjust engagement to strike the balance. Putting in place sustainable development programs with the ownership of local communities and government must occur at the same time as addressing issues of poor governance, such as corruption, that undermine the investments of development. 

Many in Australia may argue that the participation of civil society in development nations (and furthermore the marginalised constituency they represent) in governance advocacy is simply idealistic and a long way from the reality of developing communities today. They may argue that the sophistication of the issues of governance is beyond a wide community understanding and ownership. They may argue that efforts spent building civil society could be better allocated to public sector reform, economic reform and eradicating corruption from judicial systems.

Yet there remains a growing gap between Western owned and designed programs promoting good governance, and the lack of ownership of good governance strategies at the micro, grassroots, local, community level in the developing country. This is the very essence of why donor governments must rise up and meet the challenge. This is particularly pertinent to the fight to prevent corruption. All too often when corruption is perceived as a privilege of the powerful and influential, in the realms of a world beyond the influence of a local community, all people feel overwhelmed and powerless to seek change. 

Cultivating demand, installing the seeds of ideas, working with communities to encourage them to ask the hard questions and seek change is much, much harder than simply walking into communities with all the solutions. It means being in the game for the long haul, it means adjusting the measures of success of good governance not in economic terms but in participation benchmarks, it means adopting a holistic approach to tactics to prevent corruption. These are not new or novel strategies. Rather these are challenges that donors have dodged and avoided for generations of aid programs.  Putting the capacity of civil society first means challenging the policies of governments, challenging the direction of good governance programs by multilaterals, and indeed challenging the method of development assistance provided by many well intended NGOs. This is not a challenge for the faint hearted. 
Case Study One: Broadening the Good Governance agenda – Focus on the Pacific

Recognising the colonial legacy of imposing on Pacific Island Countries administrative structures not necessarily in accord with national experience and management skills, Australia has recently enthusiastically adopted the “good governance” agenda to ameliorate poor governance issues in a number of its Pacific Island neighbours. This agenda is also promoted by multilateral agencies such as the World Bank and Asian Development Bank (ADB). The governance agenda has highlighted the need for institutional reform, especially of the public sector, with greater accountability and transparency by public authorities. The academic and policy debate over the last decade has been influenced by concern that Pacific states may be following the path of “failed states” in Africa and the corruption and crisis endemic in many developing countries. More recently, crises in Fiji, Solomon Islands and Papua New Guinea have highlighted concern over the so-called “arc of instability” in Melanesia.

However, Pacific conflicts have their own dynamic and systems of resolution and the “good governance” agenda should not be so narrowly defined that it overrides other more basic poverty alleviation measures. Pacific NGOs are concerned that public sector reform has meant that programs are focused on restructuring government and selling off public assets, without maintaining outreach programs in provincial and rural areas or addressing the basic needs of marginalised and outer island communities. Australian perceptions of mismanaged aid are matched by Pacific critiques of inappropriate projects and a “consultant culture” that distorts the potential benefits of overseas investment in development.

There is an obvious need for good governance, and associated transparency, capacity building and effective use of resources. However, all too often the costs are socialised while the benefits are privatised. At the same time that Australian taxpayers pay over $300 million a year of tied aid into Papua New Guinea, and another $160 million in aid to other Pacific island nations, transnational corporations are reaping the profits of resource exploitation throughout the region.

Source: ACFOA Submission to the Senate Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade Reference Committee Inquiry into Australia’s Relationship with Papua New Guinea and other Pacific Island Countries, 2001.

Challenge III: Human rights and good governance education must play a crucial role in the prevention of corruption 

As part of the focus on good governance, human rights and good governance education is increasingly introduced as an important tool for promoting fair and sustainable social, political and economic development. Critiquing the overseas human rights and good governance education programs of donor countries discloses a lack of appreciation of the importance of addressing the need for basic education to be provided in many communities.

Effective and sustainable progress in good governance with the participation of local communities can only be built on investment in basic education.  Simply put, basic education addressing illiteracy, lack of access to education in local languages and lack of resources for local teachers must be a key element in the good governance equation. It ensures that the wider population is empowered to actively participate in a country’s decision-making process. As outlined in Challenge II, civil society with the capacity for a critical appreciation of government policy and action will have the ability to respond to impacts affecting their lives.

Civil society with these characteristics is possible where a wide cross section of the population has access to basic education. Basic education, as agreed by the international community in 2000 as one of the eight Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) is widely recognised as being pivotal to sustainable development. 

Specific good governance education includes training and dissemination of information that promotes a concept of governance. There is an underlying assumption that this is only possible with an educated and informed public – basic education needs are thus overlooked in promotion of good governance. 

The right to participate in public affairs is heavily dependent upon civil society being educated and well informed.  Government’s ‘good governance’ agendas without adequate emphasis on basic education thus run the risk of neglecting a major element associated with ‘stakeholder ownership’ and a bottom-up approach.

Case Study Two: Addressing basic education permits informed consent – OCAA Mining Ombudsman Recommendations 
In December 2001 Oxfam Community Aid Abroad (OCAA) Australia’s Mining Ombudsman investigated grievances from local communities affected by the Tintaya Mine operated by BHP Billitin in Peru.  These concerns included:

· Communities reported they did not have the necessary technical and legal knowledge to understand negotiations for purchase of land by the mining company

· Communities cited a lack of assistance from mining personnel regarding technical and legal issues during these negotiations

· Some representatives reported they did not understand what they were signing as they could neither read or write

· Others did not understand that verbal agreements were different from written documents (again hampered by a lack of literacy or legal knowledge)

· Thus the community was unable to make an informed decision or give informed consent during negotiations 

OCAA recommends:

· Mining companies and governments must ensure negotiations around mining projects protect the right of communities to provide informed consent and make informed decisions

· Making an informed decision means being able to understand and access all options available. Communities that lack the required knowledge to enter a contractual agreement must be provided with ongoing independent training and technical advice. In cases such as that outlined in Tintaya, this means addressing issues of illiteracy and lack of basic education

Source: Oxfam Community Aid Abroad Mining Ombudsman Annual Report 2001-2002

Challenge IV: Good Governance principles must extend to non-state actors

The good governance agenda has been taken up by more than just the development sector – note the explosion in debate on the role of corporate governance.  Specifically considering the development sector, given the lack of consensus on the definition and application of governance, it is not unforeseeable that there is a lack of integration from donor stakeholders outside government on promoting good governance practices. 

In outlining the recommendation of extending good governance to non-state actors, a greater challenge presents itself in establishing a minimum level of cooperation and integration across government, non government and corporations. This process must have the involvement and support of both recipient and donor governments. Bringing together these many actors requires strong political will from both donor and recipients. In continuing the argument that central to any application is the engagement of civil society, non state actors also have a responsibility to ensure that civil society is represented in decision making processes. The challenge for donor governments is to establish clear lines of accountability with enforceable standards. 

Corporations and the private sector

The goals of transparency and accountability apply to non-state actors in the process of development. Part of the challenge of extending good governance principles to corporations is regulation of transnational corporations to ensure that they are operating in a manner that is consistent with the observance of human rights and environmental standards. In Australia the development sector has advocated support for a Good Governance Corporate Code of Conduct Bill put up in 2000. This Bill imposes standards on the conduct of Australian corporations operating overseas. Public pressure for enforceable standards on transnational corporations is growing globally and similar legislation is under consideration in the USA, the EU and other parts of the world. The Australian government’s acceptance of the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises is to be commended but it is a voluntary code.

To date the corporate sectors approach to these issues has emphasised the use of voluntary codes to raise standards. But there is little evidence that self-regulation has ensured adequate corporate standards. The necessity for greater regulation of the activities of Australian transnational corporations has been highlighted in recent times by reported environmental destruction and human rights concerns associated with the Esmerelda mine in Romania, BHP’s Ok Tedi mine in Papua New Guinea, Rio Tinto’s Freeport mine in West Papua and reported human rights abuses at Rio Tinto’s Kelian mine in Kalimantan (see Case Study Three). Donor governments must take a more comprehensive approach to the issues of good governance by supporting measures aimed at regulating the activities of transnational corporations to ensure their compliance with human rights standards.

Current governance priorities of many donor countries include an agenda disproportionately focused on enabling economic growth through the private sector with a diminution of the role of the state. The focus on fiscal and monetary policy and meeting the conditionality of multilateral finance institutions reflects a view that the role of aid is to complement private investment as the main engine of economic growth. This paper will not dispute this.  However, it must be accepted that private sector interests are not inherently in accord with the national interests of a developing country. Moreover, markets alone cannot deliver the guarantees of rights protection and the involvement of civil society, which is the responsibility of governments.  Reliance on large private investors, especially large multinational corporations, weaken rather than strengthen states’ capacity to formulate and implement economic and social policy capable of delivering an adequate standard of living to poor communities. 

Case Study Three: Representing communities in consultation with mining – OCAA Mining Ombudsman Recommendations 
Following strong public criticism in the 1990s, many corporations began to pay serious consideration to the social impact of their activities. Debate commenced on the obligations and responsibilities of corporations to communities and the environment.

Since then the MCA Code for Environmental Management was developed in 1996 with the aim of improving the Australian mineral industry’s environmental performance. The code is voluntary and does not consider human rights, good governance principles or social impacts of activities of the mineral industry.

In OCCA Mining Ombudsman Annual Report 2001-2002 eight cases are presented where communities expressed grave concern over the negative impact of mining activities. Overwhelmingly the communities cited a lack of information made available on the mining ventures and possible impacts, lack of negotiation and consultation, lack of respect for local culture and severe environmental degradation causing loss of sustainable livelihoods. In some cases human rights abuses occurred with the involvement or knowledge of personnel associated with the mine.


‘Companies need to commit to the principle of obtaining the prior, free and informed 

consent of landowners and affected communities as a precondition for their exploration and mining activities. They also need to put in place genuinely participatory and independent processes for monitoring mine operations and their impact’ 

Source: Oxfam Community Aid Abroad Mining Ombudsman Annual Report 2001-2002
NGOs

Good governance principles should also extend to community groups such as NGOs. In brief the following summarises the key codes that provide guidance for NGOs in implementing principles of good governance. 

Internationally, NGOs are guided by various codes including the Code of Conduct for the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement and NGOs in Disaster Relief (Red Cross Code); the Sphere Humanitarian Charter and Minimum Standards in Disaster Response; and the People in Aid Code. In Australia, NGOs receive official acknowledgement of their role and public support through Australian Government processes administered by the Australian Tax Office (ATO) in the form of tax deductibility and AusAID via a strict accreditation process.  NGOs that are members of ACFOA must also be signatories to the ACFOA Code of Conduct.

The ACFOA Code of Conduct is an accountability benchmark, defining standards of governance, organisational integrity, finances, management and human resources and communications with the public.
  The Code of Conduct represents the active commitment of overseas aid agencies or NGO development organisations to conduct their activities with integrity and accountability. The Code aims to enhance standards throughout the NGO development community to ensure that public confidence is maintained in the way that community contributions to overseas aid are used to reduce poverty through effective and sustainable development incorporating the principles of good governance. Currently 113 organisations are signatories to the ACFOA Code of Conduct and of these, 85 are members of ACFOA.

NGOs themselves are called upon to address the challenge of engagement and integration on governance programs. Amongst Australian NGOs understanding, implementation and advocacy on good governance varies considerably. Some argue that even engaging in discussion on good governance legitimises policy directions they are adamantly opposed to. A few claim that the ‘fashion’ of donors promoting good governance will pass and are waiting to see good governance move organically into a rights based approach to development. Others argue that good governance programs are fundamentally flawed with their limited definitions and thus advocacy must call for a ‘back to the drawing board’ approach. Some take a more pragmatic approach, attempting to find the opportunities in governance programs amongst threats of omissions. Still others feel completely confused, overwhelmed and under-resourced to consider how and why they should engage in debate and discussion on good governance promotion within the development program. In the meantime, donor government agendas are formed, policies written, programs implemented and the marginalised continue to be pushed to the edges of society.  

The time is long over due for all NGOs, from Australian, international and local partners, to engage with other stakeholders in the debate on good governance in a unified and consistent manner. Leaders in the debate in Australia have commenced the discussion and ask: How is governance defined within the sector? What is the input of recipient communities? How can current development work of NGOs be improved with the inclusion of the tools of good governance? Finally, the greatest challenge: Do current NGO development programs include the representation and participation of the poor, the marginalised, and the disenfranchised. Many answer positively, but not all. Some continue to work above rather than work with communities. Some do not uphold the principles of transparency and accountability that we must agree to as basic and fundamental good governance. Some simply have no idea what governance, good or bad, is.

Within NGOs and driven by the needs of the communities they work for, NGO engagement with recipient and donor government on good governance must be taken up. This engagement must commence with a call from NGOs for donors to address the key challenge outlined in this paper – the lack of participation by developing civil societies in decision-making processes. NGOs must ask their governments why this continues to occur, and present alternative, practical, evidence-based programs that demonstrate the validity of civil society capacity building and representation.

Challenge V: Civil Society Participation must extend to the international system

Transparency, accountability, preventing corruption, civil society participation, economic reform – these principles of good governance are no strangers to the international stage, albeit inconsistent in definition and limited in scope. 

The significant shift in ideology required to move international financial institutions to embrace fully the involvement and participation of civil society might appear for some insurmountable. Implementing measures of fairer rules and improving institutional processes around trade and debt remains painfully slow. 

At the 2002 World Economic Forum, the then Director General of the WTO stated a willingness to only engage with civil society representatives who demonstrated transparency, accountability and democratic representation. As Dr Kumi Naidoo, Secretary General of the World Alliance for Citizen Participation pointed out in his speech to the World Bank in February 2003, if these criteria were applied to the WTO its membership would be significantly smaller
. Legitimacy runs both ways.

There have been opportunities for the representation of civil society in international schemes that have underutilized or lost. One greatly discussed example is the Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers, cited by many as having the recognition of local ownership of strategies written into them, yet none of the actual local involvement or consultation has taken place. 

How can donor governments contribute to opening the decision-making processes of such weighty organizations as the World Bank, the IMF and the WTO to include the voices of the poor, the marginalized, the disenfranchised? This is a challenge that is specifically aimed at donor governments. The hopeful among us must continue to advocate and continue to urge, only ceasing when exclusionary policy changes and restrictive practices are opened up.  

Conclusion

Overarching all of these challenges is the key question of rhetoric being turned into reality. We must constantly ask of our donor governments – recipient and donor partner alike – are the principles of good governance in policy being turned into practical action? There is a clear challenge for donor governments to re-assess their governance policies to place the poor and marginalised at the centre of participation in establishing an appropriate governance focus and programs. 

There is also a path along which the representation of civil society in governance programs will be improved, starting with state level change. It is crucial to advocate for corporations to install mandatory regulations. Attention must not subside in calling for multilaterials to ensure that economic reform centres on the basic needs of the poor. The role of recipient governments is also essential. However, the challenge posed here begins and ends with donor governments. It is through their leadership and political will that the voice of civil society in the planning and implementation of development programs will begin strengthened. 
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