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The Rt Hon George Reid MSP: Welcome back
to the chamber. After the formality of the opening
session, we move to the informality of the colloquy
or symposium on the subject of democracy,
governance and civil society, which will last for
about an hour and a half.

Three speakers will lead off: Lord Steel of
Aikwood, Lilia Shevtsova and Kumi Naidoo. We
have asked them in advance to address four
deceptively simple questions. What are the
challenges that should be addressed? How might
philanthropists respond to those challenges? What
difficulties and opportunities face foundations in
addressing those challenges? Finally, what key
messages would they present to the
philanthropists?

David Steel has been active in politics for
virtually all his working life. As Ghe boy DavidQ he
was elected to the House of Commons at a tender
age. Later, he became the leader of the Liberal
Party and the first Presiding Officer of this
Parliament. Also, since he lived a large part of his
early life in Kenya, he has had a lifelong
commitment to Africa and is still engaged in
matters of governance and government there.

The Rt Hon Lord Steel of Aikwood (Carnegie
Commission on Rural Community
Development): It might sound strange to begin by
saying that | am sorry to be here but, in a real
sense, | am. | originally intended to attend this
meeting as a participant, but am now substituting
for the late Robin Cook, our former Foreign
Secretary. | would like to say a brief word about
that before we go on.

| have many fond memories of Robin. He would
have been an ideal speaker to open this session. |
particularly recall a long, lingering lunch in my
house in the Borders, when he came to discuss
some of the issues that we are talking about today,
and two visits that he made as Leader of the
House of Commons to the Scottish Parliament,
when we were in our temporary accommodation,
because he wanted to transfer some of the new

ideas that we had had to the ancient institution of
Westminster. He did so with great difficulty. We
miss him very much.

Robin is often misquoted as arguing for an
ethical foreign policy, but that is not at all what he
said. What he actually said was that foreign policy
should have an ethical dimension, which is a
different matter. He was absolutely right. Part of
that ethical dimension is the promotion of
demaocracy.

In its memo to the G8 earlier this summer, the
Royal African Society did not in any way decry the
work that was being done by the G8, but made the
obvious point that signing cheques was relatively
easy. In other words, the relief of debt,
improvement in trade and the donations of aid are
all very welcome, but that is the easy part; the
difficult part is the creation of stable, democratic
societies that will enjoy the fruits of all that activity.

In my few minutes, | want to draw on my
experience of two African countries to illustrate the
problems that we face and to make some
suggestions as to how those problems might be
remedied. The two countries that | am going to
speak of are Kenya and Malawi. | will speak about
Kenya because, as George Reid said, | lived there
for many years when | was a boy and | will speak
about Malawi because | have been actively
involved there recently.

In my recent summer holiday, | read Thomas
Pakenham® magisterial workN it is 700 pages
longN called (0the Scramble for AfricaO | followed
that with two historiesN one by a British historian,
David Anderson, and one by an American,
Caroline ElkinsN of the Mau Mau period in Kenya,
through which | lived. The more one reads such
objective historical works, the more one marvels at
how successful the transition in Africa has been.
That is not something that we often hear people
say, but it is true. For example, the role of Jomo
Kenyatta, the first President of Kenya, was
remarkable, given the background from which he
came.

We have to accept that, during the cold war, we
in the western democracies were guilty of propping
up rather extravagant dictators. They might have
been awful dictators, but they were our awful
dictators, not theirs. At one extreme, there was
President Mobutu and, at the other, there were
moderate dictators such as President Moi in Kenya
and Dr Banda in Malawi. All of them were propped
up by the western democracies. However, at the
end of the cold war, we suddenly said, Now that®
all over, we ought to have proper democracy and
multiparty systems.OAt that point, we began to
have what was called donor-community pressure
on countries such as Kenya and Malawi to move
from single-party systems to multiparty systems. |
have been actively involved in those moves in both
countries.



In Kenya, there were three successive elections
in which there were attempts to move from the
single-party Kenya African National Union
Government of President Moi to something else.
The first two elections were frustrated by the fact
that the other party leaders all wanted to be
President. Of course, it was a case of divide and
rule. They all fought and lost and President Moi
won. They finally came together at the third
election. They formed what was called a rainbow
coalition and agreed to nominate one person and
support him. That person was Mwai Kibaki, whom |
have known for nearly 40 years now and for whom
| had a great regard.

The election was successful, the KANU party
was dismissed from office, which it had held since
Kenya® independence, and the rainbow coalition
took office. 1 am not making excuses, but the
coalition had some bad luck at the beginning. Mwai
Kibaki was severely injured in a car crash during
the election and then suffered a stroke. Vice-
President Michael Wamalwa died suddenly.
However, those are excuses rather than reasons
for what has happened since.

In two areas, the new rainbow coalition has
failed the democratic promise that it made to the
country during the election. One is on the
introduction of a new constitution. It was agreed in
the memorandum of understanding between the
parties before the election that there would be a
new constitution; it was agreed that, in order to
divide power, there would be a non-executive
President and an executive Prime Minister and
that there would be decentralisation of power in
the country.

However, none of that has happened. The new
constitution that has been drafted by the
Government retains what was called the imperial
presidency. It gives the President powers similar to
those of the old colonial governor. The creation of
a Prime Minister is a fig-leaf. The constitution will
now be the subject of a referendum, which has just
started. There is a big question mark over whether
the people of Kenya will accept the new
constitution. My fundamental point is that the great
stride forward to multipartyism has been stalled
because the promises that were made during the
election have been broken.

The second issue is corruption, which was much
talked about in the Commission for Africa report
and at the G8. John Githongo, who was running
the anti-corruption bureau, has resigned and the
bureau has been replaced by a new organisation
that will have no power of prosecution. On those
two fundamental issuesN constitutional
governance and  anti-corruptionN the  new
Government has sadly failed.

| was first sent to Malawi by an odd combination
of the Church of Scotland and the Foreign Office,
on the ground that, because Dr Banda was a

graduate of the University of Edinburgh and an
elder of the Church of Scotland and | was, too, |
could go and reason with him. That was a nice
idea, but it was fatally flawedN it did not work at all.
Donor pressure led to a referendum on
multipartyism, in which | was again actively
involved. The people voted for multipartyism. The
referendum was followed by an election in which
Dr Banda® party lost and the United Democratic
Front took office under President Muluzi.

President Muluzi® first term in office was very
good. He introduced free primary education,
closed the awful prisons where people were
imprisoned without charge and sometimes
shackled to the floor with iron hoops that were set
in concreteN | saw those for myself. All that
changed, so multipartyism was a success.
However, President Muluzi® second term was less
successful. For a start, he spent a lot of time trying
to secure a constitutional change so that he could
have a third term, which perhaps had shades of Dr
Banda@ life presidency.

President Muluzi had almost total control of the
UDF and its funding. Having failed to get the
required two-thirds majority and therefore having
failed to secure a third term, he foisted an outsider
on the party as his successor in the hope that he
would be able to control him. Those mistakes by
President MuluziN who continues to be a friend of
mineN were flaws in the transition to multipartyism.

What is the situation now? We have a President
who is under threat of impeachment by the
Parliament for misuse of power and corruption.
The President, despite the advice given to him not
only by me, but by the British High Commissioner
after he took office, has occupied the Parliament
buildingN a palace built by Dr BandaN as his own
residence. Therefore, the Parliament has nowhere
to meet except with his permission. That is an
unhappy state of affairs.

What lessons can be learned from the two
examples that | have given? The first and most
important is that the only guarantee of the
spending that we are talking about being put to
good use and of the economic advance that we
want in Africa taking place is to have a fully
effective, democratic Parliament, with a public
accounts committee that can hold ministers and
civil servants to account for what they do and what
they spend. | believe that strongly.

Democracy must be about more than the Bush
Administration® view, which is that it is simply the
holding of a semi-flawed electionN full stop.
Democracy must involve the freedom of the press
and the broadcasting media, the genuine
independence of the judiciary and the appointment
of a genuinely independent electoral commission
to organise elections. However, those things do
not always happen.

Among the members of the splendid



Commission for Africa were the Prime Minister of
Ethiopia and the President of Tanzania. However,
the recent Ethiopian elections have been severely
criticised for not being free and fair and, although
there is an upcoming election in Tanzania, things
went awry in the devolved Assembly in Zanzibar
last time round. | shall be there at the end of this
month to see whether things go awry this time
around.

There is much still to be done. President
Gorbachev said that democracy cannot be
imposed with guns and tanksN I think that he was
referring to recent events. | believe that there is no
easy solution. The Royal African Society is correct
in its view that achieving democracy is not easy.
We must build democratic political parties.
However, Governments do not like meddling in
other countriesQnternal affairs, nor should they do
S0.

That is why organisations such as the
Westminster Foundation for Democracy could be
important. Half its funding is from the British
Government and the other half is from private
enterprise. However, the foundation is hide-bound
by its rules. | undertook a mission for the
foundation in Malawi before and after the last
election there. We considered ways in which we
could help the UDF to get away from total
dependence on the President for its funding. What
did we end up doing? | gave them a computer, a
fax machine and a printer. That was fine, but it was
not enough. Given the potential of political parties
in countries such as Malawi and the need to
develop them, we are only scratching the surface.

| believe that three international political
institutionsN the Socialist International, the Liberal
International and the Christian Democrat
InternationalN could be used much more, if they
had the funding, to nurture and to twin with political
parties in developing countries. That is, in fact, my
basic proposal for the philanthropists. Political
parties in the developed world are rather selfish
and look after themselves. | know that because |
used to lead one. Of course, they like to have
sister parties and brother parties in other
countries, but they are not very generous to such
parties. They do not have much money left over
from seeing to their own needs.

There must be a new structure. That is a great
area for philanthropy to come in. In the past two
centuries, philanthropy did a lot to abolish the
slave trade. Currently, we do a lot to help
economies in the developing world, but we need to
do far more. We need to do the difficult bit of trying
to sustain democracies.

George Reid: Thank you, David. We will come
back shortly to Kenya and Malawi and the role and
impact ofN and the challenges forN philanthropy in
those and similar countries.

Our second speaker is Lilia Shevtsova, who co-

chairs the Russian domestic politics and political
institutions project. She divides her time between
the Carnegie offices in Moscow and Washington.
Before that, she was deputy director of the
Russian Academy of Sciences Institute of
International Economic and Political Studies and
director of the Centre for Political and International
Studies in Moscow. She is currently a political
observer for Russian television, The Moscow
News and Nezavisimaya Gazeta and she is the
author of several books.

Lilia Shevtsova (Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace): Thank you, chairman. It is
of course a privilege and an honour for me to be
here to discuss these issues, even though they are
very painful for us. The case that | will raise seems
to me to be little bit more pessimistic than the two
African cases that we have just heard about.
However, all my predecessor® conclusions on
democracy and transitional societies could be
endorsed and confirmed by the developments in
the post-Soviet space.

Allow me to devote at least part of my
presentation to the democratic transition in the
former Soviet Union. My first point is about why the
area is important for western Europe. As far as |
understand developments in the post-Soviet space
N by which | mean Russia plus all the independent
states, with the exception of the Baltic countriesN
they have a tremendous impact, directly or
indirectly, on the key challenges that countries in
the outside world, including western countries,
face. | will give a rundown of the challenges:
nuclear proliferation, energy security, border
conflicts, AIDS, global warming, migration,
European security, the emerging markets in China
and, of course, the situations in Iraq, Iran and
North Korea. It is hard to think of any area in the
world in which we could find such an interaction of
unresolved problems and conflicts. Depending on
how the transition develops in Russia and the
other countries, we will be more, or less, secure.

Unfortunately, the western community is entirely
overwhelmed with the war on terror, with North
Korea and Iran and with internal problems such as
European expansion and failing governance,
which means that it has overlooked one simple but
complicated problem: the growing volatility in the
former Soviet space. The joint military training
exercise that Russia and China carried out
recently was not done to allow the two countries to
go salmon fishing, but for some other purpose that
we should also have in mind. It is interesting and
perhaps worrisome that, after 14 years of
transition, the former Soviet space is developing
into a zone of instability. There are signs that at
least the majority of the countries that emerged
from the collapse of the Soviet Union, including
Russia, have found themselves in a trapN their
political and economic systems reproduce
economic instability, endemic corruption, nepotism



and enormous disparity in society. Even more, the
regimes in those countries have begun to
undermine the countriesGtability.

The leadership and the ruling elites in those
countries are courting a vicious circle: the more
insecure they feel, the more they attempt to tighten
the screws, yet the more they move in the
direction of an outright authoritarian regime, the
more vulnerable they become. According to the
Freedom House index, 12 of the countries in
central and eastern Europe are free and three are
partly free. In contrast, in the non-Baltic countries
that emerged after the break-up of the Soviet
Union, there are no free countries: six are partly
free and another six are not free. Russia was
recently downgraded from partly free to not free.
The so-called orange revolutions in Georgia,
Ukraine and Kyrgyzstan and the bloody events in
Uzbekistan demonstrate that the current post-
Soviet regimes cannot be stable in the long run.

The growing uncertainty over the Eurasian future
could pose formidable political and economic risks
for the west and the entire world. Of course, we
could agree that the situation is worrisome,
triggers many problems and arouses a lot of
concerns, but we should perhaps ask what the
west and international philanthropy can do,
politically and intellectually. I do not want to risk
giving advice to political institutions and
leadership, but several suggestions can be made
to one important part of the intellectual community
of western societyN the philanthropic community.

There are at least two or three major agendas
that the philanthropic community could pursue in
the post-Soviet space. First, they could try to co-
ordinate the efforts of donors and independent
institutions so that we can understand and analyse
what is happening in a situation where, at least on
the surface, all the new independent states of the
former Soviet Union have elements of democracy.
How should we deal with that imitation of
democracy?

Secondly, the philanthropic community, as | see
it, has enormous lobbying potential, with a
potentially enormous impact on public opinion, the
media, political institutions and political leaderships
in the western world. That impact could be used at
least to alert the political leadership in the western
world to the fact that the situation is volatile,
insecure and unstable, and to the fact that the
region of the former Soviet Union can pose a lot of
risks in the near-term and long-term future.

There are several further actions or agendas that
philanthropy can pursue. FirstN | mention this task
now because | think that it is very importantN
philanthropy and independent institutions can
foster debate within the western community on
how to re-energise western liberal democracy and
on how to solve the tensions between liberty and
justice and between freedom and order.

Confidence in western society has, according to
recent polls, declinedN | am talking about surveys
in Europe, America and Japan. That poses a lot of
problems and it does not make western
democracies attractive for transitional societies.

The western community and, first and foremost,
philanthropists can do a great job by creating in
the former Soviet space networks of intellectuals,
businesspeople and a pragmatic political eliteN in
other words, networks of stakeholders or of
peoples, groups and circles who are interested in
fighting the tide of anti-western sentiment.
Philanthropy can do a lot by persuading western
GovernmentsN as well as the bureaucracy of the
European UnionNto think seriously about
integrating into EU structures new independent
states, starting with Ukraine and later including
Belarus and Moldova.

| have come to this ironic conclusion, which is
shared by a lot of analysts in my part of the world.
In relation to preserving independent political
institutions in this current situation of post-
authoritarian regimes, it is much more difficult to
develop elements of civil culture and civil society
than it was under the totalitarian regime. Ironically
and paradoxically, quite a few western foundations
in the newly independent states, including in
Russia, are starting to trust the Potemkin villageN
the imitationN and have started to withdraw their
efforts from that part of the world, or are trying to
avoid getting the authorities there angry.

The president of a leading American foundation
said only a few months ago, @ur policy is to stay
clear of the groups and forces that mix the defence
of human rights with politics.OThe problem is that
the defence of any rights in these transitional
societies, including social rights, is already politics.
The hope of western philanthropyN and the hope
of independent analysts working in EurasiaN was
that business, especially big business, would try to
help civil society and to foster independent
institutions and the freedom of the media. That
hope went nowhere, because big business is not
going to be a political kamikaze; it is not going to
commit political suicide by helping to fight for
freedom, for rights or for civil society institutions.
Therefore, we have the complicated and
dangerous situation of a vacuum, where some
western foundations are leaving the region when it
becomes volatile and where local resources are
scarce.

What are the problems that independent
philanthropy could meet in that former Soviet
space? Sometimes people joke about the
abbreviation FSUN s it the former Soviet Union or
the future Soviet Union? There is at least one
problem. On the one hand, philanthropy must bear
in mind the fact that direct involvement in political
life in Russia, Uzbekistan or Azerbaijan can create
a lot of problems, for independent media and for
philanthropy itself. At the same time, it seems to



me that donors should find their own agenda and
perhaps an indirect way of helping to create or to
strengthen fragile elements of civil society. A
crucial element for Russia and for independent
states is the support of independent media.

In wrapping up my presentation, | would like to
share with you a joke that is popular in Russia and
which reflects our current mood and the situation
with civil society and democracy in the country. A
sick man picked up by an ambulance asks the
doctor, GBir, where are you taking me?Odo the
morgue,Osays the doctor. @ut I not dead yet,O
he says, and the doctor replies, Qe are not there
yet.Olt seems to me that, at the moment, Russian
civil society and democracy in the independent
states in the European part of the former Soviet
Union are fragile. They are not there yet. Of
course, they will have to sort it out, but friendly
assistance, advice and being given not simply
money but investment in democracy in that area
would be a strong guarantee of security for
developed countries and for Europe.

George Reid: Thank you, Lilia, for that true
analysis. It is a little bleak, but we shall come back
to that.

Our third speaker is no stranger to the chamber.
Kumi Naidoo was here for the various debates in
the chamber before the G8 summit earlier in the
year. He is secretary general and chief executive
officer of Civicus. He was an activist in the African
National Congress from an early age, was
expelled from school for his activities and lived in
exile for a number of years. He went back to South
Africa in the early 1990s and was involved in the
first democratic elections in 1994. He is currently
the chair of the Partnership for Transparency
Fund, which supports civil society efforts to
eradicate corruption. He is a board member of the
Association for Women® Rights in Development
and was appointed by the United Nations
secretary-general to the panel of eminent persons
on UN-civil society relations.

Kumi Naidoo (Civicus): Good morning, ladies
and gentlemen. George Reid has just reminded us
of the last time that | was here, and | should ask
his permission to quote Bob Geldof who, on that
occasion, described AIDS as @ pernicious little
fucker® the next day all the newspapers in
Scotland ran with the headline ®olyrudeO | hope
that my quoting someone who uses somewhat
colourful language will not get us off on the wrong
foot in talking about the state of democracy at the
moment.

| have entited my comments for today,
@hilanthropy or Foolanthropy? Difficult Choices in
Difficult TimesO If you thought that the last two
presentations were somewhat pessimistic, | am
afraid that you will think that | am rather dire.

The three concepts before usN democracy,
governance and civil societyN are big, loaded,

important ideas. It is important that we
acknowledge that up front. | will frame my
comments around those three concepts, starting
with governance.

Many years ago when one talked about
governance one usually meant what Governments
do. Today, the idea of governance has transformed
considerably, particularly since the fall of the Berlin
wall. Governance today in many, although not all,
parts of the world has come to be understood as
the collective enterprise of what different parts of
society engage in to deliver the best possible
social outcomes for their citizens. The idea that the
entire responsibility for the governance of a society
should be left solely to Governments without an
interface with the citizenry between elections is
eroding fast.

The idea that democracy should be reduced to
the single act of casting a ballot once every four or
five years must be eradicated; David Steel spoke
about that. Today, throughout the world, there are
well-run bodies under the broad rubric of civil
society organisations, although that includes
voluntary organisations, as we call them in the
United Kingdom and Scotland, or non-
governmental organisations, as they are called
elsewhere. It also includes social movements,
professional associations, trade unions, faith-
based institutions and so on. We are living in a
time of challenge, but it is a challenge that can be
turned to the benefit of society. We should
consider thoughtfully and critically what those
social agencies have to offer the governance of
our societies and what they can do to overcome
the challenges that humanity faces.

Sadly, we live in a world where a victory at the
ballot box is still regarded by most Governments
as a blank cheque to rule without any serious
interface or intercourse with the citizenry between
elections. We must recognise that governance
means government plus more. We must recognise
that the role of Government is central, but argue
consciously that Government can perform best
when it listens hard to what the organised bodies
in society have to say. We must recognise that
Government performs best when it engages in
dialogue with organised society in the making of

policy.

We at Civicus engage with Governments across
the world, asking them why they want to deprive
themselves of a free reservoir of knowledge when
they make policy. By that, we mean that if country
X is drafting a domestic violence bill, why should it
not speak to women® organisations that have
been working for decades to help the survivors of
domestic violence? Why not ask them what
worked and what did not work? That country could
then harness that knowledge to make better policy.

Governments, however, are comfortable yvhen it
comes to delivering services. They say, (dh, do



you want to help us to deliver an adult education
programme? Wonderful. Welcome. You want to
run a school feeding scheme? Absolutely.OSadly,
however, although many Governments, including
those that have democratic traditions of long
standing, are comfortable with the delivery role,
they are not comfortable with the policy role or with
being asked about governance. That leads many
in civil society to say that perhaps Governments
are happy when we help them to deliver services,
because they see us as cheap labour. That is our
challenge when thinking about governance: how
do we create a global society in which there is an
equitable balance between the roles of
Government, civil society and business? | argue
that the world is seriously out of balance at the
moment.

It is when we consider the word @emocracyO
that | become pessimistic. | can trace my
pessimism back to a moment in 1989 when the
Berlin wall came down. How many of you
remember the two-word term (eace dividend®
Please raise your hands. Sadly, as you all know,
the peace dividend was not delivered. The idea of
the peace dividend was that the end of the cold
war and of the humungous military expenditure on
it would allow those resources to be directed at
addressing the challenges that humanity faces of
poverty eradication, HIV/AIDS and so on. Part of
the peace dividend was also a promise of
burgeoning democracyN we would have an
explosion of democracy and the world would be a
much more just place, because it would be a
democratic world in which more citizens could,
through the ballot box, shape the form, nature and
content of the elected Government.

| will argue that although many more countries
now hold elections, we do not necessarily have
more democracy. | will do that provocatively by
using a case study to make the argument about
how serious and deep the democratic deficit in the
world is. | will use the United States as an example
of a country whose Government has historically
seen itself as a promoter of democracy and make
a critique of US democracy today. Irrespective of
the country from which you come, you should
reflect on how the points that | make are reflected
in your context. | will use the US because it sees
itself as the main promoter of democracy globally,
but the problems that | describe have resonance in
many countries.

| will give the quick bullet-point version of the
argument. First, one big problem in the United
States is that only three types of people can run
successfully for national political office: the rich,
the very rich and the extremely rich. The
accessibility of national public office must be much
more equitable than it is in many countries around
the world. Friends of mine in the United States
sometimes describe the houses of Congress as
the best Parliament that money can buy. Do we

have electoral systems that give citizens from
different  class, occupational and  other
backgrounds an equitable basis on which to
participate in national political office?

Secondly, as David Steel said, the media are
critical to a free and informed public debate that
ensures that citizens have the diversity of views to
be able to make informed judgments about the
way forward. In the run-up to the Iraq war, | spent
quite a bit of time in the US and Europe, lobbying
against the war. When | was in Europe, people
always asked me, @Vhat® wrong with people in
the United States? Why are so few people
standing up against the Iraq war?Ol replied that |
was amazed at the number of people in the United
States who were standing up against the Iraq war.
Having been in the US in the run-up to
commencement of the war, | have no doubt that
the US citizenry was not presented with the full set
of facts that was known at the time. Even if we
leave out the small inaccuracy of whether the
weapons of mass destructionN the big bogey in
the roomN were or were not there, the debate in
the media was what is referred to in some
societies as dumbed down, so that citizens could
not engage as thoughtfully as they should.

The media environment must be democratised.
In the past, we thought that state-owned media
channels were bad. Many were, so they needed to
be removed. We have removed them in many
societies, but we have brought in a corporatist
media that obviously has an agenda and is
unaccountableN less accountable than some
public broadcasters. In many societies around the
world, the quality of media diversity and the views
that are presented to people do not lend
themselves to promoting democracy.

I will give an example. How many of you who are
not from the United States have watched CNN
International? Please raise your hands. Of those
people, how many think that CNN is a particularly
radical left-wing channel? Please raise your hands.
Nobody has raised their hand. The citizens of the
United States do not watch CNN International,
they watch CNN Headline News, which | would
say is slightly to the right of CNN International.
However, CNN Headline News, which is a
watered-down version of CNN International, is
seen in the US as being on the far left of the
spectrum of US political media, with the Fox News
Network being on the far right and a range of
gradations in betweenN we will have to make up
our own minds on the subject.

It is said that people in some societies live in an
electronic democracy. In fact, the term refers more
to the headlines that people get in a news bulletin
or in an election campaign. | am thinking of
George Bush senior® one-liner from the 1988
elections: @ thousand points of lightO Most people
did not know exactly what @ thousand points of
lightOwere, but the phrase gave everyone a nice,



warm, fuzzy feeling and they gravitated towards
him. The fact that the electronic media do not so
much report on reality as shape it must raise
questions about democracy.

| will move on quickly to summarise my position.
The bottom line is that more and more citizens, in
Europe and elsewhere, are deciding not to vote.
Ironically, we have seen much higher levels of
voter turnout in the emerging democracies over
the past 10 years than we have seen in the long-
standing democracies. One could be complacent
and say, @h, that® because citizens in long-
standing democracies are so happy with
everything that they think they do not need to
voteQ or one could say, ®eople are voting with
their feet by not participating in the election
process.OAs the current mayor of a major city in
this country put it in 1987, if voting changed
anything, they would ban it.

This is not a democratic deficit but a crisis: we
have the form, but not the substance, of
democracy. Increasingly, in different countries
around the world, we have to ask ourselves
whether what we call democracy is truly
democracy or whether it is simply a liberal
oligarchy under which certain forms of democratic
involvement come under what is fundamentally the
rule of a defined number of people who control the
political institutions.

Another factor that | have to mention is the
subject of political parties, on which David Steel
provoked me earlier. | wonder how many of those
in the room who either belong to a political party or
belonged to one at some point in the pastN even
for six monthsN would stand up and say, Ohe
political party that | belonged to was internally
really very democratic. It had a culture of debating
issues and arriving at policies. All the branches
across the country were able to participate in the
process. Decisions were filtered up to the national
leadership, which looked at the different positions
of different branches and made informed national
policy positions.OWould anyone here say that? |
see only one hand raised.

How rich is our democracy if political parties are
the bedrock of democratic electoral systems and
yet, increasingly, deeply undemocratic internally?
Brothers and sisters, we have to ask the question.
Citizens across the world are completely and
deeply disillusioned with the formal political
process and we are running the risk of not listening
to what they are saying and of not acting decisively
now.

| want to move on to address the role of
philanthropy. To complicate all those matters,
democracy has become increasingly difficult
because of globalisation. In the early 1980s, the
slogan was Ghink globally, act locallyQ behind
which was the message that, irrespective of the
country in which someone lived or the area of

human endeavour in which they were engaged,
they needed better to understand the way in which
our global institutions, processes and discourses
were having an impact on what they couldN or
could notN achieve at the national or local level.

However, one of the ironies of the moment in
world history in which we live is that, at the precise
time when many of our countries were getting
formal electoral democracy for the first time in the
1990s, the real power around many issues that
were of deep concern to most citizens was shifting
to the global level. That was what was happening
in, for example, environmental governance,
disease control of HIV/AIDS, trade or the
economy.

Even if Malawi or Kenya had a totally anti-
corrupt, competent and effective woman leader
who supported women® human rights and other
good, politically correct measures, they would not
stand a chance of delivering economic progress or
of beating HIV/AIDS, for example, because it is the
global regime of patent rights that determines the
pricing of drugs at national level. The irony for
those of us who come from developing countries
and countries that are not dominant in global
institutions such as the World Bank, the
International Monetary Fund and the United
Nations is that we find ourselves in a situation in
which Ghink globally, act locallyOis a problematic
slogan. If real power is shifting from the local to the
global level and you are thinking globally, but
acting only locally, you are removing yourself from
where real power resides.

The problem is that citizens exercise their
democratic will primarily at the national level. The
global institutions are far away and although the
notion of western liberal democracyN to use Lilia
Shevtsova® termN works fine at the national level
for many rich countries around the world, those
countries are not prepared to say that the
principles of western liberal democracy should
resonate and be reflected in the governance of
global institutions. We have a range of global
institutions that carry the burden of making hugely
important policies that will affect the lives of
citizens across the planet, but which are deeply
undemocratic in their governance. The World
Bank, the IMF and the United Nations are stuck in
the geopolitics of 1945.

To be provocative, let me just say that, when
compared to the World Bank and the IMF, which
are governed on a one-dollar, one-vote system,
the United Nations is much more benign and has
much greater acceptance among civil society
organisations. Recently, there has been more
focus on the global institutions because of civil
society activism. Some of you might remember
that quite a few people around the world were
shocked to find out that President Bush had
unilateral responsibility for appointing the president
of the World Bank. That is a manifestation of the



problem with global governance.

In conclusion, there are three roles that
philanthropists can playN you have three choices.
You can put your money at the governance level,
at the policy level or at the practical level. You can
support voter education programmes, for example.
That is important, so do it. However, if you put all
your eggs on the delivery side and do not deal with
the structural problems of the nature of democracy
today, you will be engaging in what | argue is
foolanthropy, as opposed to real philanthropy,
which is about achieving greater justice.
Unfortunately, because of the way in which
foundations, missions and so on are set up, they
have a propensity to favour the delivery of short-
term, tangible, measurable and quantifiable
products, whereby it can be shown that so many
children have been educated and so many people
sent to university, for example.

| conclude with a plea. It is true that achieving
the kind of policy changes that will be needed to
democratise the global governance system
represents a big task. Even just tackling
institutions such as the United Nations and the
World Bank individually will be a big task and the
return on the investment will not be obtained in the
short term; with serious investment, it will take at
least a decade.

| want to believe that most citizens in the world
support human rights, democracy, peace,
environmental protection, gender equality and a
range of other decent things. Unless democracy
can create a world in which the values that most
citizens in the world share are the norm, it will be
failing. | urge the philanthropy community not to
take the line of least resistance or to opt for a quick
return. You should bear in mind Albert Einstein®
quotation:

ot everything that counts can be measured, and not
everything that can be measured counts.O

George Reid: Thank you.

The architect who built this building, Enric
Miralles, said that he wanted it to be a place not of
sterile confrontation, but of shared conversation.
That is why it was built in the way in which it was. |
hope that that is what we can achieve in the next
hour before we break for lunch at 12 o®lock.

Let me just feed on something that Kumi Naidoo
said and take it a little further. There are those who
think that politics is dead, over, finishedN because,
| suppose, new liberalism has won: Thatcher and
Bush have won; the great ideological battles of the
1970s and 1980s are behind us; and politicians
are all the same in all directions.

There must be another way. This Parliament
does not look like Westminster; it is not patrician; it
is not top down; it does not stand apart from the
people; it invites the people in; and all its working
practices are participative. That is why Dagestanis,

Chechens and Crimean Tartars from the former
Soviet Union are constantly being sent by the
Foreign Office to Scotland to see how Britain was
able to devolve without anybody getting a bloody
nose. That is why we have people coming from
Africa all the time. Their countries are going
through a triple transition: from war to peace; from
planned economy to the so-called free market; and
from a state party system to multi-party
democracy. However, one cannot simply impose
the Scottish model on them.

| would like to start the conversation by saying
that, to take Kumi Naidoo® point, politics is far too
important to be left to the politicians. Perhaps
philanthropic foundations, especially the
progressive ones, should ask themselves whether
there is something in his cry for releasing
governance to the people as a shared process. |
will start with one of our professors, as he can talk
about that.

Professor John Curtice (University of
Strathclyde): | am not sure that | can, but | will try
to rise to the challenge. | would like to ask about
the link that all three speakers implied, and which
Kumi Naidoo made very explicit at the end of his
speech: by exporting or invigorating democracy
and encouraging citizen participation, we can
ensure that the world is a more peaceful place.

There are places where politics matters, but,
alas, many of them have severe ethnic and
religious divisions. The challenge that | put to the
panel is this: if philanthropy is going to challenge
and deal with the hard cases, what can it do to
develop the tolerance that all of you implicitly
assume democracy will encourage? How can
philanthropy develop tolerance between
communities in societies that are divided along
ethnic and religious lines? How do we deal with the
fact that democratic concepts such as majority rule
can be disastrous in such societies?

George Reid: Thank you. Does anyone else
want to comment on that point before | go back to
the panel? Another professor is with us this
morningN Alice Brown, the Scottish public services
ombudsman. Does she have any comments?

Professor Alice Brown (Scottish Public
Services Ombudsman): | agree with John Curtice
that, in a sense, perhaps we assume too readily
that there is a community of interests in civil
society. It is easier to have a community of
interests in  opposition, when people are
collectively challenging a power structure and
seeking change. | speak from my experience of
being active in the women® movement in
particular. However, once we achieve some of the
things that we are campaigning for, the real
challenge is to ask ourselves, GWhat happens
next? How do we develop our aims in a
sustainable sense and make them into a broader
force?0



One of the things that | found fascinating in the
discussion and which was relevant to the different
contributions was that institutions in themselves
are not enough. We may know that at an
intellectual level, but it is hard to get beyond it.
When we try to help, we want to create institutions;
that is safest for us, as we know how to do it.
However, we must ask ourselves how we add
something beyond the institutions.

| was struck by Lilia Shevtsova® point about role
models and the importance of practising what we
preach. That also has to do with political parties,
as we are all terribly good at telling others how to
do things well. Equally challenging, however, is
looking at ourselves and seeing how well we do
things in our political parties, our political
institutions and, indeed, our countries.

Olga Alekseeva (Charities Aid Foundation): |
want to challenge the audience. | am from Russia
and have worked there for many years helping to
develop democracy. Several questions arise from
that experience. Lilia Shevtsova talked about the
instability of the situation. She also discussed the
role that philanthropists and democracy could play
in resolving conflicts. Our experience is also that
democracy sparks conflicts in communities where
there is no tradition of peaceful dialogue. When
you start building democracy in some societies,
you unleash the beast. | ask the panel what they
think about that.

| also have a question for Lilia Shevtsova. She
talked about democracy and stability. The political
situation is interesting, in that there is acceptance
of and admiration for Mr Putin because he brings
stability. It is perceived that, as a US President
once said, he will be

@ur son of a bitch.O

Mr Putin is perhaps not very democratic but he is
predictable, so in respect of the security of the
west, non-democracy in the former Soviet Union
could be more secure than democracy because it
is predictable.

George Reid: | ask Lilia Shevtsova to respond,
and then | will come back to a few others who
have general points. Better Putin than something
worse? Better Putin than Yeltsin?

Lilia Shevtsova: | will start by answering that
very good question. It seems to me that there is a
wrong perception of why people in post-Soviet
Russia support Putin. Survey results show that
between 62 and 68 per cent of Russian
respondents say that they trust and support Putin,
and 42 per cent of them would vote for him if the
elections were held next Sunday. That gives the
Kremlin a feeling of total cockiness that they have
the country in their pocket, but the same surveys
demonstrate a very interesting point. Among the
people who support the President and would vote
for him, only 15 per cent consider that he is a

successful leader. Those people say that he has
succeeded only in international politics. The rest of
the people who support the President believe that
he has failed everywhere. That is an interesting
paradox. Why do those guys support this guy in
the Kremlin? | would risk the following answer. My
hunch is that people are pragmatic. They do not
see anyone else on the political scene so, for the
time being, they prefer to have this rotten, stagnant
stability and are perhaps waiting for Godot to
come. That says a lot about the pragmatism of the
people. However, the same people are dissatisfied
with that stability: 58 per cent of them think that
Russia is moving in the wrong direction and only
30 per cent believe that Russia is moving more or
less in the right direction. There is a lot bubbling
beneath the surface, but people are smart so they
are waiting. They do not want to take to the streets
without an agenda, a slogan, an ideology or a
person.

George Reid: You have told one Russian joke. |
heard an old Soviet joke when | lived in the country
that is still relevant: Glushaetye, tovarishch, if we
did not have glasnost we would not know that we
had perestroika.O

| invite a few more general comments.

Professor Gary Craig (University of Hull): |
am president of the International Association for
Community Development.

David Steel described the Commission for Africa
as @plendid® I could not let that pass. | think that
the Commission for Africa and, for that matter, the
G8 summit were a bit of a disaster. For example,
many of the black African leaders who have been
paraded as giving the Commission for Africa some
form of legitimacy have very strong links to the
World Bank and the International Monetary Fund.
Those people include, as Kumi Naidoo will know,
Trevor Manuel from South Africa. The World Bank
and the IMF have been the problem rather than
the solution for Africa over the past 20 years. Since
the World Bank and the IMF became involved in
setting conditions for loans for African countries,
growth in the past 20 years has come to a halt and
inequality has grown.

The Commission for Africa did not address,
among other things, control of the arms trade and
the militarisation of African countries. It did not
address the role of the north in facilitating
corruption and banking the proceeds. Critically, it
did not address trade, nor did the G8. The
commission did not address the role of global
corporations in continuing to plunder the resources
of Africa in the interests of the west, rather than in
the interests of Africans. It is interesting to return to
the idea of the scramble for Africa. The
Commission for Africa was a disaster and it
represented a false start. In a way, it is a metaphor
for the way the west sees itself in supporting the
so-called development of Africa.



| know that | would say this, but | thinkN this
supports Kumi Naidoo® perspectiveN that part of
the answer is to strengthen the role of civil society.
My particular interest lies in doing so through
community development, which is where | can link
all three speeches. Two years ago in Budapest
and this spring in YaoundZ, the International
Association for Community Development brought
together hundreds of activists from across the
different continentsN east and central Europe in
the first case and Africa in the second. In some
cases, they had travelled there at great personal
risk to themselves to construct manifestos arguing
for the role of community development, or bottom-
up development, in supporting civil society. The
Commission for Africa still has a very top-down or
trickle-down perspective, a perspective that was
memorably described by John Galbraith, who said:

Gr you feed enough oats to the horse, some will pass
through to feed the sparrows.O

Well, the sparrows are not feeling very pleased
about it. If we want roles for global philanthropic
organisations, one would be to help strengthen
civil society and, in particular, community
development in the countries concerned.

George Reid: If there are no more comments on
the Commission for Africa, | will try to pin down
David Steel on it. The Gcramble for AfricaOgoes
on. It is all about democracy, yet the International
Monetary Fund and the World Bank come along
and start shutting things down. That is not a very
good start, is it?

Lord Steel: Let me redefine the word @GplendidO
The Commission for Africa was splendid in the
sense that it happened. During the late 1950s and
the transition to independence in Africa, there was
a lot of interest in the British Parliament about
African issues because of the movement for
colonial freedom and so on. That period passed. |
left the House of Commons in 1997, by which time
it was very difficult to develop any political interest
in African issues; once apartheid was abolished,
nobody was interested. | said that the commission
was splendid, just like the G8 meeting here in
Scotland and the anti-poverty march in Edinburgh,
just because it happened. That is not to say that |
do not agree with the criticism that has been
voiced about its conclusions.

Professor Craig mentioned the responsibility of
the west in respect of corruption. At one meeting,
as George Reid will remember, somebody from
Transparency International pointed out that we
have legislated to make it an offence for a British
company to pay a bribe anywhere in the world.
That has been on the statute book for five years.
There has not been a single prosecution under
that law, but is anybody going to try to tell me that
there has been not a single case of corruption
involving British companies? To say so would be
nonsense. There are great defects, and the
Commission for Africa did not address that.

| will pick up another point that Gary Craig and
Kumi Naidoo both made. When | talk about
political parties, | mean proper democratic political
parties, not the shells of political parties that |
criticised in my presentation. There was one thing
in Professor Craig® question to which | object
slightly. | do not accept that, on the one hand,
there is politics and, on the other, there is civil
society. That is wrong: civil society ought to be
deeply engaged in the political process and
democratic political parties should be part of civil
society, not separate from it.

| have another comment on what Lilia Shevtsova
said. During the Gorbachev period, | remember the
United States® National Democratic Institute for
International Affairs saying that it wanted to run a
seminar in Moscow about developing political
parties. They got one British politicianN meN and
one American politician, Walter Mondale, the
former Vice-president, to go and do it. We spent
three days in Moscow and had a wonderful
seminar. | think 43 registered political parties
participated. When we came away, we said to
each other, AVe@e been wasting our time.OWe
had wasted our time because a democratic ethos
and tradition simply do not exist there.
Establishment of such things takes a long time and
involves much money and effort. That is all that |
will say.

George Reid: | return to our Russian colleague
who posed a question but did not provide much in
the way of solutions. The issue is civil society and
political parties standing apart from it. After such a
long period of communism and of top-down
command and control, is not it almost inevitable
that anyone who is over about 25 will be unable to
pick up and drive through libertarian western
ideals, or is that description too hard?

Olga Alekseeva: That is a good question. In our
country and in several others that | have visited, a
huge debate is taking place about whether
democracy is a cultural phenomenon. Is it part of
old European societies that cannot really be
transferred to non-western societies such as China
or Russia that have never been colonies of the
west and did not have an influx of that culture? |
argue against democracy® being a cultural
phenomenon such as the English breakfast, rugby
or American football; it is bigger than that.
However, | agree that time and effort are required
and that serious thinking is needed about how to
root democratic procedures and systems in the
cultural fabric of societies.

| support David Steel® last remarks. An
important point is that a process is being followed,
particularly in Russia but also in Ukraine, where
the failing orange revolution supports it, whereby
the non-profit sector and civil society groups
substitute for political parties. That is dangerous.
What does Kumi Naidoo think about that? Civil
society® development of the grass roots should



not substitute for development of the official
political process, political parties, parliaments and
elections. We need both elements, not one instead
of the other. A big mistake of international
philanthropists, particularly in central and eastern
Europe, is to focus on the non-profit sector and on
civil society groups, which cannot substitute for the
political process. They can have a revolution, but
they cannot sustain it.

Kumi Naidoo: | agree with Olga Alekseeva. The
challenge for us is to ensure that the governmental
sector is transparent, democratic, accessible,
tolerant and so on. Around the world, civil society
is usually as strong as the enabling environment
that is created legislatively and through practice by
government. There are some exceptions, such as
South Africa and Palestine, where an extreme
sense of injustice is felt and where the doors are
completely lockedN | argue that South Africa had a
stronger civil society during the struggle against
apartheid than it has nowN but in general, civil
society is stronger when the Government sees the
strategic importance of creating that space.

I will speak briefly about our work. I am
depressed about the state of democracy. As a civil
society advocate, | might be happy to say, @ookN
democracy is in crisis, so civil society will be
wonderful and everybody will gravitate towards it
and put their energy into it.OThat is happening.
Thirty years ago when citizens woke up one
morning and said, @ want to do something for the
public interest,Gthey would join a political party that
advocated values that they shared. How many
people make that choice today?

| agree with Olga Alekseeva that we do not have
a choice between one element and the otherN we
must achieve the right balance. However, | caution
that that is much more difficult than we think. In
Bangladesh, we have a problem with some civil
society groups that undertook much voter
education under huge repression, because the
Government argues that that voter education was
not non-partisan enough and so on. We cannot
click our fingers and achieve the right balance.

The final thing that | would say as part of our
broader discussion is that part of the problem is
the relationship between political and economic
justice. We need to think very deeply about what is
happening in the world at the moment. Why is it
that during the past 10 years in many of the former
Soviet Union countries and the greater eastern
bloc the communist parties have re-formed and re-
hashed and become electorally dominant? In
some cases they have won several elections. Is it
because people in those countries do not like the
democracy that they now have, or are people
saying that the economic inequality and injustices
that have come with democracy totally
unacceptable? We need to get the balance
between economic and political justice and the
issues of tolerance such as social and civic justice.

| would like to use this opportunity to invite you all
back to Scotland in June next year when we will be
in Glasgow trying to bring together those three
sub-themes and considering their connectivity. If
we put too much energy into the political pot
without balancing it with the other themes, we will
fall short.

Martin Sime (Scottish Council for Voluntary
Organisations): | agree with Kumi Naidoo. In this
country it is almost an accepted wisdom that
people have stopped joining political parties, but
people are joining civil society organisations in
their droves. We need to understand why that is.

| am not sure that we are quite right to say that
civil society should be strongly engaged in party
politics. People want to make a difference in their
own communities; it goes back to acting locally. |
agree that civil society has also to act globally but
acting locallyN the small acts of many peopleN
makes up the health of our communities.
Philanthropy has, over the piece, played a huge
role in enabling that through things such as
microfinance, which means providing independent
funding and support for the acts of people who
want to make a difference in their communities.
That is the bedrock of civil society and it is difficult
to conjoin that with the world of party politics.

On the other hand, | think it was in the run up to
the creation of the Scottish Parliament that a study
was done that showed a very strong correlation
between countries that were seen to have a
healthy and vibrant democracy and those that
were seen to have many of the conditions of a
healthy, diverse and pluralistic civil society. The
relationship between the two is quite complex.

George Reid: Someone has to keep the show
on the road; the Scottish Executive® Minister for
Parliamentary Business is sitting beside you. |
dare say that you would squeal quickly enough if
someone was not taking decisions about hospitals,
schools and the yobs in the streets. | do not know
whether Margaret Curran wants to speak. There
might also be squeals of Gtop consulting us! For
goodness sake, go away and decideOfrom the
voluntary sector. It is a balance, is it not?

Margaret Curran MSP (Scottish Executive
Minister for Parliamentary Business): It is
indeedN | have to accept your invitation to speak. |
am quite astounded by the contributions that |
have heard this morning; there is a lot of
stimulating information there and a lot of thinking to
be done as a result.

Obviously Government has to govern and do its
business, but | am interested in the emphasis that
has been placed on participation. The political
parties that have grown and developed in Britain,
and particularly in Scotland, are appropriate to
Scottish needs. | am a bit nervous that we
sometimes think that a model that is appropriate
for us can be translated to another country that



has a completely different history and tradition.
Political organisation will grow according to the
circumstances of any given country; political
parties are a very strong part of our tradition,
although they might not be in other countries.
Those of us who are active in party politics would
accept some of the criticisms that have been
made, but we are trying to change things and
make them better, and we seek to be the bridge to
civil society by developing alliances with, for
example, the women® movement and other
organisations so that we can strengthen
demaocracy.

Scotland does face challenges: it is not just
about political parties and their membership and
activities, but about the decline in the number of
people who vote in elections, which is something
to which we must pay serious attention. The task is
not just about encouraging participation in political
institutions and decision making; the accountability
of government is also important. We must
emphasise accountability if we are to give people
more confidence in the decisions that affect them,
and ensure that those decisions are made in their
interests. We must ensure that we articulate and
respond to everyone® interests, not just those of a
narrow band of people, such as the white middle-
class men in suits who seem to be the political
elite. We need to broaden out the system and
become more accountable for decisions. However,
we must be realistic because we need to act in the
interests of all Scotland. If we are to balance
economic and social justice, we must engage with
business and act in the interests of the whole
community. We need a broad debate about what
the agenda should be.

George Reid: Models of representative and
participative governance exist in the United
Kingdom. Westminster is the classic example of
representative democracyN it is 19" century in
origin. In the Scottish Parliament, we are trying to
create participative governance. To return to an
issue that Margaret Curran raised, when | was a
young MP at Westminster, | tried to promote a bill
on domestic violence to provide protection for
women in Scotland because of issues that had
arisen in my constituency. David Steel may
remember thatN | kept it going for 18 months, but it
was laughed out, by and large. However, the
women of Scotland, through the women®
movement and a good network in the Scottish
Parliament, enacted such a bill in the first year of
the Scottish Parliament, which has done
immeasurable good for women® safety,
confidence and happiness. | could give other
similar examples. Is that sort of process exportable
or is it possible only in a wee country such as
Scotland which has, after all, had a good 300 or
400 years of civic life?

Kumi Naidoo: Margaret Curran® point about
being careful about a one-size-fits-all approach is

spot on and supports what Olga Alekseeva and
others have said. We must take a step back and
work out what the broad values and principles are
that the different systems seek to achieve. There is
commonality throughout the world in that we want
people to have a voice, we want people® opinions
to matter and we want people to be able to
participate in public life in a range of ways
including, in some form, determining what their
political leadership should be. However, we do not
need to prescribe and say, hou shall do it this
way.O As those who follow the situation in
Afghanistan will know, as flawed as the Loya Jirga
might be, it is a particular historical form of public
representation. We would be wrong to scoff and
say that it cannot be very serious because it is just
a big tent to which people travel on camels from all
over the place.

On George Reid® example, the principle is that
political leaders must be willing to take part in
dialogue. The Scottish Parliament had to be
accessible to the women® movement, which
needed an ally to talk to. However, in many
countries, even that accessibility is not available. |
was recently at a United Nations summit in New
York, where many people from developing
countries said, My God, the first time we get to
speak to our leaders is here in New YorkN back
home, we would never get access to them.O
People need access. We must recognise that
knowledge about how to address various social
problems often resides in quantity in the people
who are directly affected by them. That is what the
Scottish Parliament recognised and it is why the
measure had a positive impact.

Lord Steel: There is one important lesson that
Scotland can teach the rest of the world, which is
that we haveN to use the Chinese phraseN one
country and two systems. That situation arises in
China-Hong Kong, or the future China-Taiwan or
Zanzibar-Tanzania or Sri Lanka. We have
demonstrated that it is possible to have different
approaches to politics within a unitary state, which
is a lesson that other countries could pick up.

George Reid: Another example from the
Scottish Parliament is the highly developed
petitions system. By and large, at Westminster,
one drops a petition round the back of the
Speaker® chair and bobs several times, then it
usually just goes away. However, in the Scottish
Parliament, a petition has to be acknowledged and
taken up. The convener of the Scottish
Parliament® Public Petitions Committee is with us.

Michael McMahon MSP: | was going to mention
the existence of the petitions system in the
Scottish Parliament. The blueprint for the Scottish
Parliament was devised by civic Scotland. One of
the features that it wanted was accessibilityN it
wanted people to be able to engage directly with
the Scottish Parliament and one way in which it
was envisaged that that could happen was through



the petitions system. Any individual in Scotland
can write to the Public Petitions Committee, where
they will be heard and be given a voice. A process
and dialogue with the petitioner will be started.
Legislation, regulation and attitudes have changed
because of petitions.

However, one of the things that has struck meN
this relates to a point that Kumi Naidoo made
earlierN is the question of how the media reacts. |
do not remember who it was that said that a
majority is no guarantee of justice, but today we
have been discussing how to get the most out of
the political process in order to address the needs
of most people. However, the media often jumps
on an issue that has been brought to the Scottish
Parliament and says, Ghe Government isn®
listening to the views of the majorityOwhen what is
actually happening is that the Government is trying
to govern on behalf of people who might come
from minorities. How do we politicians confront
that? On one hand, there is the issue of trying to
alleviate problems for, or things that cause distress
to, the majority of people but, on the other, people
in minorities believe that Government should be
acting on their behalf.

George Reid: | ask Lilia Shevstova whether
there is any chance of direct engagement with
elected representatives in Russia and its
neighbouring states along the lines that we are
talking about. There is no tradition there of
members going to their constituencies at the
weekend and glad-handing people and so on.

Lilia Shevstova: There are quite a few
mechanisms that Russia could import from
Scotland, Great Britain and the Scandinavian
countries. Mainly, | would say that we could import
the technique of intercourse between politicians
and the constituents, elements of the judicial
system and elements relating to independent
media, such as the BBC. | am sure that society is
ready to endorse such mechanisms much more
actively than are the political elite and the
leadership.

Sometimes, it is possible to jump over 100 or
200 years; Russia, Poland, Yugoslavia and so on
do not necessarily have to take 200 years to get to
the point that the United States of America is now
at. The problem is to do with the leadership in
Macedonia, Slovenia and so on. | do not think that
South Koreans are that much more predisposed to
democracy than Poles, Russians or Ukrainians are
N I am thinking in terms of culture, religion and so
onN but they have adopted that system.

Political leadership and the elite are crucial
factors in democratic transition. Some people say
that the orange revolution was a failure, but the
Ukrainians successfully overcame a political crisis.
The maturity of a society is not measured by the
readiness of that society to take to the streets, but
by the readiness of the political elite to

compromise and build bridges to overcome
political crises.

Russia is much more ready for the sort of
procedures that we are talking about than we
think. The drama of the post-Soviet societies is
that for the first time in history, the elites are much
more archaic and conservative than the major part
of the society, which is ready to endorse the
principle that the individual is much more important
than the state. About 70 per cent of people in
Russia believe that and 45 per cent of people
believe that Russia could be like Germany. That is
a breakthrough. Can you imagine that? They think
that Russia could be like Germany, not just the
USA.

George Reid: We have about half an hour left. |
will soon ask the three speakers to do a bit of
futures thinking, which is never about the future
but is about anticipating what will happen and
repositioning now. In each of the areas that they
are concerned with, what will be the position 10
years from now? What should we do about that
now? What should foundations do about it?

First, however, | will collect some voices on
almost any subject.

Penny Egan (RSA): Kumi Naidoo talked about
long-termism and short-termism. Governments
have terms of office and have to prove that they
have got things done and have put their policies
into practice. Business is also under that pressure.
What Kumi Naidoo said about the effects of
foundations and charities in the longer term is
terribly important.

| am the executive director of the Royal Society
for the Encouragement of Arts, Manufactures and
Commerce, which was born of the enlightenment,
and we can see that in the areas where we have
tried to make a difference during the past 250
years, the results do not come immediately. Your
message for many people here is to examine the
regulatory system and some of the things that we
are being required to do, much of which is sensible
and important practice. We have to prove the
effect that we are having; we have to look at it over
the long term.

Stewart Stevenson MSP: | wonder whether we
are discussing the delivery of democracy to
emerging countries that have not previously been
engaged with it precisely when democracy may be
in almost terminal decline in countries in which it
has a long tradition.

This Parliament andN especiallyN Government
are constantly talking to stakeholders. However, as
half our population does not vote, an increasing
number of people are stateless. In other words,
they feel that they have no stake in the decision-
making process. They see elections as
opportunities simply for exchanging one hierarchy
of decision makers for another. We probably have



to consider replacement of that hierarchy with a
heterarchy, which is a network of people who can
in their own ways contribute to the general good
health of the democracy in which they live.

| end with one tiny little question: why has
democracy survived in India?

Avila Kilmurray (Community Foundation for
Northern Ireland): | am interested in linking some
of those points with our realities of working over
the past 25 years in Northern Ireland, of having
seen the opportunities that there are for
philanthropy, and of having been involved in the
negotiations that led to the Good Friday agreement
through a small political party called the Women®
Coalition.

From all those experiences | gathered that
sometimes we put too much emphasis, as Kumi
said, on political systems. In Northern Ireland,
having gone through quite a number of political
systems, where we were at fault was with our lack
of attention to political culture. That is where
Kumi® values come in. Philanthropy needs to help
us to look at how we embed certain universalistic
values in a political culture, irrespective of the
political system that we have.

That involves both the civil society sector and
politicians. One of the things that has worked well
for us over the past 10 years is philanthropists
bringing the non-governmental organisation sector
in Northern Ireland and some politicians to Harvard
University. We had a programme of open
interchange outside the pressures of the local
situation. We found that very useful.

Secondly, it is important that philanthropy helps
us to generate intellectual capital. We hear a great
deal about economic and social capital, but
intellectual capital is incredibly important,
particularly in divided societies or in societies that
are coming out of difficult situations. By that, |
mean looking at measures that have worked in
other places. We learned immense lessons from
South Africa and from Nicaragua and other divided
societies. We would not have got as far as the
Good Friday agreement without people such as
Cyril Ramaphosa and Roelf Meyer coming over
regularly. That could not have happened without
the support of international philanthropy.

The other important aspect of intellectual capital
is making academic discussions meaningful in a
local context. We do not link into such discussions
often enough. One of those discussions concerns
disentangling democracy. We have gone through
God knows how many political systems and we
are acutely awareN there is somebody from the
Electoral Commission sitting beside meN of the
type of vote that we have, the size of our
constituencies, where the colonisers draw the
lines. Those factors dictate what democracy is. We
must be open to those discussions.

| support what Gary Craig said on participation.
When we talk about participation, we often mean
access to legislative assemblies and so forth,
which is all very welcome. We need to look at new
models. We tried the Civic Forum, although that
was dynamited from the beginning by certain of
our political parties because they did not like it. It
could have been more usefully supported,
perhaps, by international philanthropy.

We need to consider not just formats, but who
participates. The challenge for philanthropy is how
we proof who are the participators, even from civil
society, because there are many people who do
not get to that level, particularly when we are
talking about communities of neighbourhood rather
than communities of interest. How do we get
participation of communities of interest?

George Reid: As we are looking for practical
proposals, when you talked about philanthropic
input into intellectual capital, were you referring to
money pump-priming or ideas pump-priming, or
did the foundations stay the course with you
throughout the exercise?

Avila Kilmurray: The foundations stayed the
course with us. That is vital, because some of the
bigger foundationsN especially the international
onesN often do their own consultations, have their
own format and do not act in partnership with local
organisations. That is why there is a need for
balance; without local input, we will miss the niche
opportunity.

Richard Graham (Comic Relief): 1 want to
reflect on the need for philanthropists to think
seriously about the context in which they provide
funding. In particular, they need to consider the
relationship between government and civil society
organisations and where civic engagement takes
place.

In many countries in Africa, there are high levels
of investment in civil society organisations, which
often deliver large service programmes. We are
finding that people who work for government are
going to work for civil society organisations
because they offer better salaries and vehicles and
empower civil societies in significant ways.
However, that disempowers government because,
instead of looking to their Governments,
communities are increasingly looking to civil
society organisations as the people who have
power. In that situation, there is a real risk of
Governments becoming disempowered, not feeling
accountable to their citizens and being highly
resentful of civil society organisations. There is a
high level of mistrust of such organisations among
Governments in Africa, because they do not
necessarily know where the money is coming
from. The organisations themselves rarely have
any formal mechanism of accountability to the
citizens with whom they work.

There needs to be a caveat. We must think



about the role of civil society organisations and
their relationship with government. Philanthropists
need to be careful in their analysis of the
relationships between civil society organisations
and government and to be aware of the fact that,
in that environment, funding can be quite
distorting.

Count  Rupert Strachwitz = (Maecenata
Institute): Two points strike me. | strongly support
what was said earlier. | am not so sure that we
should talk so much about exporting our model of
democracy to other countries. A hundred years
ago, a German sociologist coined the phrase
Gotalitarian democracyQ which | think sums up the
issue quite well. The formal form of democracyN
votingN does not necessarily encourage citizensO
participation. That is where civil society comes in.
As Richard Graham said, civil society is not
inherently good. It has its flaws and problems, but
although there must be caveats, it acts as a
counterbalance to government in that it can
encourage a different form of participation. Civil
society invites participation not by votingN even
though that is very importantN but by engagement.
Whoever wants to participate in a civil society
organisation is free to engage. That is very
important, too.

That is where philanthropy faces a dilemma. The
third form of engagement is by economic forceN
by wealth. Kumi Naidoo pointed that out in
reference to American politics. Given that
philanthropists and philanthropic institutions
usually have a rather strong economic base, they
might be inclined to participate as an economic
force, rather than as civil society organisations,
which they are. | always think that it is rather odd
to talk about philanthropy and civil society as
partners. Philanthropic organisations are part of
civil society and they should participate in public
affairs through engagement and thus act as a
counterbalance to participation by other means,
which at face value is equally acceptable.

Bob Thomson (Scottish Human Rights
Trust): The speakers have been talking about the
role of political parties in ensuring democracy. |
have been involved with the Labour party for the
past 40 years and | think that political parties are
becoming more undemocratic. For example, the
Labour party conference in Brighton did not
discuss Iraq, which is a major issue.

At the same time, and in another role, | go round
all the political party conferences and speak to
political activists who also seem to take the view
that their political party is becoming less
democratic. That is extremely worrying and is part
of the reason why young people are not engaging
with political parties.

There is a lot of narrow self-interest in political
parties. For exampleN and it has been mentioned
hereN the parties refuse to examine how to

engage the voters through electoral reform if it is
not in their narrow self-interest. That has to be
taken into account and | hope that philanthropic
bodies will examine the issue. The Joseph
Rowntree Foundation has given awards in that
area and we have to examine it closely.

Roz Mascarenhas (Carnegie Young People
Initiative): | want to bring up the point about civil
society and encouraging young people. | am very
nervous that a lot of young people are not voting or
taking part in the democratic process in this
country. | try to push for education in schools at a
very young age, not just for those in their teenage
years, to try to get young people to understand
their role in society and how they can contribute in
their smaller communities such as their schools or
local areas.

| try to put positive stories and national issues
into the local media. For example, we have just
created a film about young people that examined
the issue of slaveryN Lord Steel referred to it
earlierN and how we tried to eradicate it. It is still
going on and the young people who were involved
in the project were passionate about it. They
wanted to do something that was not just local, but
global. Kumi Naidoo made that point.

_ Other agenciesN such as schools and the media
N as well as philanthropy need to do something.

Sir Tom Farmer: First, | am not a politician so |
do not speak from a political basis. However, |
have found it fascinating to listen today. | must
leave now because | have something to do, but |
am leaving in a bit of confusion about democracy
and wondering what the word actually means.
Before | go, | will tell you how IN having listened to
the speakersN have defined democracy.

For me, democracy now is the leaders of the
governments in the western world saying quite
simply that they run a democracy in their country
and it is made of all the people working together to
do things the government® way. That is how it has
come out today. | have heard descriptions of
governments being elected then no longer
listening to the people who have elected themN of
how we have a form of democracy, but no
substance to it. Other statements have been made
as well.

Then | wondered whether we are sure that the
countries that we are talking about actually want
the type of democracy that we have in the western
world. | am glad that some people brought out that
point and | would like to make it more strongly.
Before we go out and say what a good form of
democracy is, we should identify what the people
in those other countries actually want.

Rather than thinking that the best that we can do
is to change governments, perhaps we should be
asking what we can do more practically to get out
there, get into the country and do something that



helps the people and brings them together. Then,
the role of government needs to be changed, with
benefits being brought to the country from the
bottom up, rather than from the top down. Without
doubt, those other countries might end up with
something like the democracy of America. Do we
really want those countries to ruled by Presidents
themselves, albeit supposedly in a democratic
way? Ladies and gentlemen, thank you for
listening to me.

George Reid: Thank you. Tom Farmer is one of
the award winners this afternoon.

Before we return to the three speakers, | will give
the last word to one of the two men of the cloth
here, probably Canon Kenyon Wright. In the long
dark years when Scotland had a Government
imposed on it for which it did not vote, Kenyon
headed up the Scottish Constitutional Convention.
In some ways, he is one of the fathers of the
Parliament.

Canon Dr Kenyon Wright (Vision 21/People &
Parliament): | am sorry to be an elderly white man
in a suit, although at least | am not wearing a tie. |
considered putting on my Kkilt, but decided against
it. | am sorry about thatN | do not see any Kkilts
here. That is by the way.

My point is about the role of the Scottish
Parliament and what is happening in Scotland in
this process of moving towards the renewal of
western democracy or liberal democracy, whatever
we like to call it. | do not agree that it is dying, but |
agree with what Lord Hailsham once said when he
described the British Government and Parliament
as @n elected dictatorshipO Now, the
centralisation of power, the loss of interest in the
political sphere and the loss of trust is reaching a
crisis point. Does Scotland offer a better way of
doing it? As | have often asked, are we to
democracy the threat of a good example? Can we
be that? | believe that we are in the process of
achieving that, although we are not yet there.
Philanthropy could play some part in that.

There is no doubt about the hopes for the
Parliament. They are expressed in the building and
they have been expressed in the way that the
Parliament works. There is no doubt that, from the
beginning, a number of basic principles were
unanimously accepted by the Scottish Parliament.
Three of those principles are the sharing of power
between the Executive, the Parliament and the
people; the accountability of the Executive to the
Parliament and of both to the people; and real
participation in the development of policy. | believe
that all those things are happening, but they are
happening slowly. We have had a lot of
consultationN George Reid alluded to consultation
fatigue. It is true that there has been a tremendous
increase in consultation. Are we really that
participative democracy yet? | think that we are on
the road to itN we are going there.

The one big thing that we must do in the period
ahead is to discover the mechanisms and ways in
which the people can participate in policy making
N not just in consultation after the event, but in the
formation of policy. There are very few models for
that, and | have no easy answer, but | believe that
we in Scotland at least have the possibility of
beginning to define or discover some of those
potential mechanisms by which people can get
involved not just in an election once every four
years, but in the formation and thinking through of

policy.
George Reid: Thank you, Kenyon.

We come to the wrap-up from the three main
speakers. As | indicated earlier, | would like them
to consider the issues that were raised in the areas
that they discussed, not from the perspective of
2005, but from that of 2015. What is possible?
What is probable? What is the key factor? If you
were a philanthropist, where would you put your
resources at this time? Bear in mind that Vartan
Gregorian said earlier that philanthropy is not in
the needs business, but in the ideas business.

Lord Steel: You have given us a tall order;
Presiding Officers tend to do that.

First, there are some things that are beyond the
scope of philanthropists and which come back to
politicians. To pick up what Kumi Naidoo said, what
about the governance of things like the IMF?
Looking ahead, | do not see that we can continue
to have such a secretive, unaccountable body
making such major differences to what happens in
the rest of the world. Both Chancellor Kenneth
Clarke and Chancellor Gordon Brown have done
good things by persuading the IMF to take major
steps on debt forgiveness and debt relief, but |
remember discussing with both of them the
structure of the IMF, who its directors are, who
appoints them and who they are accountable to.
We never hear that being talked aboutN the
policies may be debated, but the structure is never
debated in Parliaments. | hope that it will be
debated in the future.

Secondly, Kumi Naidoo raised a good question:
what on earth happened to the peace dividend?
Why do we never hear that being debated? What
is worse is that we are now, supposedly, going to
have a public debate in Britain over the next
decade about whether to replace the trident
missile programme. What on earth for? What are
we going to spend on that? Why, when that public
debate has been called for, are the political parties
not debating that at their current conferences? The
Liberal Democrats certainly did not do so, and | am
not sure that any other parties are doing so. Let us
not leave it to marches against things in the future;
let us have debates, starting now, on issues such
as the usefulness of spending money on such
things as against the more humanitarian objectives
that we all want.



Tom Farmer asked what people want and
whether we are right to inflict our notion of
democracy on people whether they want it or not.
That is an important question. My mind goes back
to a visit that | made as a young MP to Botswana,
where | met a young Peace Corps activist who had
spent three months working in a big village of
5,000 people. All that he had done in that time was
to use his engineering expertise to dig a major well
and to build a very ugly concrete and corrugated
iron reservoir and three sets of standpipes to
which people could go to get clean water. He said
to me, at the age of 25, or whatever he was, @ will
have done more now for my fellow man than | will
do in the rest of my life.OThat is a praiseworthy
thing, yet also pessimistic. | hope that that young
man went on to do other things, and | hope that
philanthropists will do other things, to better the
lives of ordinary people. What people want is
freedom from disease, freedom from oppression
and freedom from poverty.

Those are easy things to say but, as | said,
unless we have a sustainable democratic
framework, we cannot guarantee the delivery of
those things. By a sustainable democratic
framework | do not mean the paraphernalia of
Parliament. You can go to Zimbabwe today and
see a man with a mace and a wig sitting in a chair;
we have given them that, but we do not have a
sustainable democracy.

Lilia Shevtsova: | shall summarise several
ideas, and there are four points that | would
strongly endorse. First, the situation for donor
communities 50 years from now, or even 20 years
from now, depends on how the process of
rediscovering democracy proceeds, first of all in
the old democracies. It may be amazing, or even
shocking, but | cannot absolutely exclude the
possibility that younger democracies will be much
more robust than the old ones. A lot depends on
how the project of a united Europe proceeds and
on the situation of Britain in Europe. That could
have a negative or positive impact on the rest of
the world.

Secondly, it depends on the philanthropic
community whether the agenda will be to preserve
the status quoN which is the goal of quite a few
foundationsN or to proceed with change and
innovation. Thirdly, | agree that philanthropy must
proceed to defend and promote values, but values
cannot exist without mechanisms and institutions.
Fourthly, | strongly endorse the agenda for which
foundations and the international community work
together with local networks. Otherwise, it is hard
to achieve any progress.

George Reid: Thank you. The last word goes to
Kumi Naidoo. You have about three minutes, max.

Kumi Naidoo: On the continent where 1 live,
6,000 people die every day as a result of HIV/AIDS
and 8,000 people die every day as a result of

malaria. Those are just two Kkillers; there are many
others. In the next 10 years, | would like usN | will
do it in my workN to work towards a world in
which, if 3,000 people die in a tragedy such as the
World Trade Centre massacre, we value the lives
of all citizens in the same way. Part of what needs
to happen in the philanthropic community is a
focus on changing the terms of discourse about
how we value human life and understand the
power and ability of every citizen on the planet to
play a public role.

The point that George Reid made about the
accountability of civil society raises the much
bigger question of the accountability of all sectors
of society. Civicus is co-host of a conference in
London yesterday and today, which | attended
yesterday, to address accountability. | can talk to
you later about a range of civil society
accountability activities.

Civil society has much power and potential, but it
is important not to romanticise it and to understand
its contradictions. We understand that civil society
will inevitably reflect the reality, inequalities and
messiness of global society more broadly. That is
the reality.

Richard Graham said that some NGOs pay a
more competitive salary than Governments do.
That is a reality not of indigenous NGOs, but of
international NGOs, which can poach people from
Governments. | was pleased to hear that story,
because in my country, many people have left civil
society for the Government, so NGO for us means
next Government officialN the movement is in the
other direction.

I do not know whether you all noticed that when |
asked who is from a political party that has internal
practice that is in general democratic, Avila
Kilmurray was the only person to put up a hand,
because she is part of the Northern Ireland
Women@® Coalition. | say that lightly but to make
the point that we are not prepared to deal with
many obvious injustices. How can we even talk
about exporting western democracy when western
democracy has failed us so badly on gender
equality?

Avila  Kilmurray talked about intellectual
investments. The message to the philanthropy
community is that there are many choices to be
made. In the next 10 years, you must apportion
your intellectual, financial and other resources to
help the groups of 8,000 and 6,000 people who die
every day on my continent. We cannot say that we
will put all our resources into a long-term inquiry to
transform the IMF, the World Bank and so on and
that it is too bad for the 14,000 people who fall
through the cracks every day. We must find the
right balance, through incremental investment to
save human life, to pull back those people from the
edge of the cliff before they fall over, but we will fail
future generations if we do not create the space to



look boldly at the global society that we want, in
which  equality, justice, transparency and
participative democracy can reign supreme for
generations to come.

George Reid: Ladies and gentlemen, | said that
our purpose in the Parliament was to have not
sterile confrontations but shared conversations. |
hope that you have found that the past two hours
went down the latter route and | hope that the
foundations that are represented found the
symposium of interest and helpful.

| ask you to join me in a big hand of applause for
David Steel, Lilia Shevtsova and Kumi Naidoo.
[Applause.] Networking and sharing experience
are always a part of days such as today, so you
now have almost two hours for lunch.

The symposium closed at 12:04.
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