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INTRODUCTION

In the space of four years, a retired Professor Martin Dent's visionary idea to mark the millennium with a ‘Jubilee’ cancellation of third world debt developed into a movement that transformed the international political debate on debt and development. Jubilee 2000’s goal to cancel the unpayable debt of the poorest countries is yet to be achieved, but the campaign made more progress than many imagined possible. Most significantly it brought together an international civil society movement that had an impact on the highest levels of political power, and has had ongoing effects in the area of development. Jubilee 2000's growth came at a time of unprecedented activism and interest in global issues: the campaign’s life span coincided with major demonstrations at the Seattle WTO conference in November 1999 and at the World Bank and International Monetary Fund (IMF) at meetings in Washington and Prague in 2000. Commentators, from the Economist to the International Herald Tribune, UK Government Minister Clare Short to President Castro of Cuba have heralded the emergence of civil society as a new player on the world scene and pointed to Jubilee 2000 as evidence of this development.

This chapter will explore the interplay of civil society and the Jubilee 2000 campaign worldwide, in the context of growing activism on a broad range of global issues. Jubilee 2000 UK officially dissolved on 31 December 2000, although work on debt has continued in many countries or been carried on by new organizations and coalitions such as the Jubilee Debt Campaign in the UK and the Uganda Debt Network. This chapter will mainly limit its examination in terms of timing to the period up to the UK coalition’s official dissolution at the end of the year 2000, but in terms of geography it examines Jubilee 2000 as a global movement. It will look at Jubilee 2000 as a civil society movement, the campaign’s self-awareness of its own role in combating the debt crisis, and the political impact it made. It will examine the political and economic context that led to the emergence of the Jubilee 2000 movement. Finally it will highlight some of the implications and lessons of the new growth in civil society activism, based on Jubilee 2000’s experience.  

DEFINING ‘CIVIL SOCIETY’

‘Civil society’ has become an everyday but rarely analyzed phrase, particularly in the world of development, so it is important to define the term. ‘Civil society’ has traditionally been understood as one of the three sectors of the nation state, complementary to the government sector and business sector – an ‘arena in which people come together to advance the interests they hold in common, not for profit or political power, but because they care enough about something to take collective action.’ (Edwards 1999:7)  It is best to understand these different sectors as overlapping spheres rather than distinct entities: an international study showing that 33 per cent of civil society funding comes from government highlights the dangers of a narrow interpretation (Salamon and Anheir 1999: 11-13).  There are also limitations in understanding civil society from only a sectoral perspective as civil society has increasingly been viewed as a ‘process,’ one of resistance to government and business or at least a way of holding these sectors to account.
 In this process of resistance, very different views of what civil society is and what its roles should be, have emerged both from government and business sectors and from within civil society itself.

JUBILEE 2000 – A GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY MOVEMENT

Jubilee 2000 certainly reflected the growth of an increasingly assertive civil society sphere that posed significant challenges to government and business. The campaign was formally launched in the UK in 1996, and from its inception sought to bring together many existing civil society groups, independent of government and business,
 in unity behind its common goal. Jubilee 2000’s founders believed that canceling debt would only happen with massive public support, and that reaching the public by directly involving other civil society organizations was the most effective way to multiply support. The focus and time-tabled goal of the campaign proved immensely successful in rapidly forging unity across a broad range of groups. The timing, which related to the millennium; and the idea of celebrating the year 2000 in a unique way also turned out to resonate with an extraordinary number of people.

In more than 60 countries worldwide, organizations came together to form coalitions in support of Jubilee 2000’s idea of a ‘debt-free start to the new Millennium.’ In Uganda, the campaign was launched in 1998 by an organization that undertook research work on debt, the Uganda Debt Network.  However, to promote the campaign nationally they set up a coalition, which included churches, trade unions, community associations and individuals. In Germany, the campaign mirrored the country’s federal structure and was backed by over 2000 regional organizations. 

In particular Jubilee 2000 was successful in mobilizing church members. Churchgoers were the bedrock of the activist base, many inspired by the biblical principle of Jubilee. Michael Taylor, President of the UK Coalition and a long-term church activist on social issues said: ‘The Jubilee 2000 campaign saw churches at their best…more than once I have sung forlornly O Church of God awake, on this occasion it did!’ The paradox is that the UK churches, which were so crucial to the distinctive growth and energy of Jubilee 2000 had seen their membership fall from 33 per cent to 12 per cent of the population in the last century (Brierley 1999).
 However decline in UK church attendance contrasted with growing church populations in many other parts of the world including many indebted nations. This may have encouraged UK churches to listen more attentively to their expanding sister churches, who had been making the call for radical debt cancellation since the late 1980s. This was evident in the 1998 Lambeth Conference of the world Anglican churches when African bishops, such as Archbishop Ndungane of South Africa, led radical calls for debt cancellation which were eventually endorsed by the whole conference. 

Once Jubilee 2000 had engaged the churches, the movement managed to build broader alliances of all faiths and none, and from across the political spectrum. The campaign also succeeded in reaching out beyond traditional community-based civil society groups by winning the support of the music and global entertainment industry.
Although many national coalitions had a formal democratic structure of accountability, Jubilee 2000 remained largely an informal non-hierarchical movement. This was particularly the case at international level. An international secretariat was never established and in practice Jubilee 2000 remained a web of networks and organizations, sometimes acting relatively independently and consisting of members with diverse alliances and commitments. For example aid agencies like the Catholic Agency for Overseas Development (CAFOD) were members of the UK Coalition but had strong independent relationships with Catholic development networks and Southern campaigns that they funded, with whom the Jubilee 2000 UK secretariat had limited contact. This had its shortcomings, which will be explored later, but did facilitate involvement by a wide variety of actors and limited the formation of over-bureaucratic structures that impede some international organizations. 

Civil society groups had been active on debt since the 1980s protesting against the IMF and World Bank’s Structural Adjustment Policies (SAPs), which included the removal of food subsidies and introduction of charges for health and education. However Jubilee 2000 stood out from previous civil society movements in several ways: the already-discussed breadth of its alliances, the rapid growth and size of its mobilization, its nature as a ‘global civil society’ campaign, and the strong self-awareness it had of its own role. 

Firstly, Jubilee 2000 managed to mobilize people on a development issue with a scale and speed that had not been achieved before. Within four years, Jubilee 2000 grew from an UK-based organization with one member of staff and 80 contacts on its database to an international movement made up of 69 national campaigns and a record-breaking 24 million signatures on its petition.
 In May 1998, Jubilee 2000 shocked the media and many political observers when 70,000 people turned up to form a 10-kilometre human chain around the Birmingham summit venue of the G8 leaders. In Brazil, in September 2000, 5.5 million people voted in an unofficial referendum against debt repayments organized by Jubilee 2000 Brazil, despite heavy opposition from the government who dismissed the poll as a ‘stupid’ initiative which would undermine the economic stability gained through years of spending cuts and free market reform. 

Secondly, Jubilee 2000 was distinctive because of its nature as a ‘global civil society’ campaign. International relationships between civil society groups in North and South were at the heart of the campaign. Northern campaigns used their Southern partners’ experiences of the impact of debt in public awareness-raising and in government lobbying, whilst Southern campaigns shared debt information gathered in the financial capitals of the North with people in their own country. The knowledge that only global pressure would lead to an eventual solution also meant that campaigns in North and South gained inspiration from each other. In 1997, Jubilee 2000 supporters in the UK were motivated by news that 30,000 women had marched in South India to push for debt cancellation for Africa. Similarly, news reports in Zambia of the 70,000-strong debt demonstration in the UK convinced Zambian campaigners that there was a large Northern constituency supporting their struggle, and gave them a huge boost in morale.  

Most importantly, Jubilee 2000 was distinctive from previous movements in the strong self-awareness of its own role. The Jubilee 2000 campaign did not just call for debt cancellation but asserted that the ‘civil society’ make-up of the campaign provided a solution to the debt crisis. This self-awareness was the key to why so many different groups were prepared to act on an issue that was not directly in their remit.  

Jubilee 2000’s belief in its unique role was a response to the criticism that most campaigners became all too familiar with: that debt relief would be wasted and misspent by corrupt Southern leaders. Jubilee 2000's analysis turned the spotlight on the creditors as well as the debtors, and identified the lack of civil society involvement or knowledge about lending as the central cause of the debt crisis. Western banks and governments had made corrupt loans for ill-thought out projects or their own political interests, in connivance with mercenary Southern leaders.
 IMF policies imposed as a result of the ensuing debt crisis are widely acknowledged to have increased poverty and indebtedness, and have had very little positive economic effect (Cornea, Jolly and Stewart eds. 1987). The IMF has gone on to control the debt relief process – arguing for tight economic conditions to prevent mismanagement of funds. Not surprisingly, debt campaigners argued that the IMF should be the last agency to control the debt relief process. As Hanlon in the report Kicking the Habit argues: ‘This is like putting cigarette makers and drug pushers in charge of the health service’ (Hanlon 2000: 16). Faced with the question of who could effectively monitor debt relief and future lending, campaigners put ‘civil society’ at the heart of the development debate and the proposed solution to the crisis.  
Jubilee 2000 campaigns argued that conditions should be set within the country to control resources released by debt relief and to ensure future loans are used for development. The Rome Declaration, signed by 39 Jubilee 2000 campaigns in November 1998, stated: 

Creditor governments, international financial institutions and commercial banks, which are chiefly responsible for the debt crisis, should not set the conditions for debt cancellation. Civil society in the South must play a significant and influential role in a transparent and participatory process which will define and then monitor the use of resources released by debt for the benefit of the impoverished.

A meeting of Southern-based campaigns in Lusaka in May 1999 went further: 

Debt is a manifestation of the neo-liberal world order, the power of international banks to push loans on Southern borrowers without the democratic inputs of parliaments and civil societies. We believe that without a dramatic increase in our own power, we will not succeed.

Jubilee 2000 Zambia made concrete proposals for civil society’s role by calling for ‘conditionality from below’. It proposed an official tripartite ‘debt management mechanism’ between the creditor government, debtor government and civil society ‘that would be charged with monitoring debt negotiations for new loans and canceling of debts, and with overseeing the direction of freed-up resources toward poverty eradication.’
 

Whilst the Jubilee 2000 movement was united in a belief in its own role in solving the debt crisis, there were much larger divisions on how to achieve this. At the heart of opposing views on tactics was the fact that Jubilee 2000 encompassed what Howell and Pearce call ‘consensual’ and ‘contestual’ views of civil society.  A consensual view sees civil society ‘as a self-regulating arena of the private economic individual’ which counters ‘the unequal tendencies of global capitalism while retaining the market principle of economic organization.’ A ‘contestual’ view sees civil society as ‘a realm of emancipation, of alternative imaginations of economic and social relations and of ideological contest, one that seeks to show the embedded power relationships and inequalities that make development an often conflictual rather than consensual process’ (Howell and Pearce 1999: 9).
Both views were represented within many national campaigns and across the wider movement. Most, although not all, campaigns were prepared to work inside the spheres of national governments and international financial institutions to make steps towards the goal of debt cancellation. Yet these same campaigns would also question the legitimacy of governments and undemocratic financial institutions, saying that their past responsibility for the debt crisis and their undemocratic, unaccountable nature made them entirely unsuitable for presiding over debt relief and poverty reduction. These contradictory but simultaneously held viewpoints were a constant tension within Jubilee 2000. In fact they were later to cause a split within the movement, as some Southern campaigners went on to form Jubilee South, arguing that it was a waste of time trying to engage the institutions whose values they fundamentally opposed and whose structures for decision-making had no legitimacy.  
POLITICAL IMPACT OF GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY 

Despite the tensions within the movement, the combination of broad, popular alliances in both North and South under the umbrella of Jubilee 2000 had a sizeable political impact. Anthony Gaeta of the World Bank said in 1999: 

It [Jubilee 2000] has managed to put a relatively arcane issue - that of international finance and development - on the negotiating table throughout the world. The pledges Clinton and Brown have made would not have happened without Jubilee 2000. It's one of the most effective global lobbying campaigns I have ever seen.
 

In this section, the political impact that Jubilee 2000 made is examined through looking at the political pressure it applied on the Northern creditors to respond, the influence it had on Southern debtor governments, and finally the ways in which it transformed the debate on debt and neo-liberal economic policies.

The campaign pushed debt and the concept of civil society participation in development firmly up the political agenda by putting unprecedented political pressure on Northern creditors. The UK Government alone received over 9,000 letters, 300,000 postcards and 300,000 emails from UK supporters on debt in the year 2000. In the run-up to Germany chairing the G8 Summit in Cologne in 1999, the German Finance Ministry received 58,000 postcards from international campaigners citing the case of Germany receiving generous debt relief after World War II as a reason why Germany should lead on the issue. Juergen Kaiser, Co-ordinator of Erlassjahr 2000 (German Jubilee 2000 campaign), commenting on the impact said: ‘There was a strict order not to reveal that figure, nor to respond to any letter, and to give the impression that they absolutely did not care, although everybody became more and more nervous every day. These guys [from the finance ministry] are quite different today’ 
 

The remarkable participation by churches on a political issue, combined with pressure from a broad array of organizations, made a noticeable impression on Northern governments. In the USA, President Clinton acknowledged the political power that came from the breadth of Jubilee 2000’s coalition: 

You know, we have a lot of Democrats who represent inner city districts with people who have roots in these countries - allied for the first time in their entire career with conservative, Republican, evangelical Christians who believe they have a moral responsibility to do this, because it's ordained... it's given us a coalition that I would give anything to see formed around other issues... -- if we can actually pull it off, it can change the nature of the whole political debate in America.
   

This level of political pressure helped change the terms of the debate on debt and development. In the 1980s, debt cancellation was largely dismissed by the political and financial elite as likely to cause ‘moral hazard’ (a seemingly perverse use of the word moral to indicate the perceived threat to the financial system from debt default). There was no suggestion of consulting popular civil society groups over economic policy. The poorest countries were instructed to tighten their belts, adopt a set list of economic policies, and then the economic situation would improve. Jubilee 2000, together with others, transformed the arguments for debt cancellation and the need for civil society involvement in economic decision-making, and raised serious questions about neo-liberal policies (usually called the ‘Washington Consensus’) imposed as a result of the debt crisis. It also helped ensure that the goal of reducing poverty was made central to determining the success of development policy.

The argument now is not about whether debt cancellation is necessary, but how much is needed and how it should be processed. Debt cancellation has been shown to be successful where it has happened. In 10 African countries, all of which had started to receive some debt service relief by the end of 2000, education rose from only $929m in 1998, or less than the amount spent on debt service, to $1306m in 2002, more than twice the amount spent on debt service
.  Even more significantly, the language has changed completely – so that arguments for ‘pro-poor growth,’ ‘poverty reduction,’ ‘empowerment of civil society,’ ‘consultation,’ ‘sustainable development’ have moved from appearing in civil society declarations to inclusion in government and World Bank documents. There is growing criticism and questioning of the orthodox economic prescriptions applied by the IMF and World Bank in the last 20 years to highly indebted poor countries. Joseph Stiglitz, former Chief Economist of the World Bank, has been unambiguous in condemning the development policies imposed as a result of the debt crisis. Talking about IMF-imposed structural adjustment policies, for example, he says: 


When a single car has an accident on the road one is inclined to blame the driver or his car; when there are dozens of accidents at the same spot, however…it is likely that something is wrong with the design of the road.  (Hanlon 1999: 109) 

The political pressure of an international movement helped open up new opportunities for Southern civil society organizations to play the active role in economic decision-making that they were demanding. In Uganda, the Jubilee 2000 campaign initiated an anti-corruption network and became active in a Poverty Action Fund, set up to manage the proceeds of debt relief. This fund was responsible for increasing primary school enrolment in the country from 54 per cent to 90 per cent. The campaign also succeeded in lobbying for all loans to receive parliamentary approval – in this way they blocked a loan for a controversial electricity project in March 1999. Ann Kamya, Campaign Co-ordinator for Jubilee 2000 Uganda said: 


This campaign has uniquely engaged civil society through a variety of activities. They are now demanding increased activity in their respective districts. Civil society is becoming a force to reckon with and is rightfully demanding effective debt relief as well as appropriate utilization of government revenues, debt relief funds and other resources. (Barrett 2000: 14)

In Bolivia, campaigners who were concerned about the direction of their government’s consultation on how debt relief should be invested, organized their own consultation. This was an impressive process with regional workshops in nine districts, involving 4,000 individuals and 800 organizations. Sometimes this challenge to government had to be supported at international level. When 58 activists from Jubilee 2000 Kenya were arrested during a demonstration in Nairobi in March 2000, Jubilee 2000 campaigners from around the world sent letters and faxes of protests leading to the dismissal of charges. Brother Andre Hotchkiss, one of those arrested said: ‘Without the avalanche of e-mail, fax, and letters that poured into Kenya, this thing may have pushed on for a longer time.’ 
 
Interestingly, whilst international civil society often challenged Southern governments, the knowledge of such a large civil society constituency in support of debt relief seemed to play a role in strengthening Southern governments' demands on the issue. Since Peru was frozen out of the financial world after putting a cap on debt repayments in 1985, debtor governments had been highly cautious about challenging creditors to cancel debt. However, during the late 1990s Southern governments increasingly spoke out for more radical debt cancellation, and had their voices amplified by Jubilee 2000 campaigns. The Nigerian Government cited Jubilee 2000 heavily in booklets calling for debt cancellation. President Obasanjo of Nigeria, Prime Minister Mkapa of Tanzania along with the Angolan government specifically cited the role Jubilee 2000 played in advancing progress on the issue. In November 2000, the Zambian Finance Minister Katele Kalumba copied letters to the IMF about inadequate debt relief to Jubilee 2000, and made increasingly strident calls for total debt cancellation. Noticeably, Zambia as well as the other leading Southern government advocates also have strong national Jubilee 2000 campaigns. Jubilee 2000 fitted into and in part shaped an increasing pattern of assertiveness and confidence amongst Southern governments. This has been demonstrated since the end of Jubilee 2000, most noticeably at the World Trade Organization summit in Qatar in November 2001 where it was widely acknowledged that Southern governments were a much stronger and more effective political and lobbying force than at previous trade negotiations.

Of course the emerging consensus and impact on debt, development and civil society participation was clearly a result of more factors than just the political impact created by Jubilee 2000. Many of the ‘new’ arguments about debt and development had been articulated before Jubilee 2000, in UNICEF’s report Structural Adjustment with a Human Face in 1987 and culminating in the UN World Summit for Social Development in Copenhagen in 1995. Moreover, the increasingly globalized economic system and the election of center-left governments in the 1990s in Europe and the United States all played a part in changing ideas on development. 

The changing debate also reflected growing support for the vital role of civil society in development, superceding previous development paradigms of national planning and liberalism. In response to the continued failure to solve world poverty, this new consensus has been backed by institutions such as the World Bank (and to a lesser extent the IMF) alongside influential thinkers such as Amartya Sen. In part this new consensus and the emergence of civil society as an influential political force came out of the political vacuum caused by the end of the Cold War and the bipolar approach to politics. Without Cold War imperatives, rich creditor nations started to put the blame for the failure of Structural Adjustment Policies (SAPs) on bad governments. This has led to increasing focus on the need for ‘good governance’. Civil society organizations in debtor countries were seen as agents that could provide the necessary internal pressure for reform considered necessary for development. 

This ‘consensual’ view of civil society was key to institutions such as the World Bank and IMF creating ‘institutional space’ for civil society participation. Initially this took the form of joint World Bank/NGO forums; more recently it has meant requiring civil society participation, which has often been led by organizations within the Jubilee 2000 movement, in drawing up debtor countries’ Poverty Reduction Strategy papers (PRSPs).
 These developments have in turn generated a range of controversies concerning the role of the state and state capacity in development, the good faith of the International Financial Institution's engagement with civil society, and tensions between advocates of ‘consensual’ and ‘contestual’ views of civil society. 

THE LIMITS TO JUBILEE 2000’S POLITICAL ACHIEVEMENTS

The political impact of Jubilee 2000 only went so far. The change in language on debt and development is still far from being reflected in practical action. Even at the level of language, debates continue with some conservative commentators such as Martin Wolf of the London Financial Times calling talk of empowerment ‘foolish and naïve’ (Wolf 2000). In reality, there has been very little evidence of creditors and international financial institutions enacting the rhetoric they espouse. Fundamentally there has been no shift in terms of democratization of institutions such as the IMF and World Bank. Power in terms of decision-making is still firmly in the hands of rich creditor nations. 

There are growing signs of contradictions between language emphasizing poverty reduction and civil society participation and the reality which still sees institutions in Washington imposing development policies that lead to increases in poverty. For example, the Senegalese government in 2002 was required to end its involvement in and privatize the collection of its peanut crop in order to earn debt relief. At the same time, the government has also been required to show what steps it is taking to reduce poverty. The consequences of peanut privatization, however, were that private companies did not have the infrastructure to pick up the crop and farmers were forced to accept low prices at a fraction of the previous set rate. This together, with recent poor rains has threatened up to 6 million people in Senegal with further impoverishment and widespread hunger (MacCuish: September 2002). By April 2002, the World Bank was already admitting that the Highly Indebted Poor Country Initiative (HIPC) was not going to provide the ‘sustainable exit from the debt burden’ that it had formerly promised. By January 2003, only six of the poorest countries had reached completion point in the IMF and World Bank’s debt relief initiative. One of these countries, Tanzania, is predicted to continue paying an average of US$116 million yearly to rich creditors between 2002 to 2011 – just under half the amount it was supposed to pay yearly from 1991 to 1996.
 It is still far from clear whether, as Ann Pettifor, former Director of Jubilee 2000 has argued, these contradictions are indicative of a paradigm shift that will eventually lead to a new consensus on development in the future (Pettifor: 24 June 1999).

EMPOWERMENT: THE ARRIVAL OF THE ‘GLOBAL CITIZEN’


Yet despite the ongoing failure of creditor governments to deliver on their promises, the most lasting and exciting impact of Jubilee 2000, has been its impact in empowering ordinary people on economic affairs - in other words convincing thousands of people in North and South that they could have an impact on issues such as the allocation of public resources and the world of international finance. The message and slogan ‘Drop the Debt’ were very simple, but once convinced of the morality of debt cancellation, many activists became highly educated on the development issues surrounding debt. Russell Price who worked with church groups in the UK coalition explained that ‘high quality and in-depth information by Jubilee 2000 proved vital for giving activists the confidence to articulate support for debt cancellation at church policy meetings.’ Many people who became involved in Jubilee 2000 have continued campaigning on debt as well as started to take on and make progress on new issues including demands for fairer trade relations and proposals for an introduction of a ‘Tobin tax’ on financial speculations. 

In the South, a similar process took place. Zie Gariyo, from the Uganda Jubilee 2000 campaign recounts a time when he was contacted by a local government official complaining that a local villager was talking about how Uganda was paying more on debt than the local school. The official was keen to dissuade the villager as it involved government business and should not be a subject for popular discussion.  

The growing level of confidence by ordinary activists has put a spotlight on the impact of economic policies, which were previously left for discussion by policy experts and government and financial officials. Practical demands for changing the unjust financial system and in the long-term building greater control over public resources have been popularized. This was not only evident in the Jubilee 2000 movement, but is also evident in the popular demonstrations that have erupted around previously ignored international financial meetings, such as the 250,000 who demonstrated at the G8 summit in Genoa in July 2001. It has led to the emergence, as Hazel Henderson, of the New Economics Foundation noted, of a ‘new identity; the global citizen; even before the arrival of global governance structures’ (Barrett 2000: 5).

GLOBALIZATION OF RESISTANCE 

The arrival of the ‘global citizen’ can be attributed, in part to Jubilee 2000’s tactics and vision to build an international broad movement, but it also took place in the context of significant global political-economic changes known as ‘globalization.’ Globalization has become synonymous with the rapid increase in capital flows and trade across borders, growth of multinational companies, and the dramatic expansion in communications particularly through the Internet. Some of these developments have themselves been shaped by debt - in particular liberalization of trade and capital, which has been one of the key conditions imposed on indebted countries. However, the changes that have resulted from globalization have in turn shaped the growth of civil society movements, especially the Jubilee 2000 movement.

Support for civil society movements has firstly grown in response to the shift of economic and political power from governments to companies and from the growth in decision-making at an international level. Companies and global institutions like the IMF are increasingly seen as having power without accountability, whereas state governments are to varying degrees accountable but have decreasing power. 
 This process has driven people in the South to support civil society organizations to defend their rights, and in the North has led to more people expressing their activism through international civil society organizations rather than through traditional party-political channels.
  

The rapid growth of structures that has allowed the interchange of goods, culture and communications also helped to build civil society movements, especially on an international level. People have become more aware of our international interconnectedness - a basket of shopping at an American supermarket now can take in the entire globe with mange-tout from Kenya, and wine from Chile. Organizations such as the churches and trade unions also started to place more emphasis on their international make-up and used conferences to formulate shared positions on issues such as international debt.  This feeling of internationalism was a central feature of Jubilee 2000.  From regional to national level, campaigners actively linked up with activists in other countries. Groups in Germany regularly invited Bolivian campaigners to meet with them; American campaigners visited Nicaragua to inspire their own campaigning.  These links were often made without the involvement of national secretariats and have gradually led to a web of civil society groups linked at all levels across the globe. 

This international interconnectedness has been dramatically assisted by the growth in speed and efficiency of global communications, especially the impact of the Internet. Jubilee 2000's growth from a powerful idea to an international movement coincided with the take-off of the internet.
 The Internet proved to be ideal technology for building an international civil society movement for three reasons. Firstly, the Internet provided an ideal structure of networks upon networks to spread and multiply the campaign’s message. Secondly, it allowed rapid, efficient and cheap communication - email was used to circulate the initial ideas of the campaign, and then for daily communication and information sharing between 300 key campaign co-ordinators worldwide. Thirdly, it was a flexible global communication medium that campaigners controlled - for example through the website, Jubilee 2000 was able to provide high quality information, which reached a weekly international audience of between 8,000 and 12,000 international visitors. Dynamic local supporters in Seattle used information from Jubilee 2000 UK’s website to build a powerful local coalition which brought together a 30,000 strong human chain for debt cancellation on 29 November 1999, the first day of the World Trade Organization (WTO) summit. Equally, shortly after the announcement of the Cologne Debt Initiative at the G8 Summit in June 1999, Jubilee 2000 was able to use the website to provide detailed analysis and warn supporters not to believe the spin given by government press spokespersons.

The Internet was a highly significant and effective tool in the growth of Jubilee 2000's civil society movement. However it still cannot match the global reach of television, which as a result of globalization is being controlled by fewer and fewer companies. In general, this monopolization of media is making it harder and harder to promote political or global issues, which is why the Internet has become so popular amongst civil society groups for raising awareness. On the four British terrestrial TV channels alone, the total output of factual programs on developing countries dropped by almost 50 per cent between 1989 and 2000 (Stone 2000). However the monopolization of media is also an opportunity: if you are able to win press coverage you have more chance of receiving global coverage. To reach an international mass audience, Jubilee 2000 was forced to work hard at courting the mass media's favorite partner: the entertainment industry, and international celebrities in particular. Individuals such as rock group U2's Bono, pop star Sakamoto in Japan, and opera singer Pavarotti in Italy mobilized support from individuals worldwide not reached by traditional civil society networks. When the Brits music awards decided in 1999 to back the campaign after Muhammad Ali and Bono both said they would attend, their promotion of Jubilee 2000 onstage reached a global TV audience of more than 100 million in 130 countries and massive coverage in the popular press.

CRITICISMS AND CHALLENGES

Jubilee 2000 has undoubtedly been part of a process that has led to civil society emerging as a significant player on the world stage. This is to be celebrated, as Jubilee 2000’s experience has demonstrated. However this section examines the difficulties and challenges Jubilee 2000 faced in terms of internal divisions, issues of accountability, bringing together campaigns with unequal resources and the challenge it faced in working with the State. At the root of many of these difficulties lies the fact that the successful rise of global civil society reflects in part the democratic deficit in the national and international political economy.  There is a danger in this void as Van Rooy points out that ‘cornucopian expectations for social change [are] heaped on the idea [of civil society as a]… solution to the enduring problems of development and democratic change’ (Van Rooy 2000: 1). Jubilee 2000’s own experiences again have revealed that the rise of a global civil society movement does not come without problems and does raise considerable issues that future civil society movements will need to resolve. 

Whilst the Jubilee 2000 movement had some success in challenging the sectional self-interests of elites involved in international lending, it was certainly not immune from these problems itself.  Many national campaigns were coalitions and whilst remaining united around their central goal still suffered considerable internal conflicts, personality clashes and sectional interests. Coalitions often comprised of organizations which competed against each other and the national secretariats for profile and funding. This led to tensions or compromised decisions that did not serve the best interest of the campaign. Whilst there remained the conviction that working together would have a greater impact, it was not always easy. The dissolution of the UK Jubilee 2000 coalition into two separate organizations at the end of the year 2000 reflected in part the fact that without the binding nature of the millennium deadline some members no longer wished to unite in one coalition to take work forward.  

Jubilee 2000 also revealed some of the tensions inherent in a civil society coalition that bridged North and South. For while the united aim of the coalition was to seek debt cancellation as a vital step in addressing the inequality between North and South, the coalition could not help reflecting the divide itself. The imbalance of resources along with a historical context of colonialism and imperialism shaped the campaign’s message but also affected the relationships between North and South. Northern campaigns were almost invariably better funded and resourced, and therefore had a distinct advantage in terms of access to information, ability to implement strategy, mobilize and lobby key politicians. Southern campaigns were usually small, with poor access to information, and with considerable constraints in terms of mobilizing, communicating, and lobbying decision-makers. Nearly all Southern campaigns were ultimately dependent on Northern campaigns and organizations for funding. Campaigns based in the North were aware of this division in resources and context and many sought to provide opportunities for Southern voices to be heard, however the relationship between Northern and Southern campaigns was never an equal one. At international meetings, such as the World Bank and IMF meetings in Washington and Prague, Northern campaigns far outnumbered Southern campaigns.  Those Southern voices represented had to secure funding from Northern organizations – many of whom inevitably chose voices that most closely aligned with their own regardless of whether the ‘Southern voice’ represented a broad constituency in the indebted country.  The lack of a formal international structure also meant that the international strategy of the campaign was often pushed by well-resourced campaigns in the North, especially Jubilee 2000 UK. This situation led at times to tension, with Southern campaigns claiming that the North was seeking to speak on their behalf and the North querying what constituency the Southern voice claimed to represent. 

Some Southern campaigns claimed the fact that they suffered the effects of the debt crisis meant that they had a unique role to play in decision-making on international strategy. The reality and international balance of political power meant that the key arena for challenging the global economic injustice of the debt crisis was in the North.  As a result a ‘Jubilee South’ movement emerged which questioned the ‘politically expedient’ tactics of Northern campaigns which it felt undermined the radical and longer-term demands of Southern campaigns. 

The formation of Jubilee South by some, but not all, southern campaigns did not just reveal north-south divisions but also the constant tension between a ‘contestual’ and ‘consensual’ view of civil society.  This came to a head at the Cologne G8 Summit, where some Northern campaigns felt they had to welcome the ‘Cologne Debt Initiative’ as an ‘important first step’ alongside recognizing its shortcomings in order to keep their constituency mobilized and to help continued engagement with creditor governments.  Jubilee South however was scathing: ‘Do not ask us, as we are often asked by debt coalitions and Jubilee Campaigns in the North, to accept the lesser of many evils, to settle for a piece of the loaf and not the whole, to be realistic about the HIPCs as the "only game in town”. If that is the only game in town, then the problem is not the game but the town.’ 
 Cologne proved to be a watershed in Jubilee 2000’s history. Whilst Jubilee 2000 internationally continued to grow and make a sizeable political impact in the following two years, divisions remained that undoubtedly limited the effectiveness of the movement up to the initial millennium year deadline and have limited the impact of ‘Jubilee debt’ campaigns since 2000.

Similarly, while the Jubilee 2000 movement challenged the undemocratic nature of lending and borrowing governments, the movement itself had its own weaknesses in terms of internal democracy. The rapid formation of networks around the debt issue meant that there was no criteria for becoming a national campaign, and no democratically accountable international campaign secretariat. This limited the movement’s effectiveness as it was difficult to agree a co-ordinated international campaign strategy, which meant that some of the better-resourced campaigns took strategic campaign decisions which had international relevance without proper consultation. The lack of criteria for becoming a national campaign also raised questions of legitimacy - at international meetings or in lobbies of international institutions, a one-person ‘thinktank’ or a national coalition of 100 organizations would have equal weighting as a ‘national’ campaign. Whilst most of the national campaigns had backing of, (and therefore could be said to be accountable to), a broad section of civil society movements; a few failed to even fully engage civil society organizations in their country. Others may have had national groups involved, but were not engaging participation from local community level. Moreover one or two campaigns suffered from accusations of corruption – and it is likely that the growing popularity of the Jubilee 2000 campaign and the explosion of civil society groups attracted some people to participate who saw an opportunity for funding rather than because they shared Jubilee 2000’s vision. Peter Henriot, part of a highly effective Jubilee 2000 campaign in Zambia noted the formation of ‘civil society groups formed primarily to benefit the organizers and their narrow interests. In Zambia, besides NGOs, we also have NGIs - Non-Governmental Individuals, and GONGOs - Government Organised NGOs!’  (Henriot 2001). 

This issue of how democratic and accountable the coalitions were to their national population applies in the North as well as the South. In Finland, the Jubilee 2000 campaign was almost exclusively funded by the Finnish Government, which undoubtedly influenced the direction of the campaign. In the UK, while the Jubilee 2000 secretariat received no government funding directly, many of its strongest national members were aid agencies who were mainly accountable to their funders, which included the UK Government Department for International Development. Whilst their campaigning, policy work and partnership with Southern organizations was invaluable to the overall success of the campaign, aid agencies do not have a democratic constitution. Given growing criticism of civil society organizations and their power, it will clearly be vital that internal accountability of civil society organizations and coalitions is continually improved to both their supporters, and particularly to those they seek to represent. As Michael Edwards in NGO Rights and Responsibilities points out: ‘More democracy in global governance is the key to a peaceful and prosperous international order… but in order to claim their seat at the global negotiating table, they [NGOs] must put their own house in order’ (Edwards 2000: 28). 

Jubilee 2000’s experience also highlighted the broader question of the relationship between civil society, democracy and the state. In indebted countries where democracy has often been undermined by debt and poverty, it is clearly more difficult for civil society to operate independently and there is much greater likelihood of repression. Although democratic forces are growing in indebted continents such as Africa, it has led to a legacy in some countries of a weak and vulnerable civil society. In the year 2000 alone, anti-debt demonstrators were attacked by police in, amongst other countries, Malawi, Angola, Bolivia and Nigeria. 

In other developing countries, civil society organizations in the Jubilee 2000 campaign were able to make an impact on national government and were involved in helping to draw up their country’s national Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs). However, part of the reason for the principle of unprecedented involvement of civil society organizations in development, was the weakening of the state particularly as a result of policies promoted by the World Bank and IMF – which radically cut back government and the public sector. Civil society, as has been mentioned, was encouraged by institutions such as the World Bank and IMF as an attempt to reinforce pressure on governments to reform, to create good governance and to mediate the harmful costs of neo-liberalism. There was some evidence that Jubilee 2000 helped strengthen Southern Government voices and bolstered their calls for debt cancellation. However as civil society organizations also tended to be critical, quite rightly, of many Southern governments, there was a danger that Jubilee 2000 may have inadvertently supported a process of undermining the role of the state particularly in the areas of delivery of essential services.
 Given the increasing evidence of the need for effective national government to build development, this process must be questioned. As Howell and Pearce summarize in their study of civil society and development: ‘In emphasizing the role of civil society as a democratic force against oppressive states, donor discourse has added to the dominant anti-statist theme in civil society debates…[,]… ensured that a serious debate on the problems and prospects of the developmental state has not happened, and the neo-liberal critique of the State remains the uncontested paradigm’ (Howell and Pearce 2000: 12)

Criticisms of civil society's increased profile has also come from more predictable quarters. In the UK, Clare Short, Secretary of State for International Development, regularly holds a series of regional policy forums open to local community organizations which have consulted on debt, but at the same time has accused anti-globalization protestors who espouse similar views as ‘undemocratic’. In May 2001, Larry Summers, former US Secretary of State to the Treasury, questioned the World Bank’s increased emphasis on consulting civil society: ‘I am deeply troubled by the distance that the Bank has gone in democratic countries towards engagement with groups other than governments in designing projects.’ He claimed that a ‘large number of things those organizations say are not true and if they were acted on would be inimical to the goal of reducing poverty around the world.’
 

This type of critique is likely to be backed by many democratic governments, as a backlash against the increased strength of civil society organizations – particularly in a post-September 11th era where the space for dissent has shrunk. It is also likely to expose more clearly the very different and opposing views that make up the new consensus on civil society participation in development. A more ‘consensual’ view of civil society’s role was very clearly shown by the G8 governments in Cologne in June 1999 when they both increased the number of conditions required by indebted countries to receive relief alongside proposing greater involvement in economic decision-making by civil society groups. 

This approach could divide civil society actors. In contrast to the World Bank’s consensual view, and as already been mentioned, many civil society groups including groups within Jubilee 2000 hold a ‘contestual’ view of civil society that sees itself as not just challenging governments and institutions but challenging an entire economic system. The danger of this contestual view is that it could create a scenario of two parallel universes rather like the two civil society consultations held in Bolivia in 2000: one run by the Bolivian debt campaign and the other by the Bolivian Government. In one universe, civil society remains uncompromised by political power but fails to engage with national political institutions, which remain vital for development. In the other universe, the lack of engagement by dynamic social forces in national politics leads to an increasingly weak national parliamentary democracy speaking for an ever-declining electorate and large financial interests. It will be essential for development and poverty reduction that civil society organizations find a way to combine challenging the state with renewing democracy and building up effective and accountable democratic institutions. 

RESPONDING TO PARTIAL SUCCESS

These North-South and consensual-contestual tensions are sure to emerge in future global civil society movements, such as the broad ‘alternative globalization’ movement that has gained media profile since the Seattle World Trade Organization summit in 1999. In particular these tensions are likely to surface at occasions like the Cologne G8 summit. Cologne represented the first partial victory Jubilee 2000 had achieved. Up to then, the movement had been united in its call for debt cancellation and its opposition to the policies of creditor governments and institutions on the basis of the immorality of the debt crisis. The paltry but first steps taken by the G8 governments under enormous popular pressure at the summit opened up the divisions on how to respond. At such moments, in any campaign, these tensions will emerge and will never be easily resolved. However, tensions do not necessarily need to turn into divisions. In the case of Cologne, the existence of an accountable democratic structure, alongside careful communication within the movement, could have balanced responses from all sides of the debate. A consensus could have been reached: on the one hand marking the impact the movement had made and demonstrating this to their supporters; and on the other holding onto the moral argument that clearly showed that the Cologne debt agreement failed in every respect to live up to an ideal of justice. The divisions could also have been diminished if there had been a greater attempt by both sides to appreciate, learn and respect each other’s different political and economic contexts, and even to realize that different approaches within the same movement could be complementary rather than contradictory. 
As the campaign formally came to an end at the end of the year 2000, it was noticeable that the movement seemed to be united again in the view that it was still very far from its goal of a ‘debt free start for a billion people.’ Trying to understand the lack of progress despite unprecedented pressure and even promises from the richest nations highlights perhaps the most important lesson from Jubilee 2000’s experience which is never to lose sight of tackling the power relations that affect change. In 2002, the creditor nations and International Financial Institutions that bear so much responsibility for the debt crisis are still the institutions that ultimately decide on debt relief, set the conditions and monitor how proceeds from debt relief are spent. It is not in their interest to cancel debt, and as a result despite many promises, very little debt has been cancelled. 
Redistributing power will require democratization of the international economic order, particularly institutions like the IMF, so poorer countries have a greater say. It will also require strengthening of national governments’ ability to regulate multinational companies to ensure their economic activities bring benefit to ordinary people. Most importantly it will involve long-term investment in building up civil society. The new Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs) may talk about country ‘ownership’ and include a new process, which allows countries to draw up poverty reduction strategies in consultation with civil society, but the ultimate veto still lies with the creditor-dominated IMF. As Angela Woods and Matthew Lockwood have argued: ‘All too often ownership relates to persuading the public that reforms are necessary and good in order to minimize political opposition to them’ (Woods and Lockwood 1999: 13). 

Whilst all Jubilee 2000’s declarations talked about putting civil society at the heart of decisions about lending and finance in order to achieve development, the reality was that this conflicted with its short-term goals of debt cancellation by the end of the year 2000. Very few Jubilee 2000 campaigns had the capacity either to engage the whole civil society sector in their country or even then had the capacity to challenge the government and develop alternative policy proposals. Despite unprecedented recent growth of non-governmental organizations in the South, civil society remains weak. Only long term and substantial funding for Southern civil society organizations, and a strong commitment to democracy alongside partnership in development and advocacy has the potential to rectify this balance. 

Since the formal end of Jubilee 2000 UK in December 2000, debt campaigning has continued in many countries, but noticeably with less of a co-ordinated focus and its public visibility dissipated by campaigning on a broader range of issues. Henry Northover of the Catholic Agency for Overseas Development (CAFOD), speaking after meetings with World Bank officials at their Autumn 2002 meetings, said: ‘It's clear that we are unlikely to get more aid or debt relief without the sort of domestic political pressure applied by the Jubilee 2000 movement.  The challenge is to refocus the different themes and campaigns that have emerged around a common, clear and targeted message.’ 

This will be difficult to achieve although the rewards could be far greater than those won through the pressure of the Jubilee 2000 movement.  For civil society mobilisation around international issues has, if anything, grown since 2000, despite fears that a post-September 11th world could constrain it. 250,000 people demonstrated at the World Bank and IMF meetings in Barcelona in March 2002 under the banner ‘Another world is possible.’ Yet global civil society has also become a more complex and less united force. This was evident at the G8 summit in Genoa in July 2001. With the killing of one protestor by police and widespread use of repressive tactics, divisions on the way forward for the ‘alternative globalization movement’ were highly apparent as different civil society groups attacked each other. It remains to be seen whether the ‘alternative globalization’ movement will come to respect the ‘contestual’ and ‘consensual’ views within it or whether it will split and let its energies dissipate.

CONCLUSION

In response to protests outside the IMF and World Bank, in April 2000, Michel Camdessus, President of the IMF is reported to have said: ‘Who are these people?  Who do they represent?  If anyone is the voice of the people, it is me.’ 
 The emergence of civil society movements, such as Jubilee 2000 and the broader anti-globalization movement at turn of the millennium, has surprised many commentators and shaken those in power. Ironically, the roots of the movement that Camdessus saw outside his multi-storied building lay inside his own institution. The IMF’s response to the debt crisis in the 1980s contained in it some of the seeds of the civil society movement that would rise against it – their policies on capital account liberalization, export-led growth, deregulation, privatization and a weakened state helped fuel globalization, a widening gap between rich and poor and linked up a global movement of resistance. ‘Global civil society’ has emerged as a politically powerful player with a confidence in its own role, and growing popular support. 

The fact that essentially voluntary associations with an international awareness are standing up for or representing the excluded at an international level heralds many opportunities. The arrival of the ‘global citizen’ who is highly informed and connected with creative popular networks around the world has the potential to hold to account and challenge the increasing concentration of economic power in the hands of a few governments and multinational companies. Whilst international institutions like the UN lack political power, and global bodies like the World Trade Organization and the World Bank continue to be controlled by the rich few, the role of the ‘global citizen’ is vital to balance the democratic deficit inherent in the current highly unequal global order. This will involve combining targeted campaigns for specific policy changes with a clear challenge to the power structures that perpetuate injustice.  

However, citizenship also carries with it responsibilities and a critical examination of civil society’s own make-up. The IMF, controlled by a few creditor governments, is clearly not representative of the ‘people’ as Camdessus would like to think. However civil society movements themselves are far from democratic, and have been shaped by the unequal world they are trying to change. To ensure their power and moral force, civil society organizations will need to demonstrate how they represent people. This is particularly important for the more diffuse, broader ‘alternative globalization’ movement if it is to embody the ideals of participation that it promotes. This will involve an ongoing process, by which civil society organizations seek to make themselves more accountable, and seek to strengthen democracy and popular participation. It will involve civil society organizations continually challenging themselves with the same vigor as their unprecedented challenge to the established political institutions in the last 10 years. 

The author would especially like to thank Marlene Barrett, Graham Gordon, Henry Northover, Duncan Green, Juergen Kaiser for their constructive and helpful comments.  He would also like to thank all the international activists in Jubilee 2000 who provided immense inspiration in his work, and hopes this analysis will help future civil society organizations as they struggle for social and economic justice.
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� Alison van Rooy describes this latter definition of civil society as the ‘anti-hegemonic model’ in her excellent introduction to the concept of civil society in Alison van Rooy, Civil Society and the Aid Industry (2000)


� Jubilee 2000 did have two business members namely, Co-operative Bank and Triodos Bank.  However they were businesses with a strong ‘ethical mandate’ who signed up to the campaign without playing any role in steering its strategic direction.


� This decline in membership of traditional civil society organisations was also true of the Trade Union members of Jubilee 2000. In the UK, membership of Trade unions fell from 13.3 million in 1979 to 7.1 million in 1998, although there has been some growth recently.  Source: TUC website – www.tuc.org.uk


� The Jubilee 2000 UK office was opened in April 1996, after several years of campaigning on the issue by Martin Dent, who launched the idea in the early 1990s and promoted it with Bill Peters. However its beginnings could also be traced to the call for a ‘Year of Jubilee for Africa’ by the All-African Council of Churches in 1990.


� For example, the late President Mobutu of former Zaire was lent $8.5 billion by western lenders including the IMF over 15 years, despite clear evidence of corruption. Yet the moment he died, the IMF came into advise the new government on how to ensure repayment.


� The full proposal was detailed by Jubilee 2000 Zambia in the Times of Zambia on 12 August 1999


� Anthony Gaeta, spokesman for the World Bank, quoted in PR Week, 16 April 1999


� J. Kaiser, quoted in email correspondence with author, September 2000


� Quote from a speech by President Clinton at White House prayer breakfast in September 2000


� Jubilee Research at New Economics Foundation, (August 2002), Relief Works – African proposals for debt cancellation and why debt relief works, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.jubileeresearch.org/analysis/reports/reliefworks.pdf" �http://www.jubileeresearch.org/analysis/reports/reliefworks.pdf� 


� Brother Hotchkiss, quoted in email correspondence with the author, April 2000


� President Wolfensohn of the World Bank has strongly endorsed this ‘consensual’ view of Jubilee 2000’s role. Speaking in 2001 said: '[We need] coalitions with civil society and communities to mobilise the kind of grass roots support we have seen behind the debt campaign - and to extend it to health, to education for all, to participation, and to poverty reduction.' 


� World Bank statistics � HYPERLINK "http://www.worldbank.org" ��http://www.worldbank.org�. The World Bank itself admitted in August 2002 that to meet the Millennium Development Goals, agreed by the UN, which commits the international committee to halve poverty by 2015 will require full debt cancellation for impoverished countries and additional aid. See World Bank  (16 August 2002) HIPC Status of Implementation Report,  page 91 <http://www.worldbank.org>


� The votes of the IMF are determined by the contributions made by its members – consequently in 2000, the 10 richest countries controlled 45% of the votes of the IMF.


� Sarah Parkin, chair of the Real World Coalition put this question in an article on the legitimacy of the G8 in The Guardian on 11 July 2001: ‘What is it that governments are getting so wrong that prompts so many people to give up voting in elections every four or five years, and to go elsewhere for the services and political campaigning that matter most to them?’ In part as she points out it is the failure of the G8 leaders to tackle the issues that concern people, but it also reflects a growing sense that the power to effect economic decisions lies elsewhere. This was reflected in polls held during the UK General Election campaign in May 2001, which revealed both a strong apathy for domestic politics but also an unprecedented prioritising of international issues.  Polls undertaken and reported on in Scotsman, 15/5/01


� The Internet had a global online population of 44 million (mostly based in USA) at the end of 1995.  Four years later, the number of people online has gone up by 700%. See Press Release, Computer Industry Almanac, 18 August 1999 (www.c-i-a.com/199908iu.htm)


� Jubilee South (1 December 1999), Jubilee South and the call for a new strategic alliance<� HYPERLINK "http://www.jubileesouth.org" ��http://www.jubileesouth.org�>


� Some debt campaigns went further in undermining the role of the state in their call for debt-for-development swaps. This involves releasing funds from debt cancellation directly to civil society organisations, a step that goes further than PRSPs by taking the state completely out of the picture.


� L Summers in a speech at the US World Bank Country Director’s retreat, 2 May 2001


� H. Northover in email to author, October 2002


� Quoted in Focus on the Global South (February 2000), Focus on Trade Issue No. 46 < http://www.focusweb.org/focus/pd/apec/fot/fot46.htm>





