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Analysis of NGO interactions with business
 produced a framework for analysis of strategies that is up-dated here. It is summarized in the following figure and table, in terms of four strategies represented by four quadrants. The key unit of analysis here is the “NGO strategy” rather than the NGO itself.  This concept provided an important orientation when interpreting the interview data and has guided the direction of thinking. A project may represent a strategy and an NGO may use more than one strategy.

	



	Characteristics of the Four Civil Society (CS) Business Strategies

	
	Forcing
Change
	Promoting
Change
	Facilitating
Change
	Producing
Change

	Strategy
	Mobilize NGO to force change and stop corporate actions
	Work in CS to influence business 
	Working with the business for mutual gain
	Working in a minority position inside an industry to create basic reform by taking business share

	Danger
	Marginalization
	Irrelevance
	Co-optation
	Commercialization

	Confrontation/
Collaboration
Spectrum
	Ideology: business is viewed negatively.

Influence: force, demand, and pressure for change.
	Ideology: business is viewed guardedly.

Influence: must give inducements to change.
	Ideology: business is viewed positively.

Influence: must give inducements to change.
	Ideology: business is viewed critically.

Influence: proactive confrontation with alternative models / systems that take business share.

	Insider/
Outsider
Spectrum
	Control: CS control with no business involvement.

Revenues: CS-based with membership fees and donations.
	Control: CS control, may have some business involvement.

Revenues: CS-based with membership fees and donations.
	Control: Usually shared business – NGO and often government.

Revenues: Mixed, often business emphasis.
	Control: Shared or NGO control.

Revenues: Dominantly business-based.

	Tools
	Boycotts, demonstrations, public opinion campaigns, lobbying politicians, negatively screened social investment fund
	NGO Advisory Groups / Boards / Committees, corporate monitoring, NGO accountability frameworks;  NGO scientific research
	Joint business-NGO boards like the GRI, contracts, NGOs developing / buying for profits
	Cooperatives, business community advisory committees, employee ownership, positively-screened social investment funds, program related Investments, micro-enterprise funds


The Confrontation to Collaboration Spectrum

NGO–business interactions are characterized as ranging from confrontation to collaboration
.  This is a spectrum that is composed of two factors. One is the ideology factor, which refers to whether an NGO strategy reflects a critical analysis or viewpoint of business activity. NGOs with exclusively business membership like the International Business Leaders Forum, for example, are unlikely to take a highly critical analysis of fundamental business sector dynamics since they attempt to affect change from within.  More “radical” NGO strategies see business system values and structures as fundamental barriers to their world vision. Businesses’ drive to increase consumption is criticized as a key factor in environmental degradation, for example. 

The second factor of the confrontation-to-collaboration spectrum is influence. This refers to the use of pressure or inducement in the NGO strategy. It ranges from enviro-terrorists killing executives of corporations seen to be causing environmental destruction to NGOs becoming agents of the business sector and undermining the cause that they purport to espouse—particularly obvious with notorious “business” labor unions. NGOs like the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI)
 purposefully have advocacy civil society organizations as one key component of their membership, with the objective of harnessing their critical power to create change dialogues and pressures with business members.

The Business Insider / Civil Society Insider Spectrum

The second spectrum is the business insider/outsider one. It reflects whether an NGO’s business engagement strategy is driven and controlled by a business mentality where monetary rewards dominate decisions, or is driven and controlled by concern about community values, health and traditions. 

Two factors help define this second spectrum. One is the way a strategy is financed—the revenue factor. If a strategy to influence a corporation is financed purely through business mechanisms of unit sales with profit margin goals, the finance strategy is considered a (business) insider one. This is true of many fair trade organizations. At the other extreme is a strategy that is financed purely through membership fees by appeals to altruism and values—a civil society insider strategy adopted by organizations such as Corporate Watch. This financing question helps to identify whether profit-supporting objectives factor into an NGO decision to engage a business. 

A second insider/outsider spectrum factor is control that asks, “Who is making the decisions?” At one extreme are many corporate foundations where business people are driving the foundations’ activity. At the other end would be a fiercely independent NGO that excludes corporate leaders. Is the board of the organization appointed or made up of people entirely from businesses, as is true with industry associations and organizations like the International Business Leaders Forum? Organizations may be nonprofit in structure, but their accountability is to businesses and their culture and values are highly influenced by the business sector. 

Relationship between Strategies

One NGO may adopt more than one of these strategies. For example, a labor union may go on strike as a Forcing Change strategy, but while a contract is in force essentially act in a Collaboration strategy. However, to be successful the strategies require distinct skills and competencies, and clarity about how to use them. This mixing of strategies highlights the value of the analytical framework when advocacy NGOs participate in collaborations with businesses to form a new NGO, such as with the GRI. The advocacy NGOs themselves have traditional NGO financial and control structures, so they are undertaking a Promoting Change strategy. However, the newly formed NGO, GRI, is a collaboration with mixed control and revenue and represents a Facilitating Change strategy. This distinction is analytically valuable because the GRI would be a very different type of NGO if its constituent NGOs were also Facilitating Change NGOs, like a group of business trade associations.

Each of these strategies presents unique dangers for NGOs:

· The Forcing Change strategy will be marginalized if the pressure tactic is not of sufficient scale and central to the business’ operations;

· The Promoting Change strategy will be irrelevant if the business engagement is not at a sufficiently senior level;

· The Facilitating Change strategy can transform into cooptation if an NGO becomes dependent upon its corporate relationships;

· The Producing Change strategy will lead to commercialization of an NGO if it does not continually innovate as corporations adopt its strategies.  




Analysis of Key Change Strategy Trends


Based upon 23 interviews with NGO leaders and excerpted from:  Waddell, Steven J. 2004b. "A Strategy for Civil Society to Engage Corporations." NGO Caucus on Corporate Engagement, Boston, MA.
Question 1: What are the issues that drive your organization’s engagement with corporations?

	Table 2:  Frequency of Issues Mentioned

(Most identified more than one issue)

	Issue
	Mention
	%

	Environment
	14
	61%

	Rules/governance
	12
	52%

	Labor & human rights
	9
	39%

	Community/ec. Development/social justice
	5
	22%

	Finance/investment
	3
	13%

	Trade
	2
	9%

	Health
	2
	9%

	Consumers
	2
	9%

	Religion
	1
	4%

	Peace
	0
	0%


Tentative Finding 1:  CSOs concerned about the environment, rules/governance and labor/human rights have the most active corporate engagement activities.

 In order to help guide the interview sample, we began with a list of issues that CSOs were commonly identified with.  After reviewing the results, this list was modestly amended by combining labor and human rights, and community/economic development with social justice.  Two more significant changes were the addition of a category for “consumers” and “rules/governance”.  The latter refers to references to accountability of corporations both nationally and, more often in this case, internationally.  Often it dealt with reference to a lack of an effective regulatory regime.  It was added for three reasons:  it was identified in the study preceding this one as of key interest to civil society, it is of key interest to the Caucus on Corporate Engagement, and because it received significant mention.  

 The sample is not considered “balanced” across NGO interests.  No civil society organization involved in peace issues was interviewed, more from economic/international development traditions could have been included and four are from social investment.  Rather, as the distribution in these two categories suggests, the sample reflects the CSO issues where business engagement is most developed.  

Question 2: When you reflect on times when you have engaged corporations, what are the most common strategies that you use?  

Tentative Finding 2:  About 80% of CSOs with significant corporate engagement activity employ more than one strategy in Figure 1.

Participants described their engagement activities, and based upon their descriptions they were categorized according to a model that identifies four types of civil society strategic interaction with the business sector.
  

The particular type of organization of interest to this investigation is one that depends mainly on grant and membership income and has low business influence on the board—in other words, organizations that fall below the dotted line.  Of the 23 organizations interviewed, all except the social investment ones depend upon donation and grant income.  

	Table 3:  Strategies of Organizations

(23 organizations interviewed.)

	Issue
	Mention
	%

	Forcing and promoting
	9
	39%

	Creating and facilitating
	4
	17%

	Forcing
	4
	17%

	Promoting and facilitating
	2
	9%

	Facilitating
	2
	9%

	Promoting
	1
	4%

	Forcing, facilitating and promoting
	1
	4%

	   Total
	23
	


The strategies are summarized in Table 3.  The most distinctive feature is that only about 30% appear to have one dominant strategy, and the rest actively combine strategies.  Two out of five operate in the bottom half of the Figure and the four social investment organizations operate in the top half.  Transparency International appears to have the greatest range of strategies, although it certainly would not be as far to the left of the Figure as some of the organizations.  

Question 3: In your experience, which strategy works best?  Why?  Can you give an example or two?

Tentative Finding 3:  CSOs with significant corporate engagement activity have a high degree of recognition of the value of more than one strategy.  

The responses to this question helped clarify the typological placement in the preceding question.  Almost all the respondent said “it depends” or referred to some distinctive contexts.  

Question 4: What are two greatest challenges or obstacles to increasing the impact of your corporate engagement efforts? 

Tentative Finding 4:  Three challenges are shared by CSOs engaging corporations:  issues of scale, problematic rules of the game and difficulty in developing constructive and creative exchanges

This is a critical question because if there is a similarity in perceived challenges that could realistically be addressed by a collective strategy the respondents would be highly motivated to participate in a meeting to figure out how to do this.  

Abbreviated responses are presented in Table 4.  The unifying issue appears to be power inequality and this can be divided into four categories:

1) Scale:  Either the corporations are too big or our resources are too small.

2) Rules:  There are problems with the structure governing corporations.

3) Constructive/Creative Exchanges:  It is difficult to create meaningful dialogue.  

4) Other.  

	Table 5:  Challenges by Category

(20 respondents)

	Category
	Number of Respondents Who Mentioned
	%

	Scale
	7
	35%

	Rules
	9
	45%

	Constructive/Creative Engagement
	9
	45%

	None of the above
	2
	10%


Obviously these categories overlap somewhat and the response categories are up for further discussion.  However, this provides a rough sense of what people probably would like to talk about.  The responses are listed individually in Appendix D and summarized in Table 5.  

These issues are quite different although there is interplay.  Scale is the traditional reason for CSOs to work together on corporate engagement campaigns.  It is a tool in some cases of generating constructive/creative engagement.  

The rules of the game issue is the one that the previous study identified as the “meta-“ conversation as needed to bring about the type of change that people perceive is necessary.  

	Table 6:  Organizations Mentioned More than Once 
(multiple responses possible)

	Organization
	Org. Name Mention

	1. Amnesty
	3

	2. CERES
	3

	3. Corporate-Free UN
	2

	4. Earth Works
	2

	5. Friends of the Earth
	8

	6. Forest Ethics
	3

	7. Global Reporting Initiative
	2

	8. Global Witness
	

	9. Greenpeace
	3

	10. International Business Leaders Forum

	2

	11. Oxfam
	4

	12. RAN
	4


Question 5: Do you ever work with other civil society organizations, or know of other collaborations, in business engagement? 

Question 6: Is there anyone in another civil society organization who you would recommend that I speak with on this topic? 

Tentative Finding 5:  Most CSOs work with other CSOs on corporate engagement around specific campaigns and projects.  

Tentative Finding 6:  The CSO coalitions are relatively immature.  

Specific reference organizations and individuals mentioned in response to Questions 5 and 6 are summarized in Appendix B and those mentioned more than once are in Table 6.  This is important to demonstrate the “social structure” of the corporate engagement field.  
The most remarkable feature is that although all organizations work with other CSOs, the top-of-mind names that they give as partner organizations are highly diverse.  The only real exception is Friends of the Earth which was mentioned by over a third of the respondents.  Although the findings of this investigation are based upon only 23 interviews, this suggests that there is either significant scope for more formalized relationships—given that all interviewed recognized the value of relationships.  However, the capacity and structuring of the “CSO system for corporate engagement” is very weak.  The organizations with most mention are ones that would be important to engage in the project which spurred this study.     
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Figure 1:  A Typology of Civil Society Interaction with Business
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Organizations of interest to this study operate with strategies below the dotted line.


The activities in gray boxes are examples.
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� This paper summarizes the following:


Waddell, Steven. 1997. "Market-Civil Society Partnership Formation: A Global Status Report on Activity, Strategies, and Tools." IDR Reports 13.


—. 2004a. "NGO Strategies to Engage Business:  A status discussion paper on trends and critical issues." GAN-Net, Boston, MA, USA.


Waddell, Steven J. 2004b. "A Strategy for Civil Society to Engage Corporations." NGO Caucus on Corporate Engagement, Boston, MA.





� And conversations with researcher Jem Bendell


� “Collaboration” is used here as a technical sense that denotes organizations from different organizations sectors (business-government-civil society) undertaking joint initiatives, in contrast to “partnership” which refers to joint initiatives among organizations in the same sector.  The term “collaboration” is preferred as it denotes working with “the other”—an entity that has fundamentally different goals and operating logics.  


� See Appendix C for a description of the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI).


�  This model was presented in an earlier report on this topic.  See Appendix C.


� IBLF is not considered a civil society organization in terms of this study, since its members are all businesses.  





