SPEECH DELIVERED AT THE OFFICIAL LAUNCHING OF THE PUBLISH WHAT YOU PAY – TANZANIA NATIONAL COALITION AT THE TWIGA OCEAN VIEW HOTEL – DAR ES SALAAM ON 16TH APRIL 2010

Honourable Chairperson, 
Members of PWYP-T National Coalition,

Distinguished guests,

Ladies and Gentlemen.

First and foremost let me express my sincere appreciation to you personally Chairperson and the members of the PWYP – T National Coalition Steering Committee for the honour you have extended to me to offer this key note speech. On the same vein of appreciation let me congratulate you for the determination and efforts you have put along the way to this very special day of launching the coalition. Allow me to congratulate ForDIA for the willingness to create a space for hosting the coalition we are launching today. Such a decision, I believe, has been reached through accurate calculations including those related to the risk of hosting such a big civil society organization like PWYP in our context.


Dear guests allow me to give a brief general background of organizations like the PWYP – T National Coalition we are launching today.  PWYP is defined as a global civil society coalition that helps citizens of resource-rich developing countries hold their governments accountable for the management of revenues from the oil, gas and mining industries. PWYP is thus one among the giant global civil societies that stand with the populace of the poor and developing societies globally for the purpose of realizing their liberation. From this brief background follows very simple questions: what are civil societies? When did they image? And why did they image? These are the question that will guide my speech although perhaps not necessarily in the order they appear.

As we stand here today in the 21st Century we might be tempted to think that civil society movements started during the Enlightenment period as some of us tend to believe. However, history related to the development of political thought indicates that the idea of civil societies was born at the same time the idea of political societies was born. If that is the case then civil societies emerged a long time ago even before the birth of Christ as we read in the works of Greek thinkers like Socrates, Plato, Aristotle as classics of the development of political thought with key concepts like koinonia politike with the ‘philosopher king’ as the architecture of such a society. Likewise there is a rich background in Roman thinkers like Cicero with his common concept of societas civilis. The general picture we get from this pre-modern understanding is that: politics is about the populace. It was civil societies (populace) that made the initiative for political constitution for the purpose of creating and enhancing the rule of law as a way of administering justice and peace for realizing their common good. The price paid by all contracting people in order to achieve such a society was to sacrifice their natural rights and allow for the rule of laws. This is the main idea in the theories of political theorists like Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau, etc. Up to this point we see a clear picture of civil society as the initiator of justice and peace. This background provides us with core characteristics of civil society as that civic organization intended for collective action based on shared values, purposes and interests. However, as contemporary researches show, the conceptualization of civil societies is still one of the most complex areas with diverse conclusions not only because of the various scholarly approaches but also due to the complexity of the global societies themselves. As regarding this complexity Simon Stacey and Megan Meyer states,  
 . . . [T]here is a long-established usage of the term civil society to mean civilized society, a usage common amongst Scottish Enlightenment thinkers, and among social contract theorists who juxtapose the more or less barbaric, pre-political state of nature to civil society (used as a synonym for political society). . . . civil society is bound up with civility, a solicitude for the interest of the whole society, a concern for the common good”, and the civil person, possessed of “good manners” who “thinks primarily of the civil society as the object of his obligations, not of the members of his family, or his village, or his party, or his ethnic group, or his social class, or his occupation” . . . . And Kofi Annan, leader of what could be regarded as the world’s largest civil society organization, understands civil society in the same way. For him, civil society is bound up with “civilization: the accumulated centuries of learning that form our foundation for progress”, with “tolerance”, “pluralism” and “respect” and with the many players who have an essential role to play in the running of any society”.
  
What I actually want to underline here is the misconception and misunderstanding that civil societies are antagonistic organizations against governments/states; and that civil societies are primarily characterized by violence. Contrary to that there are researches, especially those related to transnational and global civil society which shows that governments are either part of civil societies or initiators and supporters of civil societies. I have tried here to follow along those lines which suggest that civil societies are primarily the populace. It is sometimes tempting to think along the lines of theorists who hold normative conception of societies as consisting of civil and uncivil groups of people. Among the bases some theorists build upon in dividing societies in this way is the rise of terrorism and paramilitary groups in our time. However, such happenings should not divert us from the positive understanding we hold about civil societies.  In other words, those who hold the normative conception tend not only to create a gulf within societies but also to propagate some sort of exclusivist principles. In actual fact, as the theories teach us it was due to the rise of diverse groups – civil and uncivil – in societies that led our ancestors to form political societies (to contract) as a way of imposing the rule of law. Said differently, it was due to the rise of different groups of individuals with different interests, purposes and values, who wanted to satisfy their personal desires at the expense of the common good, which led to the formation of political societies as a way of enhancing the rule of law.


 Therefore, history teaches us that the exclusivist principles have to be regulated in order to meet the criteria of common interests, common purposes and common values for the common good of the society at large. All in all the picture of civil societies we can paint is that of different faces or a multi-faced picture. This claim is based on lessons learnt not from our contemporary realities but also from history. Since the realities of the faces of civil societies in our contemporary context are as we experience them from our day to day involvement in transforming our societies, let me briefly lift up some striking lessons that connect us with that history. With these examples we will come to learn that in understanding civil societies we have to transcend the multi-faced picture to what I would call changing faces picture of civil societies. 
The first example is drawn from the struggles for independence. Most of the colonial authorities in Africa, for example, made laws that condemned groups that struggled for independence.  A reader of the book: The State of Africa: A history of Fifty Years of Independence by Martin Meredith could see in a broader perspective what I am saying here. Struggle for independence was counted as instigation, revolt and civil disobedience. In other words those who were engaged in the struggle could have been counted as uncivil as defined above. In our contemporary context perhaps they could have been condemned as terrorist organizations.  Yet we know that they functioned as civil society organizations uniting people with common will, purpose, values and interests. In the former Tanganyika the political movements of TAA and later TANU started to operate as movements not blessed and accepted by the colonial government. Although Tanzania was not fully a British colony yet operation of these political movements was seen as threat for peace and stability. Contrarily, viewed from the perspective of those who were engaged in the struggle these movements were seen as acting for the common good of the oppressed and the colonized. In crystal clear terms, they were civil society organizations that struggled for a just cause. The question here is: Who was wrong – the colonial governments’ laws or the goals, interests and values of the civil society organization that fought for the independence of their countries? Which side was civil and which was uncivil?
Another example I want to bring to attention is the struggle against the apartheid system in the pre-independent South Africa. Here again as we remember, there were strong and stringent laws that safeguarded the apartheid system. Furthermore, we know how ruthless were the treatment of those who disobeyed those laws. We remember the many lives which were lost in that struggle. The ANC and other political parties and other kinds of civil society movements were strongly condemned by the apartheid laws as uncivil organization. However, in the eyes of our classification of civil societies we took those parties and movements on board as legitimate civil organizations expressing common goals, interests and values of the liberation movements. Anti- apartheid movements not only stimulated joint efforts of the black people in the pre-independent South Africa but also made a clear realization of global civil society as Håkan Thörn puts it,

One of these developments was the emergence of the transnational anti-apartheid movement which, from a global perspective, must be seen as one of the most significant social movements during the post-war era. The transnational anti-apartheid movement lasted for more than three decades, from the late 1950s to 1994, when the first democratic elections in South Africa were held, and it had a presence on all continents. In this sense, the interactions of the anti-apartheid movement were part of the construction of a global civil society during the Cold War.

 Truly the struggle against apartheid revealed what I called above multi-faced picture of civil societies as we all know that it brought together a broader variety of organizations including governments. Perhaps it will be more relevant to ask the same simple question here: who was wrong – the apartheid laws or the liberation movements? Additionally: what kind of laws should people obey?
Therefore, there are lessons we learn from history in general. The reason for giving that background is to form a clear basis for my conclusion and thus to avoid misinterpretation and misunderstanding. Here I try to outline few of those lessons. 

· Civil societies in totality and broadest sense are the populace.
· States and Governments are formed on the basis of the common will of the people – the civil society. 

· Each civil society organization is a segment of that totality. 

· Each civil society should represent the purpose, interests and values that do not violate and contradict the path to the common good of the society in general.

· The outcome of the activities of civil societies should in its total sum serve the common good of the broader society.

· Civil societies are obliged to work together and complement the efforts of legitimate governments.

· Civil societies are obliged to obey the laws where those laws are legitimate and they administer justice and peace for the common good of the society.

· Civil societies may differ with the laws if those laws do not serve for the common good of the people.

·  Civil societies are obliged to speak for the people and with the people where governments in power fail to serve the people according to the laws (minimal or absence of good governance).

·  Civil societies should be active in the making of the laws.

· Civil societies should network as a necessity for making stronger voices and best outcomes of their activities as in the example of the struggle again apartheid above.
More can be added to the list provided that they are on line with the ground guidelines I have outlined. The lessons we learn from the development of civil societies are quite important for the event we are witnessing today namely the launch of PWYP – T Coalition. PWYP is one face among the many faces of civil societies in terms of purposes. By the coming of PWYP to our soil (Tanzania) makes our voices louder and our expectations bigger in the areas of Extractive Industries. I am sure this event is good news for the Multi-Stakeholders Group (MSG) of the Tanzania Extractive Industries Transparence Initiative (TEITE).  The goals and objectives of the PWYP – T Coalition are clearly outlined and one cannot miss the contextualized emphasis given to them. If the mobilization, linkages and accountability tones given to the objectives are efficiently implemented, then there is no doubt that we will witness changes on the ground. Of course, the biggest challenge lies in the scope and implementation strategies of the very objectives you have formulated. Why Am I saying this?


Drawing from the background information which you provided me with, and which I count to be the motivation for launching PWYP – T Coalition, you say that our country suffers from weak governance and tainted by corruption – both grand and petty. Consequently, these two challenges have persistently undermined the government and Tanzanian’s efforts to eradicate poverty. This is a strong statement but of course supported by equally strong evidence in your concept paper. For me as a religious leader the challenges call for stronger prophetic voices in order to address them. Perhaps we do not need a detailed investigation in order to know the realities of our Tanzania society as you outlined them briefly but adequately in this background information. The main challenge therefore to this point is about what should be done and how it should be done.

I want to conclude my speech by addressing those two challenges. First of all I want to affirm that the objectives you have set as guidelines for your activities are relevant and workable. What I will do here is just to add to the good work you have done and perhaps come to a point of thinking together of the very minor issues we tend to overlook while doing big things. Thus mine are very simple suggestions conditioned by my experience from the rural context I am coming from. The two suggestions I am coming up with are related to education and networking. One might say that both of them are included in your objectives but nevertheless let me say some things more.


What I perceive as the main obstacle for the implementation of the good plans and other objectives in general in our society is education of the populace. Education here should be seen in two ways: ordinary formal education and education we acquire through various sources of information. Sometimes we forget that majority of our people live in rural areas. Most of these people did not have the privilege of getting higher education. Even the level of education they received is in a state of diminishing due to the fact that means of refilling and updating them is limited. Again, as we know, their locations limit them (if not totally cut them off) from the sources of information supposed to do the updating. In other words, their access to ordinary information is limited or non existent. In addition to that, their daily struggles for survival robes them the small leisure time they could use for looking for reliable information. In such circumstances reliable information is too expensive and probably too luxurious.
Obviously, the situation is different in big cities and towns where people have access to information of all sorts. Someone told me one day that a fool of the city is wiser than ten wise men in a small village. This saying is intended to capture the contrast between the rural and the urban contexts in terms of the availability of information. It is conventionally said: information is power; information is education; and information is wisdom. How is PWYP – T Coalition going to make a difference in this context? You said in your objectives that you want to mobilize civil society organizations in Tanzania and encourage them to join the PWYP – T Coalition. That is attractive but needs high commitments equal to its demands. You need to reach out to people. Sometimes when we talk in radios, TVs and Newspapers we think that the whole country is listening to us. The fact is that you are in most occasions talking to yourselves. We in small villages do not hear you and when we hear we sometimes do not understand you. 

If PWYP – T Coalition together with its partner TEITI and other key stakeholders want to succeed on their campaign for transparence in the gas, oil and minerals let them together formulate a strategy of educating the rural communities. That strategy demands more commitment and sacrifice, given the nature of our country to this moment we are discussing these issues. Without education the campaign will never succeed and will end up being another city people project. I remember in one of the seminars prepared by the Revenue Watch at the White Sands Hotel we touched on similar issues. One of the discussion groups in that seminar came up with an illuminating idea that without creating what we call ‘critical mass’ countrywide we will never succeed in our journey towards holding government accountable to the evils you mentioned in your background information. I pray that education strategy in which the rural people will be actively engaged, should take a higher priority in the objectives of PWYP – T Coalition if we want to realize that ‘critical mass’ and hence to achieve of your objectives.

Lastly is the issue of networking. As you all know we have hundreds of NGOs and other organizations countrywide. However, many of these are in big cities and towns for the reason that there in the cities are situated many lobby corridors. The question to that argument is: who are they working for? We all know that each of these organizations has its own goals, interests and values and that is good. The question which is very difficult to answer and to which I do not need an answer is: why all those in Dar es salaam, Mwanza, Tanga, Mbeya, Arusha, etc.? Why not Kidegembi, Mlalo, Lugoba, etc., where most of those target groups live? Suppose the argument on lobby corridors hold water, yet why don’t these civil societies actively network and address challenging issues together. Perhaps there is a strong network of all these civil societies in Tanzania contrary to my doubts.  Even if that is the case, yet my doubts are still there. The good reason for my doubts is based on the broader conception of civil societies I offered in the beginning of this speech. The networking of various civil society organizations in the cities and towns do not qualify for the notion of nationwide civil societies networking.  The point I want to make here is that the biggest portion of the so called civil society in the rural areas is cut off from this networking. Perhaps the reason is that we in the rural areas have nothing to contribute financially. However, it should be remembered that we have majority of the voices to contribute. If you take us on board, then be sure that together we will be stronger and together we can make big changes. Networking the civil society countrywide will consequently create one stronger voice. If this stronger voice is well informed through education, then your position as national civil society organization will be even stronger and will be able to implement your common objectives. This is the only way we can create a stronger civil society which not only holds governments accountable but also which in the first place is capable of putting to power responsible governments.
Therefore, I pray that the PWYP – T Coalition will think through the issues of educating and networking the rural communities for the purpose achieving better results of their objects; and hence setting an example for other civil societies to follow in our match towards the creation of stronger and responsible national  and transnational civil society coalition. Take my perspectives as presented from below by a person from the rural communities believing that you wanted to hear what comes from my heart and nothing more.
Again I want to thank you Chairperson and your Steering Committee for the honour you have given me to give this key note speech. Furthermore, I thank you for granting me the opportunity to be one of the witnesses of this launching ceremony. I congratulate you for this important and historic occasion of launching PWYP –T Coalition. May God bless you and guide you so that you may succeed in the challenging tasks ahead of you! Thank you all for listening.              
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