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Abstract
This research paper is a study of the role of one civil society, the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition in the democratisation efforts in Zimbabwe from the year 2001 to 2010. The democratisation efforts started prior to the existence of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition by other forces of change like the Zimbabwe Congress of Trade Unions, students and ordinary Zimbabweans in the early 1990s. The period 2000 to 2009 witnessed a serious political ferment in Zimbabwe. The failure of the post-colonial state gave rise to the growth of civil society in that period. There was more vigorous personalization of political power by the state, authoritarianism and popular repression.
The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition was formed in 2001 as a nerve centre to coordinate other civic groups within its reach in the fight for democracy. This paper assesses how the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has contributed to the process. It looks at how the Coalition is related to the grassroots and its relationship with the regional and international civil society organizations in its efforts at democratization. 
 An analysis of the relationship between democratisation, democracy and civil society will be provided taking into cognisance the spaces, types of power and levels of power obtaining in Zimbabwe. The paper also investigates why the coalition has failed to expand at the grassroots level despite its success in making the world aware of the crisis of legitimacy and governance in Zimbabwe at the regional and international level. The nature of donor and civil society relations is also assessed to find out how it has impacted on the democratisation agenda.
Relevance to Development Studies

The study of democratization is central to development studies because when institutions of governance are open and accessible to all, development can easily take place hence creating a better world. Democratization, widely regarded as the movement towards democracy, is also necessary to development studies because it helps create conditions that will help civil society organizations’ flourish and help create a mutually beneficial rapport between various stakeholders.  Ceding more autonomy to civil society has been urged as helpful to more substantive democratization and better prospects for sustainable development.  When people are free, their capabilities are enhanced as well as their opportunity for self reliance.  Development then becomes one and the same with freedom (Sen.2000:3). This study will also offer new insights to the already existing knowledge on civil society`s role in the democratization efforts.

Keywords

Civil Society, Democratization, Democracy, Authoritarianism

Chapter 1 Introduction

The research paper seeks to investigate the role played by civil society organizations in the democratization effort in Zimbabwe with specific reference to the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition.

The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition is a grouping of sixty five civil society organizations operating in Zimbabwe. The Coalition was formed by Zimbabwe civic groups in August 2001 as a collective response to a crisis of governance and legitimacy in Zimbabwe.

Since its formation in 2001, the coalition according to its objectives (appendix 2) has been promoting the democratization of Zimbabwe through political debates, advocacy and capacitating other civic groups. The Coalition has been instrumental in strengthening the civic group’s voices on issues to deal with governance and the respect for the rule of law in Zimbabwe. Although the Crisis has been advocating for change, democratisation still eludes Zimbabwe ten years after its existence.
In its attempt to curtail freedom of association in Zimbabwe, the state introduced the Public Order and Security Act (POSA) in 2002, a law which curtailed on freedom of association in Zimbabwe. Crisis Coalition and its partners organized demonstrations against this piece of repressive legislation.  Again the state perceived this as a direct challenge on its rule. Crisis leaders were hunted down in Harare. In 2003, the state also introduced the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act (AIPPA). This law curtailed freedom of expression for Zimbabweans. The Coalition also led demonstrations against this law and the state responded heavily on the coalition.

In 2005, the State introduced `Murambatsvina`, a programme which the government claimed was cleaning Zimbabwe of rubbish and slums in the cities. In actual fact, the programme was targeted at opposition political party supporters to leave town and go to their rural areas after a good show by the MDC in both parliamentary, local council and Presidential elections that year. The Crisis Coalition responded by reminding the government of its heavy handedness on the citizens. 

Before the 2005 general elections, Crisis Coalition advocated for the reform of the Public Order and Security Act (POSA) and the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act (AIPPA). This was envisioned for people to campaign freely on the political space. The state reacted by attacking leaders of Crisis Coalition in Harare.  Their offices were ransacked by state security agents. On the 11th of March 2007, at a Save Zimbabwe prayer meeting in Highfield, the state attacked members of the Crisis Coalition, church groups and opposition political party groups including Morgan Tsvangirai, the current Prime Minister of Zimbabwe.

In light of the above skirmishes, the Southern Africa Development Community mandated former President Mbeki of South Africa to negotiate between the two warring factions- Zanu PF and the MDC. The negotiations led to a harmonized election in March 2008 in which Morgan Tsvangirai had 47.9% of the vote and Robert Mugabe had 43.2%. This result did not give any of the contestants’ power to rule Zimbabwe because the electoral law stated that for a candidate to win a Presidential election, one had to garner fifty plus one percent of the vote.

The March 2008 harmonized result led to a run off on June 27 2008. The runoff election was bloody and Morgan Tsvangirai pulled out of the race claiming that his supporters were under siege from the state.

The June 27 2008 elections were declared null and void by regional and international observer groups. After this election, the African Union on the 1st July 2008 in Sharm El Sheikh, Egypt, mandated the Southern Africa Development Community (SADC) to ensure that a government of national unity was in place in Zimbabwe.

President Thabo Mbeki of South Africa initiated talks on the political future of Zimbabwe on the 24th of July 2008. A power sharing deal was finally concluded on the 11th of September 2008 between Zanu PF and the two MDCs. MDC split in 2005 after Morgan Tsvangirai, the president of the party and Welshman Ncube, the secretary – general of the party could not agree on matters of policy regarding on whether to join the newly proposed upper house of Assembly, the Senate in Zimbabwe. Morgan Tsvangirai did not want to join the senate and Welshman Ncube wanted to join. The party had to split hence the creation of MDC – T led by Tsvangirai and MDC – N led by Welshman Ncube. The party split on 12 October 2005. A government of national unity took office on the 13th of February 2009 with Robert Mugabe being the President and Morgan Tsvangirai the Prime Minister and Arthur Mutambara being one of the deputy prime ministers.

It is in purview of the above, that the research seeks to analyse the extent to which the Crisis Coalition has been influential in the democratization efforts in Zimbabwe from the year 2001 to 2010. Despite all its efforts, the democratisation efforts have been a failure. How has the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition engaged the state and other stakeholders in this process? 
Has the Coalition been a success or not and in what ways has the Coalition used regional networks in the democratisation effort? It is also the research`s privilege to find out to what extent has the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition engaged the grassroots people in the democratization efforts in Zimbabwe.
1.1 The Problem
The period 2000 to 2009 witnessed a serious political ferment in Zimbabwe. The failure by the government of the day to manage the economy and the social lives of people gave rise to the growth of civil society. During this period, there was more vigorous personalization of political power by the state. The result of this action was intolerance to civil society by the state and the `restriction of space for autonomous action, civil rights and the rule of law (Ikelegbe 2001:7 -8). The government censored the media, put in place repressive legislation like the Public Order and Security Act (POSA), Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act (AIPPA), Broadcasting Act which banned independent radio stations and the use of maximum force by the state security on forces of democracy.

“The stance by the state provided great opportunities for `civil associational life to flower, as numerous associations including women groups, student leaders, labour and religious groups came out in the open to fight for democracy. The state, buoyed by its security machinery, put a conscious programme of undermining civil society through `strategies’ of restructuring, control and repression of labour, media houses and social critics`. This strategy was meant to weaken and undermine civil society” (Ikelegbe 2001:7)

Whilst fighting for the total democratization of Zimbabwe, the Coalition has met challenges, some from the state and some from within. To what extent has the Coalition put efforts to the democratisation efforts in Zimbabwe? The Coalition`s` war cry` has been the democratization of Zimbabwe through rapid democracy. 

Whilst the Crisis Coalition is still fighting in the democratization process, the` donorization` syndrome has also caught up with it. If the Crisis Coalition is donor driven, then how autonomous is it in its activities? Failure to engage the grassroots and the role of its secretariat in setting the democratisation agenda at the expense of the grassroots people has also been seen as one of its major weakness. To what extent has the Coalition played a significant role in the democratisation efforts in Zimbabwe?
1.2
Research Objectives
The research paper seeks to make a critical analysis of the role played by the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition in the democratization efforts in Zimbabwe. An analysis on the relationship between civil society and the democratization efforts in Zimbabwe vis –a - vis the power of the state will also be made. 

The paper also envisages exploring the levels of power that the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has engaged in the democratisation efforts in Zimbabwe. 

 On the other hand, a look at where the Coalition has succeeded and failed will be explored. The paper also intends exploring how the Crisis Coalition as a conglomeration of sixty – five organizations is controlled and funded.  Lastly, the paper shall analyse how the coalition has managed to network with other regional groupings in the democratization efforts in Zimbabwe.

1.3
Research Questions
To what extent has the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition been influential in the democratization efforts in Zimbabwe? 
Sub – Questions

a.
Who are the Crisis Coalition partners in Zimbabwe and how is coherence of all partners managed? 
b. What is the nature of the Zimbabwean state and at which levels of power has the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition engaged with the state?

c. What is the relationship between the Coalition and the grassroots people in Zimbabwe?
d.
In what ways has the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition used regional net-works in the democratization process? 

e.
To what extent and where has the Crisis Coalition been successful in the democratization efforts in Zimbabwe?
1.4
Analytical Framework
The Following itemised concepts shall be used to analyse this research paper: 

1.4.1
Democratisation

This research paper tries to address the role of the Crisis Coalition in the democratisation effort in Zimbabwe. Democratisation is the movement form an authoritarian regime to a democracy. In trying to democratise, a lot of challenges can be met along the process as civil society and the grassroots people try to effect change. Democratisation also entails the opening up of public institutions to meet the globally accepted levels of democracy. In so doing, issues of power relations can determine whether the process is moving on well or not. People`s participation in the democratisation efforts shall also be analysed in relationship to the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition. Are people able to vote freely, are there human rights being observed in the process, and are spaces for political participation being observed in the process or spaces for political participation are closed by the state? These are some of the challenges that can be met in the democratisation process as societies move to democracy.
1.4.2
Democracy
Before we talk of democratisation, it is prudent enough to talk of democracy. Democracy is widely regarded as the rule by the people and is often a contentious issue. The concept shall be used to gauge whether there is democracy in Zimbabwe. Democracy comes in a liberal or illiberal way. The paper seeks to establish the type of democracy obtaining in Zimbabwe and also how the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition is trying to democratise the political space. Whilst it is true that pure democracy is difficult to achieve, there is need for at least to meet the minimal requirements for democracy as espoused by the Freedom House Index for democracy. Does Zimbabwe meet the minimal requirements for this democracy? What is the role of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition in ensuring that the minimal requirements are met?

1.4.3
Civil Society
Civil Society is one concept that shall be used in the research paper. In exploring the role of civil society in the democratisation process, the paper seeks to engage the work of the Crisis Coalition in its quest to be the voice of the voiceless. Most critics have questioned the sincerity of civil society activities in the democratisation process vis – a vis its relationship with the donors and the grassroots people. It has been observed that most civil society groups are now playing to the tune of the donors at the expense of the people they are supposed to represent. Civil Society has been given all sorts of names and tensions have been experienced on the ground because people think that the secretariats of these organisations are now setting the democratisation agenda instead of the people. For Civil Society to succeed there is need to work with the grassroots. Civil Society is also supposed to be impartial and neutral. Is this the case with the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition?
1.4.4
Democracy support and the donorization effect
It is a fact that most civil society groups cannot fund their activities in Africa. Most groups depend on donor support from the Northern donors. It is also the objective of this paper to explain how these relationships have created a donor dependence syndrome which has seen tensions growing between the grassroots people and the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition. The Crisis in Zimbabwe is no longer in touch with the grassroots and the funding is no longer reaching the intended beneficiaries. The Crisis Coalition is now seen as mainly being there for the donor interests. This has seen political activism dying on the ground. 
1.4.5
The nature of the state in Zimbabwe
The state is accused of wielding too much power.  In this research paper, the nature of the state shall be discussed to establish in what ways it has been a hindrance in the democratisation efforts. Faced with a civil society well sponsored by the donors, the state in Zimbabwe closed all the political space and created closed and invited spaces for its sympathisers hence shutting out any possibilities for dialogue with the civil society. The state`s stance also determined whether democratisation can be achieved or not especially if the state is patriarchal and clientelist in nature. The state`s influence on who to negotiate with and not, can also have a negative impact on the democratisation process and the citizenry will find it difficult to participate in the political processes for democratisation. 
1.5
Research Methods and Sources of Data

As l am writing this paper, it is good to let my readers know of my background vis – a - vis the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition. During this period under discussion, l was a political activist in the Zimbabwe National Students Union (ZINASU) as the secretary for international Affairs. I later on moved to become a member of the technical staff of the MDC – T. I also participated in the demonstrations of the “vote no’ campaign in Harare in February 2000. In this paper, l will try my level best to be neutral and present my findings objectively as a neutral academic person. In other words, the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition was and is still a partner in the democratisation efforts taking place in Zimbabwe. For the furtherance of good ethics in Research, l have used fictitious names on most of the respondents in the interviews and focus group discussions due to the sensitive nature of the subject.

The paper is mainly qualitative in nature. Its findings were a result of focus group discussions and interviews. The study was undertaken using field based interviews, focus group discussions in Harare and Gweru. The geographical importance of Harare and Gweru was a result of wanting to have different ideas from different locations. Gweru is in the Midlands Province of Zimbabwe (see map of Zimbabwe).

In Harare, the discussions were held with political activists who are in the “trenches” whilst in Gweru; it was purely with the grassroots masses. The reason why l had to discuss with the grassroots was for me to get the views and opinions of independent minds for further scrutiny in my research analysis. Interviews with political leaders and members of the public, was for me to check, analyse and fuse what is already known about the role of civil society in the democratisation process by other scholars. This helped me a lot in my final conclusions of this paper. In all this process, l used the triangulation method in the collection of my data so that l could get a lot of different views from different angles. This was necessary to come up with a balanced and impartial research paper. 
1.5.1
In- depth Interviews
During the research, l had four in-depth interviews separately with members of the management committee of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition.  These interviews were crucial because l wanted to set the research focus hence they had to be in – depth. Although most of my questions were standard, l had to follow the respondents so that l could give them the opportunity to say more on the role of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition in the democratisation efforts. In this way, l managed to get the different views from different desks working on the same agenda.

1.5.2
Semi – Structured Interviews

I used this type of interview on members of various civil groups, students and ordinary Zimbabweans on their perception of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition. In all, l had more than 20 interviews of this nature. The reason l did that was to get a lot of information on how the generality of Zimbabweans views the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition in the democratisation process in Zimbabwe. I used a mixture of open and closed questions to these people because l also wanted to get maximum information of the issues under discussion.

1.5.3
Focus Group Discussion

I managed to have two focus group discussions in Harare and Gweru. The Harare discussion had 12 people and it was held in Budiriro. I had to do it late on a Sunday afternoon after everyone indicated that was the proper time for most of the group.  It took me two hours to complete this discussion. The average age of this group was 28 years old. The group had a proportionate number of men and women. This group was very relaxed and open minded. From their responses, the group was very much conscious of the political picture in Zimbabwe. They were educated for l asked them before the discussions their educational levels. The average level of educational attainment was a diploma in Education, meaning they were at the level of teachers in Zimbabwe.

In Gweru, there were 10 people and the discussion took place on a Friday afternoon in Mkoba. These people were from the grassroots and most of them were informal traders. In my invitation, l also indicated that refreshments were to be provided and the people were there on time.  The average age was 30 and they were 4 men and six women. The average level of education was a grade 7 certificate. The group indicated to me that they were “runners” or “stone – throwers” in most political campaigns in Zimbabwe. They were on the ground and ready to talk on the role of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition. They did not divulge their political affiliations for fear of creating unnecessary tensions. The interview lasted for one hour forty –five minutes.
1.5.4
Case Study

The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition was formed in August 2001 as a collective group of various civil society organisations to challenge the crisis of legitimacy and governance in Zimbabwe. The Coalition became a nerve centre for the coordination of all civil society activities in the fight for democracy in Zimbabwe. There are more than five hundred civil society groups in Zimbabwe but the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has the greatest network of member groups, hence my interest in its activities.   

The Crisis` work in the democratisation efforts has come under scrutiny from observers and different stakeholders in the background of donor funding vis – a vis the lack of democracy in Zimbabwe from the time it was procreated ten years ago to date. The Coalition has a secretariat of 10 people who work in its Offices in Harare and also a regional office in South Africa. The Coalition was instrumental in the formation of the Save Zimbabwe Campaign in 2006, thereby bringing together democratic forces under one roof. 
In March 2007, the Crisis was part and parcel of civic groups that made the world aware of the brutality against democratic forces in Zimbabwe. In the 2008/9 national unity talks in Zimbabwe, the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition put forward its position paper to SADC for a future democratic Zimbabwe. Despite all these efforts, democracy has still eluded Zimbabwe. Under its belt, are 65 civil groups fighting for the democratisation efforts in Zimbabwe. Its scrutiny by other members of the Civil society also made me to have an interest in its activities in the democratisation efforts. So what was its role in the democratisation efforts in Zimbabwe?
1.5.5
Secondary data

In the writing of this research paper, l have used published and unpublished work. Newspapers, books, electronic journals, and internet sites. I have also used Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition resource materials. 

1.6
Data Analysis

The research analysis has been basically informed by literature review on the role of civil society. Data analysis was largely guided by the literature on democratization and the field findings from interviews and focus group discussions which are captured in Chapter 5. Most of the captured views from interviews and focus group discussions were used to reflect on the role of civil society in the democratisation process. The analysis of my data has also been centred on the role of civil society in the democratisation efforts, relationship between the Coalition and the grassroots and also its relationships with regional and international networks and the response by Zanu PF to the new political dispensation.
1.7
Limitations of the paper

The researcher had wanted to have as many Zanu PF officials to partake in this research but due to their various commitments, l managed to have two senior officials who were ready to assist me. Whilst l would also have wanted to burn the lights digging deeper on various social media and journals, the energy situation in Zimbabwe could not permit as one could go for at most 14 hours without electricity. This was a thorn in the flesh as the researcher was itching to get more information from different sources. 

1.8 Structure of the paper

The research paper consists of seven chapters which are arranged as follows: Chapter 1 is the introduction to the research; Chapter two sets the conceptual framework of the paper. In Chapter 3, the historical background of Zimbabwe and Chapter 4 is the emergence of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition. Chapter 5 are the research findings. In Chapter 6, is a critical analysis of the research paper and Chapter 7 is the conclusion to the paper.
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Map 1
 Map of the Republic of Zimbabwe
Source: Google Maps
Chapter 2 Conceptual Framework 

2.1
Introduction

This chapter looks at the conceptual framework of the research paper. The   nature of the African state shall also be explored to explain the environment in which most civic groups operate.  The concept of civil society, its role in the democratization process, democracy and democratization shall be looked at. The concept civil society, although normative, elusive and slippery, shall be defined from the liberal and radical point of view. 
The nature of the State in Africa
The nature of the post-colonial state in Africa has been much debated.  This interrogation has been central to the debate over the failure of the post – colonial state in Africa to deliver a sustainable and economically viable substitute to a colonial model. Although we cannot apply “a one size fits all” approach, the state in Africa has failed.  Mawere (2009) argues that the post – colonial state has not have any positive changes on poverty reduction to such an extent that the continent`s political and economic crisis are high on the global agenda.
Chabal and Daloz (2000: 1) support the above assertions by arguing that “Politics is heavily informalized and personalised in Africa. The state itself is weak and also vacuous”. In echoing Daloz and Chabal is Ihonvbere (2008),who argues that the crisis in Africa cannot be substituted to economic only but to human,legal,political and also a social crisis that has been managed by the post – colonial state through clientelism…. by the state. Ihonvbere (ibid) further asserts that “… the political context of socio-economic development has been characterized… by a centralization of power and inhibitions to the effective participation of the majority of the people in social, political and economic development….” Claude Ake (1994) cited in Ihonvbere (ibid) arguing on the nature of the state in Africa “…..asserts that the state did not take a great makeover from the colonialists after self-rule but it has remained a formidable threat to everybody except the few who control it”.

Arguing on the Zimbabwean case, Chabal and Daloz (1999:16) state that:
“The post – colonial Africanization of the political system has brought a relatively rapid erosion of established bureaucratic norms. A large number of the new political elites, anxious to make good the disadvantage they suffered under the Smith Regime, are today active participants in the informalization of politics”.
This situation has led to a situation whereby there is now no clear cut distinction between the state and the Zanu PF party activists. The end result has been violence on voices of dissent. Although a new wave of politics is gripping the continent through the use of civil society and the introduction of constitutionalism as a way of opening up the state, the nature of the African state is still embedded in politics of patrimonialism and clientelism were the “big man” has overall control of his subjects through hook and crook. This is meant to secure the political space and privatize power at the expense of the citizenry. I will now turn to civil society.

2.2
Civil Society 

The concept `civil society’, which has its origins in the early modern West European thought, was reinvented in Eastern Europe and Latin America in the 1980s and it has subsequently travelled across the globe. The term itself is abstractly normative, obscure and has multiple interpretations that depend more on the particular political structure in different parts of the world than on cultural predilections (Glasius M etal 2004:206). To this extend, the concept `civil society` is still work in progress. 
Civil society refers “to an aggregate of institutions’ whose members are betrothed primarily in a multifaceted non – state activities – economic and cultural production, voluntary associations, and household life- and who in this way preserve and transform their uniqueness by exercising all sorts of compressions or reins upon state institutions’. Civil Society then are those groups which are organised outside the state, and which are autonomous from the state, but which are in contact either collectively or antagonistic with the state. Putnam R (1993) further asserts that civil society is about people ready to jointly pursue their rights, to demand better standard of conduct from public figures and also people who are ready to act as citizens rather than as subjects. 

Drawing from the above explanation, civil society is a jurisdiction outside the state structures’ which is autonomous (see fig.2). Civil society is also portrayed as embracing people from different strata in the society as posited by the above definition. Its institutional forms are different from that of the state, family and the market although there is room for negotiating the different boundaries.

On one hand, this liberal view of civil society as backed by scholars like Diamond argues that:

‘civil society is a dominion of organized social life that is voluntary, self – generating,(largely) self-supporting, autonomous from the state, and bound by a legal order or set of shared rules`(1994:5)
Diamond L (ibid) further articulates that civil society is distinct from society in general in that it involves citizen participation in most of its activities. Farley and Hodgkin son (1997) further posits that ` civil society debate is about the circumstances of citizenship and the charisma of the good society – about what shapes citizens contribution to civic virtue and civic engagement, about what role the ordinary occupations and preoccupations of citizens play in the public sphere and in building the good society, about the functions and place of associations’ that make up modern societies in the polities that attempt to govern them`.
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Figure 2.The relationship between the State, Civil Society and Market

Michael Walzer (2002:xxi)  contributing further to the debate contents that  civil society is the realm of `uncoerced human associations` and `the set of relational networks formed for the sake of family,faith,interest and ideology`. 

On the other hand, Barber B(1990) sees civil society as a key ingredient in reviving the Aristotelian and Tocquevillian notion of active citizenship nurtured in a ‘strong democratic community`. A community characterized by active participation grounded in on-going civic education, open arenas for participation and real decision making possibilities for ordinary citizens. 

On another pedestal, the radical view posited by Chabal and Daloz (1999:18) posits that `Civil society has, at various times, been seen as a bulwark against anarchy, the church, the Leviathan State, and most recently against totalitarianism`. In other words, civil society is seen as a vehicle for the synchronization of relations’ between the state, the market and the ordinary grassroots people.  Jacques Rousseau attributes civil society to its romanticisation of the `masses` as a force for communal good, rising up to assert the democratic will against a narrow and evil autocracy. 

Gramsci (1891 – 1937) further interprets civil society as the arena in which the struggle for hegemony unfolds. This view portrays civil society as an arena for challenging the hegemony and military dictatorships in an effort to create pluralism. Thus it provides an opening for counter – hegemonic (revolutionary) projects to gain strength. Gramsci (ibid) further asserts that:
“Civil Society is a sphere of identity formation, social integration and cultural reproduction, and although economic relations and the state play a part in these functions, their roles are, or ought to be,supporting,not leading”

Edwards (2009:3) also contributing to the civil society debate, states that, ` civil society has become the `chicken soup of the social sciences` - the new analytic that will unlock the mysteries of the social order`. For Biekart (1999) as cited in Chitanga (1999), this equally marked the understanding of civil society as a counter hegemonic project which can be a means to transform the state.  Latin American scholars like Bobbio (1987) argues that civil society can champion a multi-faceted struggle against both civilian and military dictatorships.    

Whilst there is no accepted genealogy on the concept of civil society, this research borrows from both the liberal and radical views on civil society. The research also privileges’ labour, ordinary people, churches, student movements, women and men`s groups, non-governmental organizations’ and the organized people of Zimbabwe out of the realm of the state as civil society organizations` unless otherwise specified. At this juncture, l now turn to the potential of Civil Society.

2.3
The potential of Civil Society

Whilst acknowledging that the concept `civil society is either an analytic or normative idea, Cohen and Arato (1997:429) argue that `civil society include all the institutions and associational forms  that require open interaction for their reproduction and that rely mostly on processes of social integration for co-coordinating action within their boundaries. Civil Society in this case coordinates action for social integration’. 

Diamond L (2004:8) asserts that in a democracy, civil society`s role is to provide the basis for the limitation of state power hence for the control of state by society and henceforth for democratic political institutions as the most effective means of exercising control.
Diamond (ibid) further asserts that civil society is a vital instrument for containing the power of democratic governments, checking their potential abuses and violation of the law and subjecting them to public scrutiny. Habermas (1994:96) sees civil society as the `site of resistance and emancipation, the exemplary actors being social movements…the arena of action is the public sphere, the type of action is democratic deliberation’. For John Locke, this activity by civil society confirms the fact that {Civil Society} is that arena where the `inconveniences’ and deficiencies of the state of nature are corrected through the mutuality of contract and consent (Chambers S.2002:34). 

Diamond L (2004:9) in further explaining the role of civil society,  argues  that civil society can be a crucial arena for other democratic attributes such as tolerance, moderation, a willingness to compromise and a respect for opposing viewpoints. Belkadi (2002:23) also in the same vein explains that the role of civil society is multifarious. She argues that civil society creates channels other than political parties for the articulation, aggregation and representation of interests. 
2.4
Challenges to Civil Society

Whilst the notion and role of civil society is well appreciated in a democracy, the case has not been the same in sub – Saharan Africa. According to Chabal and Daloz (1999:17) they argue that the current political set up does not give a clear picture of civil society.  The current political set up has seen the informalization of politics from the `Big man` who survives through political clientelism and patrimonial relationships. This has tended to affect the operations of the civil society organizations because a new breed of civil society organizations’ heavily inclined towards the state known as Government Organised Non-Governmental Organizations’ (GONGOs) have emerged. This has seen the pace of democratization slackening and also compromised. 

Civil Society has also come under attack from various critics for lack of accountability.  Goetz-Jenkins (2002) argue that “… accountability has two dimensions, that is, providing information about one`s actions (answerability) and having to suffer penalties from those dissatisfied either with the activities themselves or with the motivation invoked to justify them”
. This indeed is a thorn in the flesh for most civil society organisations although most end up being accountable to donors at the expense of the grassroots hence becoming irrelevant in the process. Challenges like donor dependency for its programmes, insecure funding, paternalism against participation, legitimacy in terms of community support are some of the problems that civil society faces. This scenario has seen the emergency of “husband and wife groups “or “brief – case NGOs” which are accountable to nobody.


The lack of local resources and its dependency on external funding has also rendered African civil society  weak. In Africa, civil society has come under attack from different scholars who argue that it has become a go between or “comprador’ to the recolonisation of Africa through aid from the northern civil groups. Wallace (2003:2
15) argues that “Northern NGOs often appears as ‘extensions of the dominant aid agenda’: ‘In turn the northern NGOs are increasing their hold on local organisations and NGOs in the south….passing on the tight conditionalities …forcing southern NGOs to learn and comply with northern agendas, creating a set of dependent organizations, not a vibrant and independent sector’ (ibid: 216).
In a nutshell, civil society`s potential in the democratization process amongst a plethora of roles, is to be a bulwark against anarchy, bringing about strong foundations of democracy, creation of a means of participation in the political process, lobbying for the removal of repressive laws, advocating for mass friendly public policies, consolidation of democracy and encouraging people to participate in elections’ and also the creation of a good associational life. Civil Society can also reach groups left out of development and also empower people in their quest for freedom.
2.5
Democracy and democratisation
The term ‘democracy’ has been under renewed contestation around the world. Omotola (2009:7) argues that:
“Democracy as an idea has not only become subjective, difficult as it is to operationalize (measure), but also theoretically ambivalent and analytically vacuous.”
Put simply to a lay person, Nnoli (2003: 143) asserts that democracy is
 “an arrangement of government involving freedom of the individuals in various aspects of political life, equality among citizens and justice in the dealings between the people and the government and the participation of the people in choosing those in government”.  Schumpeter J (1942:12) further supplements  by stating that a ‘true democracy’ is ‘that formal arrangement for arriving at political choices in which persons’ acquire the power to decide by means of a rational struggle for the people`s vote. Linz and Stephan (1989: xvi) sited in Chitanga (2009), defines democracy as ‘a system of government which meets three essential conditions …..extensive competition among individuals and groups, highly inclusive level of participation…civil and political rights’. 
What the above scholars then suggest is that democracy as a system of government highlights the independence of the people (see Zack – William, 2001:213‐214). It is also suggestive of Robert Dahl’s ʺtwo dimensions of democracyʺ (Dahl, 2000:35 – 40). The first aspect understands democracy as ʺan ideal, goal, aim, or standard, one that is perhaps unachievable but nonetheless highly relevant not only for classifying and judging political systems but also for fashioning strategies of democratization, designing appropriate political institutions, and so onʺ(Omotola 2003:10). Such a system requires certain agencies for effective functioning. This include a set of fundamental human rights of citizens, democratic political institutions to boost citizensʹ participation in electing representative, to freedom of expression, inquiry, association and so on(Omotola ibid:11). These rights must not exist as just token rights but they should be accompanied by law and practice. At this juncture, l shall briefly explain liberal and illiberal democracy.
2.6
Liberal and illiberal Democracy

 According to Zakaria (1997:22), liberal democracy is a political system characterised not only by free and fair elections, but also the rule of law, separation of powers, protecting individual liberties as well as basic liberties of speech, assembly, religion, property and safeguarding security.
On the other hand, Zakaria (ibid), argues that illiberal democracies are states that routinely ignore constitutional limits on their power and also deprive their citizens of basic rights and freedoms. Now l will turn to democratisation.
 Chill (2006:2) defines democratization as the movement towards democracy. Almond and Verba (1963) view democratization as the `software` which moves the whole system to ‘the hardware’ (democracy). Specifically, democratization refers to the process of transforming an authoritarian political system into a democratic system in which people influence government and government responds positively to their demands. Dahl R. (1971:1) posits that democratization is the transformation of hegemonies and competitive oligarchies’ into near polyarchies. 
Democratisation is also influenced by power relations which are mainly dominated by elites in a political system. Gaventa (2005) in his power cube theory understands power ‘in relation to how spaces for engagement are created, the levels of power (from local to global), as well as different forms of power across them’ (Gaventa ibid: 3).
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 In the framework, ‘Spaces’ are understood to be spaces of engagement filled by power of varying kinds, visible and invisible, including knowledge and discourse. Thus, a ‘space’ is an arena, process or mechanism within which people communicate about issues, share information, make decisions and take actions, or in which civil society (people and organisations) seek to have influence on decisions which affect their lives (Gaventa 2005).The spaces can  either be closed, invited or claimed. In this framework, closed spaces are those arenas which are official or unofficial, to which only certain people or interest groups are invited, and others are excluded. Given such a scenario, Gaventa`s (2005) spaces of participation fits in the theoretical discourse of civil society and democratization.
In further explaining democratization, Doh Chin Shill (2007) argues that democratization involves an evolution from authoritarian rule to a political system that allows everyday citizens to participate on a regular basis and participate in the election of their political leaders . Substantially, it involves the process in which electoral and other establishments consolidate and become increasingly responsive to the preferences of the citizenry. 

 
Culturally, Shill (ibid) further sees ‘democratization as a process in which ordinary citizens dissociate themselves from the ideals and practices  of dictatorial politics and embrace democracy ‘as the only game in town’. In trying to analyse the role of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition in the democratisation efforts, this research paper sees democratization as stated by Chitanga (2009:18) in his argument about the Zimbabwe case as ‘the push for political liberalization, legitimate elections, democratic consolidation characterized by wide citizen participation and government accountability`.  It is the papers case to see to it whether the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition is genuinely fighting for the above conditions in the democratisation process
2.8
Democracy Support 

In Zimbabwe, most civil society groups are supported from external funds. According to the Southern Africa Trust(2007), notable donors includes the European Union block notably the Netherlands, Germany, Sweden and Norway, United kingdom, United States of America`s department of Development Aid (USAID). During the period 1995 – 2005, total aid to civil society in Zimbabwe alone was US$2808.87. (see table 1).

DFID (2009) states that “support for assisting civil society is made available to Civil Society Organisations through various funds. DFID (ibid) further asserts that funding from the Zimbabwe country office is also availed through the Conflict Pool and a Gender Support Programme”
. Department of Foreign International Development currently leads the donor steering committee in Zimbabwe in coordinating this support to civil society organisations. 

Carothers(2000:192:3) argues that this type of aid is normally accessed by “ a limited circle of small, élite run organisations that have little political support, few means of local sustainability, and vague agendas that change with each new donor fashion”.  This type of development in the civil society, has “served as a safety net for the African petit bourgeois to survive and maintain their livelihoods in the midst of the most appalling economic conditions” (Yen,2000:51). The result on the ground does not reflect the massive funding extended by the northern donors.

This massive funding according to Ngunyi (1996:5) although writing about Kenya asserts that:
“The formation of the democracy sector of civil society was the result of a partnership between the donors and the local actors. But this partnership can be categorised as one between a senior and a junior partner with the donor as the senior and the democracy actors as the juniors…The result of this has been the increasing dominance of the donor in the operations of civil society and the emergence of the donor as the “alternative state”.
It is now crystal clear from the above assessment that the democratisation efforts by the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has been affected by a variety of factors ranging from the dimensions of power in Zimbabwe, nature of the state, the donorization effect, the role of Crisis Coalition itself, the nature of democracy in Zimbabwe and also the democratisation process. At this moment, l will now turn to the historical background of Zimbabwe to explore on how the democratisation process started.
Chapter 3 Historical Background of Zimbabwe

3.1
Introduction

This chapter looks at the historical background of Zimbabwe from 1980 to the rise of pluralism in the 1990s (see appendix 4 for country profile). First to be discussed will be the 1979 Lancaster House agreement in London followed by events from 1980 to the late 90s. Zimbabwe`s political history from 1980 up to 1990 can be divided into three phases.  These phases shall be looked at one at a time. 
3.2 Lancaster House agreement in London - 1979

Sylvester (1991) states that a ceasefire was called for in 1979 between the warring factions in the Zimbabwean war of liberation. These warring factions were Zanu PF,PF – Zapu,Smith Regime,Zanu Ndonga and Abel Muzorewa`s United African National Council. A peace agreement was negotiated and signed at Lancaster house in London, 1979.  The British proposed a new constitution which would safe guard the interests of the settlers and at the same time enfranchising the majority of the population. The following were some of the provisions of the peace agreement:

“The lower house of parliament had 100 seats, and twenty of which were reserved for the white minority for the first seven years.  The constitution also stated that during the first ten years, amendments concerning citizens’ rights required a unanimous vote in parliament. It also provided for a multiparty system of government and the “willing seller and buyer” principle to protect the property of the settlers” (Sylvester 1991)

The “willing seller and willing buyer” was in contrast to the socialist principles of Zanu PF. Zanu PF  had also proposed for an executive presidency but the establishment of a ceremonial president was accepted. This was the agreement that led to elections in Zimbabwe in 1980. I now turn to the different political phases during this period.
Political History 1980 - 1987

The first phase of Zimbabwe`s political history from 1980, saw Robert Mugabe`s Zanu PF winning the elections that were held that year in March. The new ruling party, invited Zapu to the government since they had been together in the armed struggle against Ian Douglas Smith`s Rhodesia. According to Bowman L (1973), Zapu was mainly a regional party from Matebeleland. The two political parties` ideology was basically the same because they were fighting for the emancipation of the black majority against Ian Smith`s minority rule. 

Although the two political parties` accommodated each other in the new government, competition between Robert Mugabe and Joshua Nkomo, the leader of ZAPU, remained hidden. At independence, Zapu was given five seats with Nkomo being appointed home Affairs minister. In 1981, Nkomo was made minister without portfolio thereby weakening the Zapu position in government (Astrow A. 1983). By 1982, due to mistrust of these two political nemeses, there were no ministers from Zapu in the new government and with the arrest of Zipra Commanders, Dumiso Dabengwa and Lookout Masuku, Zapu had no option but to revolt. From 1983 onwards, Matebeleland witnessed an escalation of dissident activities and the government responded by sending in the military in the form of the fifth brigade to hunt down the dissidents. It is alleged that an estimated 20 000 people were killed during this time, better known as “Gukurahundi” meaning the first rains that clears off  the chuff before the  start of the rain season in Zimbabwe`s culture.

In the 1985 general elections, Nkomo participated in the election after being out of the country for some time. Zanu PF won those elections because of a weak opposition. Other small parties like Ndabaningi Sithole`s Zanu, got one seat in Chipinge and Abel Muzorewa could not win even a single seat. 

The 1985 elections were also a turning point in the political history of Zimbabwe. Zapu were not allocated any positions in cabinet. According to Laakso L (2003), Zapu had to play to the whims of Zanu PF if they harboured any hopes of getting into government. Negotiations for the Unity accord started shortly after this. According to the Catholic Justice for Peace (CCJP), the unity talks saw the release of Zapu prisoners including Dumiso Dabengwa. In 1987, Zapu meetings were banned and their offices raided. During this time, the 20 seats allocated to the white minority were abolished and Zanu PF became the majority party in parliament with 85 seats out of a possible 100. The parliament then amended the constitution to create an executive presidency. With the conclusion of the unity accord, Zanu PF became the majority party in parliament with 99 seats out of 100. Robert Mugabe was then made executive president with a salvo of executive powers by this parliament on 30 December 1987. Now l will turn to the second phase in the political history of Zimbabwe.
1988 to 1996: Rise against corruption and Defence of multipartyism

The year 1988, provided another phase in the opposition politics in Zimbabwe. With the signing of the unity accord, the executive powers of the president were increased “with the omnipotent powers typically given to presidents in a one – party state” (Moyo (1992:30) cited in Schiphorst F.B(2001:93).  According to Masipula Sithole, the Senate was abolished and thirty non – constituency seats were introduced in the new parliament.  The single chamber parliament was extended from 120 to 150 seats of which the 30, twelve members of parliament would be appointed by the president, 8 governors and 10 chiefs.  A new ministry of political affairs was also created to ensure the smooth political movement of Zanu PF`s plans towards a one party state. Edgar Tekere, the former secretary – general of Zanu PF was expelled from Zanu PF after he had criticised the one party state as a form of political governance arguing that it had failed in Soviet Union and  Tanzania. Tekere, popularly known as “twoboy” had to leave the party which he had assisted in forming in 1963 after he challenged leadership for failure to adhere to its leadership code. 

In the same year, corruption reared its ugly head. The “willow gate corruption scandal” surfaced in the state controlled newspaper and it led to six of the cabinet ministers resigning. Ministers were abusing the facility of buying cheaper vehicles at Willowvale Motor Industries in Zimbabwe and reselling them at exorbitant prices for a profit. This incident paved the way for other political players to voice their concern at the levels of corruption in Zimbabwe. In this, Moyo (1992:32-33) argued that: 

“Groups which had tended to support Zanu PF almost as a ritualistic routine, such as the Zimbabwe Congress of Trade Unions and the University of Zimbabwe students, became critical of the authorities, whom they held responsible for public ills such as inflation, unemployment, shortage of transport and shortage of housing which had become ubiquitous”

Edgar Tekere formed his party, Zimbabwe Unity Movement in April of 1989 as a result of this political discord. In the 1990 general elections, he fielded six of his candidates in the constituencies’ that were left vacant by ministers who had resigned. He used the corruption rhetoric as his campaigning slogan. Overally, Zum contested in 102 constituencies out of the 120 that were on offer. Moyo (1992) argued that the 1990 elections were important because they were contested between Zanu PF and the Zimbabwe Unity Movement hence people were “voting for democracy” at the expense of the one party state agenda which the ruling party espoused.

In the labour unions, there were also a lot of activities happening. The Zimbabwe Congress of Trade Unions had been an ally of Zanu PF from independence. Zanu Pf was cosy with having a pliant labour movement which supported its policies.  In 1988, a new leadership was voted in at the Zimbabwe Congress of Trade Unions. Under the leadership of the new secretary –general, Morgan Tsvangirai, the Zimbabwe Congress of Trade Unions increased its autonomy and advocated more on worker rights than government`s positions. 

In 1989, with the ‘willowgate’ scandal being the talk in town, students from the University of Zimbabwe under the leadership of Arthur Mutambara demonstrated against the high levels of corruption in government. This led to the closure of the University of Zimbabwe in 1989. Morgan Tsvangirai criticised the closure of the University and he was arrested. His arrest was the turning point of opposing voices in Zimbabwe because the international community voiced their concern and the courts gave a court order for his release. Irrespective of the government`s heavy handedness, the Zimbabwe Congress of Trade Union was committed to socialism and supported multiparty system (Musarurwa A 1991). By 1990, the ZCTU wanted to be as independent as possible from political parties.

Jonathan Moyo (1992) argued that the politics of the 1990s was a clear testimony that people were not for the one party state system of governance. The government was now at loggerheads with civil society because of the socio – economic conditions which made people suffer under the economic structural adjustment programme introduced in 1990. In the same year, in August, a dual vice presidency was introduced with Joshua Nkomo from Matebeleland and Simon Muzenda of Zanu PF from Masvingo being appointed. As Laakso (2003) states, civil society viewed the Unity Accord and the entry of a new political party ZUM,as opening up space for pluralism and criticism. In this sense, Zimbabwe joined the post-Cold War ‘wave of democratisation”. 

The state of political parties left a lot to be desired in 1990. By then, Zanu PF had abandoned the one party state agenda and the major challenge was who was going to challenge it on the political field. Zanu Ndonga was bruised and its leader Ndabaningi Sithole only came back to the country in 1992. In 1993, the Forum party was formed with Enock Dumbutshena being its President. The party was seen as a white liberal party and it failed to attract masses. 


Zanu PF was suffering from internal challenges whereby factionalism reared its ugly head in Manicaland and Masvingo. In Masvingo, the battle for supremacy of the province was witnessed between Edson Zvobgo and the Vice President then, Simon Muzenda. In Harare`s Sunningdale suburb, Margret Dongo, a war veteran had been expelled from Zanu PF and he challenged the ruling party in the elections. She lost the election but she appealed against voter irregularities. Violence marred the ensuing by – election. Such was the state of political parties to an extent that, according to Laakso, it was civil society which could challenge the state.

With the socio – economic conditions hitting hard on the workers, the relationship between the government and labour became tense. Although not directly linked to the ZCTU, nurses and teachers went on strike for better salaries in August 1996. The strikes were undertaken by junior teachers and nurses who felt excluded in the salary adjustments provided by the state. Those with degrees were paid more at the expense of the lesser qualified. According to Schiphorst F.B (2001:108): 

“These were the first signs of attempts to break the industrial union structure…….One of the strategies …to deal with organised labour became clear, divide and rule.”

These strikes saw more teachers’ being fired by the state after education was deemed “an essential service” (Schiporst: ibid).   Zeilig L (2002) further stated that a lot of jobs were lost and there was a 11 per cent fall in per capita GDP…”
With this calamity in Zimbabwe, a new breed of militancy came up during this time. By the end of 1996, it is alleged that Robert Mugabe was so shaken because the war veterans had joined the mass protests demanding to be compensated for the role they had played in the armed struggle. Robert Mugabe proposed a War Veterans` levy to be used for funding the demands of the war veterans. The Zimbabwe Congress of Trade Unions called for a two day mass stay away against this tax and the government had to stop the implementation of that tax. This action by the ZCTU,marked the real defiance and democratisation process in Zimbabwe. At this juncture, l will now turn to the final phase of the democratic efforts in Zimbabwe before the rise of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition.
1997- 2000: Rise of a critical Civil Society


In 1997, civic groups grouped together and formed the National Constitutional Assembly with the mandate to check the powers of the presidency. Groups like the Zimbabwe Council of Churches, the Catholic Commission for Justice and Peace (CCJP), the Legal Resources Foundation, ZimRights, and the ZCTU made some of the civic groups. Morgan Tsvangirai became its first chairman on 1 January 1998.  In 1997, Robert Mugabe had unanimously awarded the Z$50 000 dollar packages to the war veterans thereby further plunging the already weakened Zimbabwean dollar (Bond P etal 2002: xi). By this action, the government had curled favour from the war veterans and also plunged the nation into economic turmoil.

During this time, the relationship between labour and Zanu PF was so bad. Zanu PF then was very unpopular with urban voters. In December 1997 at its conference, Zanu PF called for constitutional reform and the government responded by creating the Constitutional Commission. The NCA did not participate in the activities of this Commission because it was subject to control by Robert Mugabe as he yielded a lot of power from the constitution.
 This acrimonious relationship between the NCA and the government continued unchecked until the civic groups called for a National Working People’s Convention in Harare on February 26 – 28 in 1999 at the Women`s Bureau in Eastlea. According to Nelson Chamisa, the National Organising Secretary for the MDC, the new political party, Movement for Democratic Change was formed on the 7-9th May 1999. The party was formally launched on the 11th September 1999 in Harare. In 2000, the National Constitution Assembly, labour, students and ordinary Zimbabweans rejected the government led Constitutional Commission`s referendum process for a new constitution in Zimbabwe. This also marked the continuation of resistance from civil society in Zimbabwe. Civil Society wanted a people driven exercise whilst the state wanted to drive the process.

Now that the socio –political history of Zimbabwe has been explained, the following chapter now describes the evolution of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition after which the socio – political history of Zimbabwe will be taken up again in chapter 5 with the evolution of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition.

Chapter 4 The emergence and composition of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition
4.1 Introduction

This chapter looks at the emergency of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition and  its efforts towards democratisation in Zimbabwe. The paper shall also look at the Coalition`s objectives’ and funding sources.

4.2
The Crisis Coalition in Zimbabwe

The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition was formed in August 2001 as a conglomeration of more than 65 organizations (see appendix 3). At its inception in 2001; it was originally conceived as a collective response by 350 Zimbabwean Civil organisations to the multi – faceted crisis of governance and legitimacy. According to the director at Crisis in Zimbabwe, the Coalition is a platform through which Zimbabwean Civic organisations  collaborate to undertake collective action to respond to various aspects of the nation`s crisis, as well as to coordinate their activities at a national, regional and international level (The Standard August 28 – September 3,2011).

4.3
The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition`s Objectives

The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition was formed to coordinate the activities of civil society in 2001(see appendix 2). According to the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition website, amongst some of its objectives are to respond timorously to government positions regarding various key policy areas, sharing ideas and information for use by Civil Society Organisations (CSO) in the articulation of credible, alternative and practical views on key national issues, ensure the rapid development of democratic governance in Zimbabwe, amplify the collective voice of civil society in Zimbabwe on socio-economic and political issues, cover issues which would otherwise not fall within the mandate of the major civil society organisations and highlighting, debate, research and propose solutions to the multi –layered national crisis.

To achieve the above objectives, the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition operates the following desks: Public advocacy, Policy based advocacy, Media based advocacy, Regional and International Advocacy. According to Jacob Mafume the past president of the Coalition, the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition is a member-ship based conglomeration of some 65 organizations that are controlled by a constitution. The members can sue or be sued in their personal capacities under the law of organizations in Zimbabwe. All members have equal rights in the running of the Coalition and their vote count as one. As individual organizations, the members’ are controlled with their own constitutions and organizational frameworks.

4.4
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Fig 3.  Organisation of Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition

Source: Own Creation

For its operational activities, the Coalition has an executive management committee in place which is elected at an annual general meeting and it is tasked with the management of the organization. The membership nominates the Chairperson of the organization, vice – chairperson and spokesperson of the organization. In its operations, the Coalition use four committees that are also chosen at the annual general meeting as indicated in the above diagram. Each committee has an officer who deals with civic organizations that fall within his thematic committee. 

Advocacy Committee collaborates with other civic groups in the governance and democracy sector in monitoring and making follow ups on issues of misgovernance and Human rights abuses in Zimbabwe. This desk also houses the Human Rights desk which ensures that all issues of human rights abuses are reported and publicized in the country and the world. It works with a team of other lawyers like the Zimbabwe lawyers for human rights for the eradication of human rights abuses in Zimbabwe.  The last desk within this committee is The Peace building desk that deals with conflict resolution in the country where violence could have taken place. Media Based Advocacy is a desk which houses the Information Committee. This desk uses various forms of media to articulate on issues that Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition will be dealing with. This desk publishes and also gathers news from members of the Crisis in Zimbabwe in Zimbabwe Coalition. 

Policy based Advocacy constitutes the Gender and Women Rights committee that is tasked with monitoring and maintaining the relations between men and women. The major aim and objectives’ of this committee is to oversee that the rights of men and women of Zimbabwe are respected. 

The Youth desk also falls under the policy based advocacy and is tasked with advocating for the day to day needs of the youths of Zimbabwe. The desk comes up with programmes to consciountise the youths’ on their democratic rights. Youths are encouraged to go and vote and also to observe internationally acclaimed events that have a benefit to the youth. The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has a secretariat in Harare which runs its day to day activities. The Secretariat through its director, reports to the board of trustees for policy guidance and direction. 

4.5
The International Donor Community

According to an insider in the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition, most of their programmes are donor funded by the western nations. Notable amongst the donors are the United States of America`s department of Development Aid (USAID), the European Union block notably the Netherlands, Germany, Sweden and Norway (see appendix 7). 
According to the source, funding is provided in various ways but the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition is the network that is used to fund all other 65 civic groups in its wings. From figures in table 1 on Zimbabwe, it’s crystal clear that a lot of support was available for civil society in Zimbabwe. By this time, according to the Southern Africa Trust (2007), the Zimbabwean government was no longer receiving direct aid from donors but the donors were now using civil society and other non – governmental institutions to support government programmes. This phenomenon can also explain the reason why there was a lot of state repression in the period under review. The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition was not spared either in this political dynamics. 
The civil society organisations in Zimbabwe were the third highest supported group in the region after South Africa and Mozambique. According to the Southern Africa Trust, by 2005, aid to Zimbabwe through civil Society organisations had risen to US376.94m (appendix 7). According to the Department of Foreign International Development, Zimbabwe`s funding to civic groups increased between 2008 – 2011(see appendix 8) but still democratisation could not be achieved. This funding was from DFID alone measured in millions of pounds. I will at this juncture move on to my research findings in the next chapter. 
Chapter 5
The evolution of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition
5.1
Introduction 

In this chapter an evolution of the Crisis in Zimbabwe is going to be analysed. The roles and activities against it shall also be explored. It is imperative to note that the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition came into being in 2001 as a nerve centre for the coordination of all the democratic forces then. The democratisation efforts had been started by civic groups like the ZCTU, NCA, students, churches and other pro – democratic forces in Zimbabwe as articulated in the previous chapter.

5.2
Role of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition

According to its founding principles and values, the Crisis Coalition was formed as a strategic intervention meant to engage with the twin crises of legitimacy and governance in Zimbabwe. This crisis of legitimacy and governance stemmed from the inability of the state to provide good governance and service delivery to its citizenry. In this section, notable cases would be discussed where the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition tried the democratization effort. 
5.2.1
The Murambatsvina “Clean the filth” Programme

According to the Director of Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition, the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition made the country and the world aware of what was really happening countrywide in the Murambatsvina Programme by photographing all the horrific scenes in 2005. What was the Murambatsvina Programme?

The “Murambatsvina” programme was introduced on the 25th of May 2005 by the government of Zimbabwe as a way of cleaning major towns of structures that were not properly planned and designed. This programme saw the demolition of most buildings in Harare and most people lost their property. According to political scientists, this programme was meant to clear major cities of opposition supporters as the MDC had done well in urban elections against the ruling party. The only way to stem this trend was to send people to their rural areas by demolishing all the structures’ which the government deemed were not planned according to the local government by – laws. 

The Director of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition contends that the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition publicized the plight of the urban poor in the face of an increasingly hostile state, thus prompting the United Nations to send Anna Tibaijuka, the United Nations under Secretary for Human Settlements during that period to assess the situation on the ground in Zimbabwe. The Tibaijuka Report claimed that “the Zimbabwe evictions had been carried out with indifference to human suffering. A total of 700 000 people lost their homes and belongings (Tibaijuka Report 2005:7).  Most people were left homeless and the timing of the programme was meant to make people leave town as a matter of urgency. With the approaching winter starting in June in Zimbabwe, people had no option but to leave towns.

5.2.2
The Save Zimbabwe Campaign Rally
The Save Zimbabwe Campaign was a broad alliance of different civil society organizations’, churches and political parties which were formed to solve the Zimbabwean crisis through dialogue. The Christian Alliance was elected to chair and coordinate the activities of the campaign. At the stakeholders meeting which was held on the 26th of July 2006 and attended by more than 500 delegates, the guiding values and principles of the Campaign was to be those reflected in the Zimbabwe Democratic Charter which was presented to the convention by the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition.


On the 11th of March 2007 with the backdrop of draconian laws like POSA and AIPPA, the Save Zimbabwe Campaign organized a prayer rally at the Zimbabwe Grounds in Highfield, Harare. The police could not allow the rally to go ahead because they argued that they did not have enough manpower to provide security at the rally. This response was taken as a “NO’ by the Campaign and the rally had to go on. The police descended heavily on the organizers’ of the rally. A total of 100 people were injured and one activist, Gift Tandare was killed by the police. The leaders of the opposition, Morgan Tsvangirai and senior members of his party were injured (see appendix 6). This incident led SADC to look at the Zimbabwean Crisis seriously and the former President of South Africa, Thabo Mbeki was assigned to look at the problem in Zimbabwe. The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition also provided photos of the incident to the world through its media desk. The level of brutality and attacks on members of the opposition then, made the whole world have a different outlook on political problems in Zimbabwe.


According to the Director of Crisis, the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition by being part and parcel of the Save Zimbabwe Campaign programme, wanted to assist with other civil society groups in opening up the political space in the country for civic participation in the governance of Zimbabwe. The reason for organizing the rally was also to show the world that the government had closed all political space for civic participation hence the cruel response.

5.2.3
The Crisis Coalition in Zimbabwe`s position on the talks between Zanu PF and the two MDCs

The Crisis in Zimbabwe took a position with other civil society groups on their positions regarding the political talks that were taking place between the two MDCs and Zanu PF. After the June 27th 2008 election was marred by political violence and intimidation of opposition supporters, SADC tasked Thabo Mbeki to facilitate for the talks between the warring factions. According to the past president of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition, the Coalition argued that for any transition to take place in Zimbabwe there was need for the establishment of a transitional authority to guide the process. The Crisis also called for the cessation of political violence, the establishment of law and order and also legitimacy and governance (see appendix 5).

5.3
What is the nature of the Zimbabwean state and at which levels of power has the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition engaged with the state?
According to results from the field, the Zimbabwean state was viewed as a patriarchal state (cf Chabal and Daloz). According to a participant, the state is involved in a system of rewarding its closer friends from Zanu PF to the street level. In all the pillars of power in Zimbabwe, the ruling party has appointed its supporters in positions of influence. Cited examples included the Chief Justice who was a chairman of the rejected constitutional commission of 2000, the Attorney General and some close family members. Some of the appointees in government like the deputy minister of Science and Technology and the Minister of local government are nephews to the President.  The state controls every political space by means of clandestine groups like the Chipangano militant group to the War veterans. The state is also viewed as too autocratic and authoritarian in nature. The reason given being that the security sector does not hesitate to apply violence on citizens and civil voices.
 At a focus group discussion, the state was viewed as too corrupt especially the civil servants. Participant 2 viewed the state as populist. He cited the issue of the land grabs of 2000 as an indicator that the state wanted to defend itself from the jaws of defeat from the opposition. So it had to apply a populist policy to save itself from opposition defeat in the impending elections of 2000. 
Discussants at the Gweru focus group viewed the state as a modified colonial administration because there was no difference to the Ian Smith regime. In this instance, the state was viewed as brutal. 

In trying to engage power in Zimbabwe, the Director of Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition asserted that the Crisis implemented a multi – thronged approach to the Zimbabwean crisis. In this instance, he argued by saying that the Coalition engaged different levels of power using different mechanisms. Secret advisory meetings with the leadership of the opposition in Zimbabwe were also cited as some of the tactics they use. As of engaging the state, the Crisis stated that the state was not ready to listen to them because of their links to the Western World. 

At the middle and elite class level, the Director of Crisis explained that the Crisis Coalition has used social media like the internet, twitter and Facebook as media for communicating with the middle and elite class. He further asserted that the Coalition created a Facebook page where it communicates with the citizenry in Zimbabwe.  The Coalition influences the professionals, academia and also post editorial statements in the local private daily newspapers so that the gospel of democratization can be understood. Through this advocacy programme, the Coalition stated that it managed to print and distribute eleven policy documents amongst them, a Compendium on civil society views: one year after the formation of the inclusive government, Electoral Detectors and Cries from Goromonzi, Inside Zimbabwe`s torture Chambers. 

Whilst the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has managed to engage the middle and elite class, it has failed to engage Zanu PF and the military in Zimbabwe. One participant from the Zimbabwe Congress of Trade Unions attributed this failure to lack of seriousness on the part of the Coalition. He argued that instead of using donor funds to consciountise people on the ground, the Coalition was busy investing in their personal glory no wonder why democratisation efforts have failed 31 years after independence. The participant further argued that executives of the Coalition have now tended to recycle themselves in leading this Coalition at the expense of true democracy. These leaders in civil society are now being termed as the “Lords of poverty” in charge of civic and humanitarian NGOs,” because of the hefty salary pecks which they take home. 

The Coalition has been accused of taking sides with the MDC – T. This has compromised its position as far as engaging Zanu PF is concerned. Civil Society is supposed to be neutral and be the voice of the voiceless (Interview August 2011 in Harare). This has seen the Crisis failing to engage powers that matter in the Zimbabwean crisis. The nature of the state was also cited as a great hindrance to the activities of Crisis Coalition.
One participant from the Zimbabwe Youth Forum lamented the lack of grassroots structures within the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition. This point was also supported by the former Director at Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition who clearly stated that some of these challenges are caused by the fact that different donors might have their own conditions on support, no wonder why there are no structures at the grassroots level. This then puts the question on whose agenda is the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition working for.
A participant from Mbare, a suburb in Harare, attributed the failure of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition to mobilise and engage the powers that be in Zimbabwe due to the style of leadership at the Coalition. She argued that there was now a personality cult in the management of the Coalition whereby meetings are done in selected upmarket venues were the ordinary grassroots people cannot afford to attend. Most people who attend these meetings are fellow technocrats from civil society who cannot also mobilise on the ground. Also commenting on engaging the state, the participant argued by saying that they have never seen anywhere or heard anywhere were the Crisis had engaged the state. 
Failure to engage the state has also been blamed on the government non – governmental organisations. According to a participant from the Combined Harare Residents Association (CHRA), these groups are paid by the state to persecute civic groups like Crisis, the ZCTU and other pro - democratic forces. This causes apathy at the grass roots level when they see violence being perpetrated at members of the civil society groups. This also explains why the Crisis Coalition had to shift base on more than twenty times after being persecuted by members of Zanu PF and the war veterans. 
Another drawback that has rendered the Coalition toothless according to a Councillor at a focus group discussion was the failure by the Coalition to be tolerant to other civic groups’ positions.  A case in point was the difference in opinion between the Crisis Coalition and the Zimbabwe Congress of Trade Union on the strategic approach of tackling the constitution –making process. The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition favoured the process being led by the parliament, whilst the Zimbabwe Congress of Trade Union favoured a people driven process. The participant argued that the Coalition had no grass roots support to kick start such a massive programme. There was need to mobilise people on the ground so that they could attend the constitution making process consultations. The Crisis had no capacity for that hence the falling apart with ZCTU which was well represented on the ground. This has seen the Crisis losing an important ally for engaging state power.

Another observation made on why the Coalition has failed to engage different levels of power in Zimbabwe has been the fact that other critics have accused the Coalition as a brief – case organisation bend on profiting on the Zimbabwean crisis. According to Mudzengi (2007:4), he argued that,

“Our civic society finds itself in the weakest and most compromised position. Compared to the period 1997 to 2000 civic era…, the contemporary Zimbabwean civic movement is poignantly a weak quantity insofar as pushing the sitting regime to embrace democratic and progressive political and socio-economic reforms” 

Mudzengi (ibid) further went on to say that:

‘the fact that those who have become civic society`s godfathers are more inclined to travelling than step up local community mobilization efforts point to a lethargic scenario in which civil society has created a comfort zone out of the country`s crisis”.

Mudzengi`s views were further corroborated by a participant at an interview in Milton Park, Harare, the former member of parliament for Masvingo who argued that: 
“Civil society was not prepared for democratic change in Zimbabwe but it was now a comfort zone for some players (Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition included). Most of the executives were now moving with heavy four by four vehicles whilst they could not account for the vast amounts that they receive from the donor community”. 

Mudzengi (2004:6) further compounded civil society`s weaknesses (Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition included) by asserting that: 

“Considering prospects for higher political offices, the salaries, the trips and some luxuries that have come with it, some of our colleagues may as well be praying for the crisis to continue. Being caught up in the self-aggrandizement advocacy as opposed to public good advocacy, civic society is finding it difficult to extricate itself from vested political and market interests.” 

Dr Magaisa, a renowned Zimbabwean lawyer based in the United Kingdom, argued that some civic society leaders were claiming that the MDC was now “privatising the internal space” thereby closing out other potential leaders in the political arena. This has resulted in the establishment of a lot of organisations who now claim to be “coalitions, forums, Alliances or net-works”. This scenario has seen the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition being labelled as one such organisation with leaders who have some political ambitions but claim to be apolitical hence delaying the democratisation efforts in Zimbabwe by giving wrong reports on the state of affairs in Zimbabwe. 
Whilst the critics to civil society in Zimbabwe continued to criticize, a former director at Crisis in an interview refuted the claims that civic society leaders at Crisis were leaving in opulence. He further argued that it was the work of critics who were bent on seeing lack of progress in the democratisation efforts. 
Overally, the feelings of the participants was that the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has failed to engage real power in Zimbabwe, otherwise; Zimbabwe could have been a democracy by now.

5.4
Crisis Coalition and its relationship with the grassroots

At a focus group discussion in Budiriro, this question took centre stage. According to a participant, the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition was not existent on the ground. Participants expressed some reservations with the activities of the Coalition. The participant went on further to explain that the Coalition had its meetings mostly in hotels and uptown venues were the grassroots was not in a position to follow. In this instance, the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition was seen not to be capable because of its elitist approach to the democratisation efforts in Zimbabwe. Participants viewed a true civil society organisation as one that involves ordinary people `s participation in its activities. The Crisis was viewed as too elitist. 

The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has also failed to attract the grass roots people because of the structural nature of the Coalition. There is no clear cut membership base for the grassroots people at Crisis. Members of the NCA and other civic groups are also members’ of Crisis. These overlaps create some turf wars leading to confusion to the extent that the activities of the Crisis Coalition are not clearly seen on the ground. 

5.7
Crisis Coalition and Regional Networking

According to Lewanika, the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has been very successful on the regional front. They have approached the regional question from multiple angles. In the Southern African Region, the Coalition has been housed in South Africa by the Methodist Church in Johannesburg. The South African Office has been instrumental in the dissemination of information on the crisis of governance and legitimacy in Zimbabwe. Through its Regional Coordinator, the office has been an important part in the networking efforts by the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition.

During the Southern Africa Development Community Summit in Zambia in April 2011, the director at Crisis argued that it was the efforts of the Oasis Forum, a Zambian civil society group that assisted the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition to put pressure on SADC leaders to take a bold stance for Zimbabwe to reform.  This action did put a lot of pressure on the leadership in SADC. 
In an interview with the director at Crisis in Zimbabwe, he stated that the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition also engages with the African Union desk on Peace and Security. He further went on to state that the Coalition was calling for security sector reforms in Zimbabwe as a precursor to free and fair elections in the near future. In the 2008 elections, the security forces were used to kill and maim innocent citizens. This has seen elections in Zimbabwe being discredited at the local and international level.

Whilst the road has been bumpy, the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has linked with other international groups like the Washington based Zim-Alliance group, London based African Action Group and the Netherlands based Zimbabwe Watch Group. All these groups have assisted the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition to strengthen itself and other civic groups in Zimbabwe for the democratisation of the country. According to the Director at Crisis, these international networks` have managed to facilitate for diplomatic briefings, assistance in funding delegations to regional summits to advocate the Zimbabwean case and also as strategic partners. 
5.8
To what extent and where has the Crisis Coalition been successful in the democratization efforts in Zimbabwe?

Whilst it is a truism that the period 2000 – 2009 was a dark period in the political fortunes of Zimbabweans’, the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition had a challenge of surpassing what other civil groups had initiated in the 1990s.

The Coalition`s Director stated that the major task was to coordinated the various civil groups that were mushrooming in Zimbabwe. This explains why at its formation, three hundred and fifty groups had to participate. In an interview with an official at Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition, he argued that “Zanu PF felt threatened by the rise of the MDC and also the influence of the ZCTU then. This became easier for the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition to get its act together because of the civic atmosphere obtaining in 2001. The Coalition immediately launched the Catalyst Magazine and assisted with funding to other civic groups mushrooming during that time. The mere fact that the Zanu PF government could sit and discuss in a government of national unity was a success for which the Crisis in Zimbabwe also takes credit of. 

The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition also took credit to the formation of the Save Zimbabwe Campaign in 2006. The Save Zimbabwe Campaign was a vehicle consisting of civic groups in Zimbabwe who wanted the Zimbabwean Crisis to be solved through dialogue. The 2006 Save Zimbabwe Conference, renewed interest on Zimbabwe globally. The dialogue process culminated in the government of national unity after the 2008 elections.

The Crisis in Zimbabwe`s vast regional and International networks is also one success which the coalition takes credit. The networking ring has enabled the Coalition to build a sustainable base of resources for mobilising other civic groups in Zimbabwe in the democratisation process. Civic groups like the Combined Harare Residents Association have benefitted through sponsorship of their programmes by the Coalition. Members of the Coalition have also benefitted through advocacy and networking trainings. 

Whilst explaining some of their positives, the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has admitted that their biggest disappointment has been the failure to fully democratize Zimbabwe to date. 
Zimbabwe is still a nation where illiberal democracy, patronage politics, clandestine political machinery in the form of militias is on the loose. According to the Freedom House Index on democracy (2008), for a nation to be considered a true democracy, there are certain institutional requirements that ought to be observed. This failure at democratization has raised a lot of questions than answers on the work of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition. Questions like why has the Coalition managed to have a network of international networks whilst at the same time failing to attract the grassroots support at home are questions that need answers. I now turn to chapter six on the analysis of the research findings.

Chapter 6
Critical Analysis of the Research
6.1
Introduction
This chapter analyses the research findings in relation to the theoretical frames used in the paper. From the research findings gathered, it is quite clear that the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has not done much in the democratisation efforts in Zimbabwe. Factors like the nature of the state, dimensions of power in Zimbabwe, the donorization effect, the role of Crisis Coalition itself ,the nature of democracy in Zimbabwe and the democratisation process itself has had a toll on the activities of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition.
The nature of the State in Zimbabwe

The state in Zimbabwe is replete with different levels of power that are patrimonial in nature. Chabal and Daloz (1999:16) argue that this power is further solidified by political elites who felt that they have a monopoly of power after having fought the Smith Regime in Zimbabwe. These political elites have continuously enjoyed the clientelistic relationship with the state at the expense of democracy.  According to the Freedom House Index
, Zimbabwe is deemed as a country which is not free. (Freedom House 2002 - 2011). When a country is rated to be not free, it means that there is no democracy, rule of law, human rights, existence of oppressive legislation, weaker government institutions’ and a repressive security sector. According to the indicators given for liberal democracies, Zimbabwe does not qualify to be a liberal democracy. It rather fits in well with the illiberal democratic family. 
According to Ake (1994), the state did not change anything from the colonial state but it only managed to close the space for political participation of civil society and citizens. Anyone deemed to be a threat to the state, has met with brutal force. This state of affairs has also affected the activities of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition.  At the local level, the Crisis in Zimbabwe has to content with Zanu PF activists and the state security in the form of the CIOs and the notorious PISI police branch that are bound to defend their territory. The Crisis in Zimbabwe is regarded as a vehicle or tool for regime change hence it is an “enemy” of the state in Zimbabwe.  Its identification with the MDC has made it being labelled an enemy of the state hence the treatment it gets from Zanu PF. 
Dimensions of political power in Zimbabwe
In critically analysing the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition case, it is also prudent for the research to understand the dimensions of power in Zimbabwe. According to Dr Magaisa (1997), power lies within the security sector. It is this sector that is used to control other sectors in the exercise of this power. The state through the security sector has got various tentacles’ of power that emanates from the executive to the ordinary supporter of the state. The power dynamics has seen civil society powerless.  
The Zimbabwean political landscape is also full of different spaces some of which are closed, invited and claimed by different political players. According to Gaventa (2005), closed spaces are those arenas which are official or unofficial, to which only certain people or interest groups are invited, and others are excluded. In Zimbabwe, the Zanu PF politburo and the Joint Operations Command, military intelligence and the central intelligence organisation occupy such areas in which matters of policy are discussed by Zanu PF for implementation in the government. The Crisis in Zimbabwe has failed to penetrate these spaces because Zanu PF did not want a repeat of the “2000 Vote No campaign”. 

Gaventa (2005) further argues that invited spaces, are formal or informal spaces in which powerful officials invite people or organisations to be consulted or to make their views known. In Zimbabwe, groups that are invited to ensure closure of the political space are the War Veterans Association, Chipangano terror group of Mbare, powerful technocrats and some church pastors like the Anglican Bishop, Kunonga with a strong link to Zanu PF. The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has found it difficult to penetrate these spaces because it has never been regarded a friend to the state by Zanu PF. In these invited spaces, the state has put in place legislation that needs to be observed by anyone wishing to participate on the political level. Legislation like AIPPA and POSA is applied selectively at the expense of the civic bodies.
The above scenario has been possible because the administrative structure of the state is so heavily corrupted with people who are appointed by the President through the Public Service Commission.  This dovetails well with Chabal and Daloz (1999) and Lund`s (2006) assertions that politics of clientelism has been a hindrance to democratic realisation in Africa. In so doing, spaces for constructive engagement have been closed to independent civil society.
In further breaking down the power cube framework, claimed spaces are formal or informal spaces created by those who seek to have greater power and influence Gaventa (2005). In Zimbabwe the Crisis Coalition has found itself fighting for political space. This claimed space has seen the Coalition trying to organise demonstrations but failing because of the various forms of power in its way. In the claimed spaces, there is also the power of the state in the form of secret police service and the youth militia. These tools are used to descent on voices of dissent. The claimed space by the Save Zimbabwe Campaign Rally in Highfield, 2007 is also a clear example of how these claimed spaces can be dangerous in Zimbabwe. 
State - Civil Society relations have also affected the role of civil society in the democratisation efforts in Zimbabwe. On one hand, the state perceives civil society as an agency of the regime change agenda whilst civil society`s view of the state is fragmented. This view is also echoed by Wallace (2003:15) who views these northern NGOs as forcing their agenda on southern NGOs hence the creation of negative perceptions’ by the state towards entities like the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition. The government controlled civil society (GANGOs) views the state as a vehicle for development whilst on the other hand, the independent civil society organizations, views the state as a `chicken that feeds on its offspring` because of lack of trust between the two institutions’. The relations between the state and the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition have been weak hence lack of progress. In this analysis, it is clear that the state wields a lot of power (cf: Dr Magaisa 1997, Mutumwa Mawere 2009)). The state through the security sector has closed all spaces for engagement with most independent civil society groups.  
The role of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition 
On the other hand, the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has been its own worst enemy in the democratization efforts in Zimbabwe. According to Putman R(1993), Civil society are those groups which are organised outside the state, and which are autonomous from the state, but which are in contact, either collaboratively or antagonistic with the state. The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has been operating outside the realm of the state (cf Biekart 1999; Farley and Hogkinson 1997).
Most of its activities have been antagonistic with the state hence the bad relationship between the two institutions.
 One of its weaknesses has been its failure to engage the grassroots people. A civil society is supposed to reach groups left out of development and also 
involve grassroots people in its activities (Diamond L 1990). The Coalition has been found wanting in this regard. Another of its weakness according to the Zimbabwe Institute Report (2008) has been structural,  
 “A related weakness of civics is structural. This relates to a tension be-tween activism and voluntarism on the one hand, and careerism and professionalization on the other in civics. This tension affects the operations and orientation of civic organization. It was argued that there has been a trend towards the careerists, often highly qualified administrators and coordinators, dominating the visioning and running of civics and side lining the voluntarists and activists”(Field Interviews, February 2008).(p31)

The above assertion has seen the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition failing to have an impact on the ground because of this structural challenge. Issues of agency also come into play when one makes a critical analysis of who is really running the show at the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition. Since the Crisis is not well represented on the ground, one can simply claim that it is the secretariat and the board of trustees that formulate the agenda for their activities hence the lack of activism on the ground. This has been disastrous for the Crisis and this has also been confirmed in the research findings. Instead, the Crisis Coalition has been viewed as more of an elitist organisation that is only interested in the accumulation of capital amongst members of its secretariat.
The nature of democracy in Zimbabwe
Whilst Zimbabwe has held elections whenever they are due, this has not absolved it from the fact that democracy is weak in the country. Democracy is a system of government that acknowledges human rights, the rule of law, good governance and citizen participation in the political processes (Nnoli, 2003: 143). This has been lacking in Zimbabwe. According to the Freedom House Index on democracy, a country should have a competitive and multi – party political system, universal adult suffrage for all citizens, regularly contested, free and fair elections with secret ballot ballots, effective public access by political parties to the voters through the media and open campaigning. Zimbabwe fell short of the above requirements.
 The use of the constitution to deprive citizens of political participation through the enactment of POSA and AIPPA has seen the country being seen as an illiberal democracy. Rule of law and respect for human rights also lacks in Zimbabwe. This scenario has seen groups like the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition failing to actively partake in democratic change.
The democratisation efforts 
As already stated, democratisation is the movement towards a democracy. The democratisation efforts by the Crisis in Zimbabwe have also been affected by the donorization syndrome. The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition is the umbrella body of more than 65 civil groups but there has been discord on issues of accountability of the funds. According to Goetz and Jenkins (2002), “accountability has two dimensions that is, having to provide information about one`s actions and having to suffer penalties from those dissatisfied either with the activities themselves or with the rationale invoked to justify them”
. The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has been answerable to the donors and the grassroots people have been dissatisfied with these actions. This has led to a polarization in the democratic effort.


The Crisis has also been criticised for being “Lords of Poverty” due to the heavy packages they carry home. This has seen critics like Carothers(2000) arguing that it is these “small elite groups” that end up benefitting from the donors and the other civil groups and the grassroots will be left out. 
The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has also been criticised for failing to lobby in most African countries. The Coalition has had more representation in Europe than any other African country. Websites of Zimwatch organisation and Zim - Alliance have programmes of action on Zimbabwe that are coordinated by the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition. This is also thought as why Robert Mugabe has continued to get sympathy from SADC especially when he talks of the regime change agenda.
In a nut shell, the nature of the Zimbabwe state and its power matrix, the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition itself, the nature of the Zimbabwean democracy and the democratisation process, have had an effect on the role of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition in the democratisation of Zimbabwe. The Coalition has also failed to fully meet its objectives because of their relationships with the northern donors a factor which Wallace (2003:14) attributes to the dominance of the donors on the local civil society groups. Wallace (ibid) argues that the whole initiative is taken away by the northern donors leaving the local NGOs weak. . At this point l now turn to the conclusion of my research paper on the role of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition in the democratisation effort in Zimbabwe. 
Chapter 7
Conclusion
This research paper has critically analysed the role of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition to support the democratisation efforts in Zimbabwe from 2001 to 2010. The democratisation effort was met with a lot of challenges. The early 2000 period was a continuation of the democratisation phase which had been started by the ZCTU, students and the ordinary people of Zimbabwe in the early 1990s. With the government`s loss in the Constitutional Referendum of 2000, civil society was seen as a vehicle for regime change (cf Wallace 2003; Ngunyi 1996). During this period, the international donor community was much concerned with issues of human rights, rule of law and democracy, which created conditions that resources for  programmes addressing these issues were readily available (see appendix VII&VIII). This also meant that the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition was well catered for as a civil society organisation that was operating during this period with 65 member organisations under its wings. This donor – civil society relationship led to the state to defend its turf in the face of this challenge. Besides other hurdles, the nature of the state became the first impediment for the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition in the democratisation efforts in Zimbabwe.
Dr Magaisa ably summed up the nature of the state during this period in Zimbabwe. The state controlled all levers of power. Through various Zanu PF militia wings, all spaces for civil society participation were closed (cf Ake (1994), Chabal and Daloz (1999). The invited and claimed spaces as espoused by (Gaventa 2005) were infiltrated by various powers to the extent that the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition was a pawn in the whole set up. Spaces for political participation were closed by various legislation like POSA and AIPPA.  The action by the state was to make sure that the “2000 mass mobilisation’ by civil society was not going to be repeated in the face of international interest on Zimbabwe. According to Chabal and Daloz (ibid), the Zimbabwean state can be termed as a patrimonial as well as militant state when dealing with civil society, Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition included. The state became the greatest challenge as regards the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition achieving its objectives of democratisation. 
Besides the state`s vengeance, the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition was weakened by poor management. This structural weaknesses has seen it being described as a “Comprador or a brief case” civil society group due to its failure to engage the grassroots people in Zimbabwe and inadequate management practices. The secretariat has been accused of crafting all the programmes without grassroots participation. This has resulted in some programmes that do not have anything to do with the masses. In the view of Diamond (1994:6), civil society should involve citizen participation in most of its activities and the Crisis Coalition has by and large failed in this respect.  Another weakness has been the impartiality of the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition. According to Putman R (1993), civil society groups are supposed to be neutral and operate outside the realm of the state while interacting with the state. The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has taken positions with the Movement for Democratic Change, a move that has seen the state unleashing violence against it. The state now sees the Crisis Coalition as an appendage of the opposition rather than an independent civil society group.
Another impediment to the efforts to democratisation has been the Crisis in Zimbabwe`s failure to engage the grassroots and the tendency to operate more at the international level. This strategy has made the Crisis Coalition detach itself from its constituency. There are no proper structures’ at the grassroots level to articulate its agenda. Pundits have also accused the Coalition as lacking in “down” accountability (cf.Goetz-Jenkins 2002) from the perspective to the grassroots. This has raised some spectres of doubt on its ability to lead from the front. The end result has been the failure of its objectives in the democratisation efforts despite large amounts of funding from the donor community. According to the Freedom House Index on democratization, it still classifies Zimbabwe as not free because it does not meet the internationally accepted democratic indicators. Zimbabwe still does not have rule of law, transparency and accountable systems of governance, independent media laws, transparent electoral laws and the respect for human rights (cf. Schumpeter 1942 on democracy). Last but not least, Zimbabwe is still to have a people driven constitution ten years after the process was kick started in 2000.

The donor – civil society relations have also been cited as a major challenge to the democratisation effort (cf.Ngunyi 1996:5). The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition is externally funded. The relationship between the donors and the Crisis has been described as top - down with the Crisis Coalition being a junior partner. This has brought tensions within the Coalition itself and the grassroots people. According to the research findings, it appears the Crisis has played more to the donors’ demands “upward accountability” than engaging the beneficiaries of the programmes. Everywhere, civil society can be successful if there is grassroots participation (Diamond 1994). Failure to engage the people and its pushing forward of the donor agenda, has undermined the group`s efforts to bring tangible change to Zimbabwe. Inspite of this, the state is still vicious and hasn`t open up space for political participation.  The secretariat at Crisis in Zimbabwe is now regarded as “Living Large” because of the life styles the leadership is seen to lead. This has created tensions and polarisation at national level with other civil society bodies within the Coalition. The fall out with the Zimbabwe Congress of Trade Union, Zimbabwe National Students Union and the NCA are cases in point.
 Whilst it is tempting to conclude that the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has failed to democratize the socio-economic and political situation in Zimbabwe, it will be too sweeping a statement to generalize with a one size fits all answer. Despite its challenges and weaknesses, the Crisis in Zimbabwe has managed to make the world aware of the crisis of legitimacy and governance in Zimbabwe through exposing the “Murambatsvina Programme” and the brutality of the state during the Save Zimbabwe Campaign Rally in Highfield in March 2007. To answer the overall research question, it can thus be argued that the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition has also assisted in stirring up a democratisation effort which is still to be realised in Zimbabwe. 
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Appendix I
Coalition`s Leadership Since its inception in 2001

Year
Chairperson

Vice Chairperson
Spokesperson

2010
Jonah Gokova

Anastasia Moyo

Phillip Pasirayi

2009
Jonah Gokova

Gertrude Hambira
Sydney Chisi

2008
Mcdonald Lewanika
Irene Petras

Japhet Moyo

2007
Arnold Tsunga

Collin Gwiyo

Mcdonald Lewanika

2006
Arnold Tsunga

Tabitha Khumalo
 MatambanadzoP
2005
W Chibhebhe

Rashweat Mukundu
Dr Elizabeth Marunda

2004
Brian Kagoro

Barnabas Mangodza
Isabella Matambanadzo

2003
Brian Raftopolous
Janah Ncube

Everjoice Win

2002
Brian Raftopolous
Nancy Kachingwe
Andrew Nongogo

2001
Thoko Matshe
founding Conference


Directors



2009 - 

McDonald Lewanika



2007 - 2009
Xolani Zitha



2005 – 2006
Pedzisai Ruhanya



2003 – 5
Rutendo Hadebe



2001 - 2003
Brian Kagoro



Source: Zimbabwe Standard Newspaper August 28 – September 3, 2011
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Background
Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition is a conglomeration of more than 350 civic society organisations. It was originally conceived in August 2001 as a collective response by Zimbabwean civics to the multi-faceted crisis of governance and legitimacy. The Coalition operates under five committees, Advocacy, Information, Peace building, Youth and Human Rights. Its objectives are;

· To respond timeously to government position regarding various key policy areas

· To share ideas and information for use by Civil Society Organisations (CSO) in the articulation of credible, alternative and practical views

· To ensure the rapid development of democratic governance in Zimbabwe

· To amplify the collective voice of Civil Society in Zimbabwe

· To cover issues which would otherwise not fall within the mandate of the major CSOs

· To highlight, debate, research and propose solutions to the multilayered national crisis

Aims
- To Enhance Civil Society's capacity to deal with the socio-economic and political crises, through encouraging well co-ordinated strategic planning and action.

- To promote freedom and democratic values through encouraging dialogue, tolerance and the shaping of ideas by Zimbabweans from all walks of life.

The Coalition Values
· Justice and peace

· Non-violence

· Tolerance

· Inclusiveness

Source: http://www.crisiszimbabwe.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=section&layout=blog&id=20&Itemid=174 accessed on the 20.07.2011
Appendix III
Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition Member Organisations

· Achieve Your Goal Trust


· Artist for Democracy Trust


· Build a better Youth Zimbabwe


· Bulawayo Agenda


· Bulawayo Progressive Residents Association

· Centre for Community Development in Zimbabwe


· Centre for Research and Development in Zimbabwe


· Combined Harare Residents Association


· Counselling Services Unit


· Doors of Hope


· Ecumenical Support Services


· Election Resource Centre

· Federation of African Women Media in Zimbabwe


· Female Students Network


· Gays and Lesbians Association in Zimbabwe


· General Agricultural and Plantation Workers Union Zimbabwe


· Habakkuk Trust


· Heal Zimbabwe Trust

· Institute for Young Women Development


· International Revolutionary League


· Katswe Sisterhood

· Legal Resources Foundation 


· Media Institute in Southern Africa - Zimbabwe


· Media Monitoring Project in Zimbabwe


· National Association for the care of the handicapped


· National Movement for the Catholic Students


· National Youth Development Trust

· Nhimbe Trust


· Non – Violence Action Support Centre


· Padare

· Platform for Youth Development


· Progressive Teachers Union of Zimbabwe


· Radio Dialogue


· Restoration of Human Rights Zimbabwe


· Savannah Trust


· SAY WHAT


· Students Solidarity Trust

· Tisangane Club

· Transparency International Zimbabwe


· Uhuru Network

· VERITAS


· Women in Politics Support Unit


· Women of Zimbabwe Arise


· Women`s Trust

· Young Voices Network


· Youth Agenda Trust


· Youth Alliance for Democracy Trust


· Youth Forum

· Youth Initiative for Democracy in Zimbabwe


· Zimbabwe Civic Education Trust


· Zimbabwe Coalition on Debt Development


· Zimbabwe Farmers Union Development Trust


· Zimbabwe Human Rights Association


· Zimbabwe Human Rights NGO Forum


· Zimbabwe Lawyers for Human Rights


· Zimbabwe Liberators Platform


· Zimbabwe National Students Union


· Zimbabwe Peace Project


· Zimbabwe Poets for Human Rights


· Zimbabwe Students Christian Movement


· Zimbabwe United Residents Association


· Zimbabwe Women Lawyers Association


· Zimbabwe Women Resource Centre and Network


· Zimbabwe Youth Movement 


· Zimbabwe Association of Doctors` for Human Rights

Source: Zimbabwe Standard Newspaper August 28 – September 3, 2011 
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Country Profile Zimbabwe

Geography

Area: 390,580 sq. km. (150,760 sq. mi.), slightly larger than Montana.

Cities: Capital--Harare (pronounced Ha-RAR-e), pop. 1.5 million. Other towns--Bulawayo, Chitungwiza, Mutare, Gweru, Kwekwe, Masvingo, Marondera.

Terrain: Desert and savanna.

Climate: Mostly subtropical.

People

Nationality: Noun and adjective--Zimbabwean (sing.), Zimbabweans (pl.).

Population: 11.39 million.

Annual population growth rate (2005-2010 UN est.): 0.3%. (Note: the population growth rate is depressed by an HIV/AIDS adult prevalence rate estimated to be 14.3% and a high level of emigration.)

Ethnic groups: Shona 71%, Ndebele 16%, other African 11%, white 1%, mixed and Asian 1%.

Religions: Christianity 75%, offshoot Christian sects, animist, and Muslim.

Languages: English (official), Shona, Ndebele.

Education: Attendance--mandatory for primary level. Adult literacy--91% (2008 UNICEF est.).

Health: Infant mortality rate--62/1,000 (2008 est.). Life expectancy--44 years (2008 UNICEF est.).

Government

Type: Parliamentary.

Constitution: December 21, 1979.

Independence: April 18, 1980.

Branches: Executive--President (head of state and head of government), Prime Minister (co-head of government), Cabinet. Legislative--bicameral (House of Assembly and Senate).Judicial--Supreme Court, High Court, Magistrates Courts, Labor Court, customary courts.

Administrative subdivisions: Town Councils and District Councils.

Main political parties: Zimbabwe African National Union-Patriotic Front (ZANU-PF); Movement for Democratic Change - Tsvangirai (MDC-T); Movement for Democratic Change - Mutambara (MDC-M); Zimbabwe African People’s Union (ZAPU).

Economy

GDP (2010 IMF est.): U.S. $5.6 billion.

Real GDP growth rate (2010 IMF est.): 2.2%.

GDP per capita (2010 IMF est., U.S. dollars, current prices): $475.

Avg. inflation rate (2010 IMF estimate): 4.7%.

Natural resources: Deposits of more than 40 minerals including diamonds, ferrochrome, gold, silver, platinum, copper, asbestos, nickel, graphite, coal, lithium, palladium, vermiculite; 19 million hectares of forest (2000).

Agriculture (19% of GDP): Types of crops and livestock--corn, cotton, tobacco, wheat, coffee, tea, sugarcane, peanuts, cattle, sheep, goats, pigs.

Industry (24% of GDP): Manufacturing, public administration, commerce, mining, transport and communication.

Trade (2010): U.S. exports--U.S. $67.5 million. U.S. imports--U.S. $58.9 million. Partners(2009 est.)--Democratic Republic of the Congo 14.82%, South Africa 13.39%, Botswana 13.23%, China 7.82%, Zambia 7.3%, Netherlands 5.39%, U.K. 4.93%. Total imports (2010)--U.S. $2.87 billion: most of these imports were food, machinery, fertilizers, and general manufactured products. Major suppliers--South Africa 60%, China 4%, Botswana 4%.

Source:http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/5479.htm accessed 4th August 2011

Appendix V
Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition Position on the Memorandum of understanding between Zanu PF and the MDC

Statement on the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between ZANU PF and MDC 

22 July 2008 

The signing of a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU)  between ZANU PF and the Movement for Democratic Change (MDC) in Harare yesterday must mark a new chapter in our country's search for democracy.   

The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition, representing more than 350 civic organizations wishes to reiterate that any meaningful transition in Zimbabwe must be held under a transitional authority. The Coalition is utterly opposed to a pact agreed between the political elite which does adequately address the socio-economic and political crisis which is by and large held as a crisis of governance and legitimacy. Whilst the spirit of accommodation is one way of resolving national crises, we urge that the framework of the ongoing national dialogue in Zimbabwe must be aimed at renewal, national healing and economic prosperity.    

The Coalition specifically demands that the ongoing talks must be held in a framework of respect for the people who overwhelmingly voted for change on the 29th March 2008 in the harmonized elections. A framework of dialogue should have guarantees that human live will cease to be tormented through state organized violence and killings.  

Quick fixes to the national crisis do not address the constitutional and democratic deficit that our country has had to grapple with for the past ten (10) years. We reserve our right to disobey any political establishment that does not serve to address the institutional failures, reform militarization of the state and the sweeping powers of the executive. Our expectation and that of many Zimbabweans is that the ongoing talks will lead to the establishment of a 

new polity that is founded on constitutionalism, the rule of law and respect for human rights. 

The following conditions must be met in order to create a truly dialogical and deliberative culture for the success of the talks. We demand: 

1.       Cessation of political violence. The threats, physical assaults, torture, and acts of arson that have characterized the period following the March 29 harmonized elections must be halted immediately. Vilification  of the opposition and prodemocracy groups, hate speech and lies peddled by the State-owned media houses must cease forthwith since they have no place in a democratic Zimbabwe.   

  2.        Establishment of law and order.  All political prisoners must be released, oppressive laws such as the Public Order and Security Act and the Access to Information and Protection of Privacy Act must be repealed to open space for democratic participation, and perpetrators of political violence must be brought to justice. The flimsy treason charges against Tendai Biti, MDC secretary-general and trumped-up charges against other opposition MPs must be dropped forthwith. 

  3.        Transitional authority. We reiterate our calls for an establishment of a 

transitional authority with specific mandate of taking Zimbabwe to a lasting 

democracy as opposed to a power sharing Government  of National Unity (GNU). The Coalition holds that a GNU is a stop gap measure, which gives the ruling Zanu PF party breathing space before reverting back to its war path on the opposition 19 supporters and the broader pro-democracy movement.  The transitional authority must run the state for a period not exceeding 18 months before going into fresh elections to be held under a new constitution and supervised by the regional and international observers 

  4.        Legitimacy and governance. The crisis of governance and legitimacy will remain unresolved if the people's will and choices  are not adhered to. Hence the outcome of dialogue should reflect the people's choices as witnessed on the 29th of March 2008. A transitional authority should therefore form the bases of creating a governance model found on principles of accountability, transparency, non-corrupt practices which will form a lasting solution to the crisis. It is our view that the solutions which will deliver Zimbabwe from the impasse should be an outcome of a consultative process, canvassing the ideas of the people of Zimbabwe across the national divide. 

Issued by:

McDonald Lewanika
22 July 2008
Source:http://www.maryknollogc.org/regional/africa/Zimbabwe%20Negotiations%20Views%20and%20benchmarks%20for%20engagement%20from%20Zimbabwean%20Civil%20Society.pdf accessed August 2011.

Appendix VI
2007 Violence Pictures: Save Zimbabwe Campaign Rally: 11 March 2007 
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Morgan Tsvangirai (left) of the MDC and Lovemore Madhuku (Right) of the NCA after an assault by the police at the Zimbabwe Grounds in Highfield.

Source: Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition photos.
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Pic 2. Victims of the 2007 police beatings in Highfield. Source: Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition photos.

APPENDIX VII
Table 1 - Total Aid Disbursements from all Donors 1994-2005
.

	USD mill
	Botswana
	Lesotho
	Malawi
	Mozambique
	South Africa
	Zambia
	Zimbabwe
	Total

	1995
	79.37
	94.46
	348.94
	1001.38
	367.73
	522.53
	437.37
	2851.78

	1996
	66.93
	75.13
	286.55
	628.30
	348.84
	413.02
	315.53
	2134.30

	1997
	82.06
	67.65
	210.67
	680.13
	443.82
	382.42
	236.89
	2103.64

	1998
	76.83
	50.90
	293.37
	824.44
	457.85
	353.18
	251.74
	2308.31

	1999
	60.08
	34.88
	335.53
	1467.13
	458.63
	438.99
	225.67
	3020.91

	2000
	36.25
	38.83
	338.08
	901.67
	443.20
	522.81
	188.01
	2468.85

	2001
	34.03
	44.05
	317.13
	828.92
	432.18
	395.84
	162.89
	2215.04

	2002
	51.83
	54.63
	329.89
	2023.84
	504.07
	523.54
	199.90
	3687.70

	2003
	42.02
	67.11
	467.48
	839.67
	587.99
	742.50
	200.95
	2947.72

	2004
	63.91
	79.49
	507.70
	1050.07
	602.18
	968.99
	212.98
	3485.32

	2005
	87.35
	63.73
	558.45
	999.17
	666.78
	1681.91
	376.94
	4434.33

	Total
	680.66
	670.86
	3993.79
	11244.72
	5313.27
	6945.73
	2808.87
	31657.9


Source: www.southernafricatrust.org/Research_report.html 
APPENDIX VIII
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