Transcript
00:00:01 Intro Jingle
Welcome to the People Power Politics Podcast, brought to you by CEDAR, the Centre for Elections, Democracy, Accountability and Representation at the University of Birmingham.
00:00:14 Nic Cheeseman
Hi everyone and thanks for listening. I'm delighted to be joined today by someone that I know many of our listeners will already be familiar with. So great is the impact and reach of their research.
Erica Chenoweth is the Frank Stanton Professor of the First Amendment at Harvard Kennedy School, and a Susan and Kenneth Wallach Professor at Harvard's Radcliffe Institute. They are widely known as one of the most important and influential voices on civil resistance, and what makes for successful popular mobilisation. And they have authored a number of path-breaking books including Civil resistance: What everyone needs to know, and On Revolutions. Erica, thanks for joining us today. Perhaps we could start by talking about that book on civil resistance, which seems to me to get more relevant to our world every passing day. What motivated you to write it in the first place?
00:01:04 Erica Chenoweth
Sure. So I published a book with my colleague Maria Stephan in 2011 called Why Civil Resistance Works, the strategic logic of nonviolent conflict. And that book was really an academic and empirical treatment of the question of whether nonviolent resistance, that is where unarmed civilians use a variety of different methods, like protest boycott, stay aways, go slows, and other forms of non cooperation to advance a political goal. Whether non violent resistance was as effective or even more effective than armed resistance in achieving major political goals like democratic breakthroughs in authoritarian regimes, or achieving territorial independence from a colonial occupation or a foreign military occupation.
So we had endeavoured to basically empirically study that topic and that book came out kind of right during the the Arab awakenings, and then that was followed a few months later by Occupy Wall Street, and there were a number of different interested readers as a result of the timing of that, who were very interested in the ideas, but maybe less interested in going through the painful exercise of reading an academic book on the topic and so over the years in, in conversations with people all over the world, policymakers, activists, journalists, other academics, my own family, I really
came up with this list of frequently asked questions, so things that people wanted to know about nonviolent resistance that either went beyond the study that Maria and I had done, or were ways to to make the insights of that study a little bit more accessible to readers all over the world. 
So Civil Resistance: What everyone needs to know is basically my attempt to take all of the different questions that people have asked me over the years and distil them into bite sized answers that are all grounded in what at the time of the book's publication, was the most kind of contemporary or cutting edge answers that we had that were empirically grounded? So. So it's it is, I think, what everyone needs to know, but it's not everything that is to be known about civil resistance. It's more just kind of if you needed to start somewhere, this is a good book to to get a grounding and where the literature is at when it came out.
00:03:19 Nic Cheeseman
Now, because some of our listeners will want to know, these lessons, many not have yet had an opportunity to read the book, I urge them to go and pick it up. It is as you said, it's very readable. Maybe we could highlight a couple of the key findings for them. You perhaps flagged one of the key questions for us already, which is can nonviolent protests be as effective or more effective than violent protest? The other question that obviously springs to mind is what kinds of nonviolent protests are most effective. So maybe we could start with those two. What do you think the kind of evidence shows on that? And do you think that evidence has shifted since you wrote the book?
00:03:51 Erica Chenoweth
Yeah. So on the first question about sort of the relative success rates of armed and unarmed action, I think the bulk of the evidence that we now have suggests that at least over the past 125 years, there's a strong advantage for using unarmed or nonviolent resistance over armed resistance and achieving even these dramatic kind of revolutionary changes in one society and certainly in achieving more reformist aims, policy change and and things along those lines within already democratic societies.
So that that's one kind of key takeaway. The the things that distinguish the successful campaigns from the failed ones seem to be basically fourfold. The campaigns that succeed tend to elicit a very large and diverse participation base. They get a lot of people from all walks of life to enlist themselves into a mass movement. The second thing that they do is they basically use that very large and diverse participation base to leverage political, economic, social, personal relationships to to begin to whittle down the loyalty base of you know, in many cases an autocratic regime or a colonial regime or, you know, an an unjust corporation or its practises and things along those lines, and they begin to divide the opponents pillars of support from it. So in autocratic regimes this might look like getting security forces to refuse to follow orders, to fire on demonstrators. It might look like getting economic elites to shift their economic support from in South Africa, the sort of National Party the Pro Apartheid Party to reformist or reformers within that party who were game to basically negotiate with the ANC and the the broader kind of pro democracy, anti apartheid coalition that existed at the time. 
It might look like getting powerful opposition politicians or professional associations or labour organisations to withhold their support from a particular policy or or status quo regime. So all of those different pillars of support start to realign themselves in ways that change the balance of power for the movement. 
The third thing that they do that's successful is they tend to remain resilient to repression as it escalates. So any movement that actually genuinely threatens power is going to experience lethal repression. This is what Christian Davenport calls the law of coercive responsiveness that if a movement is genuinely threatening power it can expect to be to experience some degree of repression. And so the movements that succeed tend to both anticipate and prepare for those types of moments so that they can actually build their base, build their case, dramatise the moment, and make that repression backfire. And then the fourth thing that successful campaigns do is that they don't just stick to one tactic like doing protests once a week on the same day or only using mass demonstrations to demonstrate their show of force. 
00:06:53 Erica Chenoweth
But instead they they actually manoeuvre and they have a capacity to use, for example methods of non cooperation, a general strike or limited strikes or stay at homes and other forms of nonviolent resistance other than just protests, which over time can can have a number of different kind of demobilising impacts on a movement because of burnout because of risk of repression, because they become irritating to the the public or they just lose their power. They, they, they they look more like symbolic demonstrations than actual shows of force.
00:07:26 Nic Cheeseman
Now, presumably a couple of things you said there also help us to understand why more violent responses are less effective because violence on the one hand might be likely to solidify some support for the regime by getting more hardline response on the security forces by polarised people. So it might become harder to bring people over. Perhaps violence also means that certain types of people might be less likely to come out. There'd be some younger people, some older people, maybe some women, et cetera might be put off by violence. Also, many male citizens as well. So if you use violence, you're perhaps making sure that you don't have as inclusive a base, but you're also perhaps legitimating some of that violence back against you in the eyes of the regime. Are those the reasons why you think the violent sort of approach is less successful? And quick follow up to that because I know we'll have people listening. We have a lot of people around the world in places like Zimbabwe or Uganda who have struggled with nonviolent, you know, action for a long time, have not yet got where they want to be, who will perhaps want to ask you, is this true of all regimes? Right. Are there some regimes in which things are so difficult when you try and do them legally and peacefully that actually you have to flip over to another strategy because there's no actual way of gaining through with a peaceful protest?

00:08:37 Erica Chenoweth
Yeah. So on the first question, you're you're absolutely right that you know part of the disadvantage of of armed struggle is that it tends to be much more exclusive as an activity. So it's exclusive to young able bodied people, overwhelmingly men usually and it sort of relegates other people in the society who otherwise might empathise, or sympathise with the movement to more kind of indirect roles that don't necessarily change the balance of power. The the second disadvantage for them is as you say there seems to be kind of a more or less universal phenomenon around the world, which is that when governments crack down on armed groups, people don't really sympathise with the armed groups as much as they sympathise with those who would be unarmed. That a government cracks down upon, and so it doesn't have the same backfiring effect that repression against unarmed actors does. And so as as a consequence, the repression can be much more widespread, and it sort of plays into the hands of a government whose strength is in trying to monopolise the use of force.
So you know, part of the logic of using nonviolent resistance is that it puts the government on, you know, it's on its back foot because it's not necessarily making claims on the basis of its legitimacy. It's making claims on the base of its coercive power. And so so trying to challenge its legitimacy is in many ways, a more politically potent tool. And then in terms of like whether there are regimes that that nonviolent resistance can't work against. And therefore armed resistance could work better. I don't know very many cases of that. I know cases where neither nonviolent nor violent resistance is very likely to succeed, and that might be because of a of a government that does have and and has adapted a way of making sure that it can ensure the loyalty of its security forces in its economic sector that it is enjoying very high levels of popularity for one reason or another, and it's just very difficult to assemble a coalition that is interested enough in challenging the basis of that government's power, or it could just be that that civil society is so hollowed out because of years or even generations of oppressive rule, that it's very difficult to stitch together anything that would look like the type of broad based coalition that has led to key breakthroughs in the past. 
So what I'd simply say is that in those cases it's also seldom true that armed resistance can do any better. In fact, usually it has even worse impacts, and the studies that sort of control for the the regime type the the more repressive the regime, the less either type of resistance is is likely to succeed.
00:11:16 Nic Cheeseman
Thanks. I wanted to, we've been talking so far about, you know, how do you build a successful protest movement? We haven't talked a lot about what happens next. Yeah. And one of the things that strikes me for some of my work is that the other risk of the violence strategy is when you get power, you've got it through the barrel of a gun or through violence, which sort of institutionalises violence as a means of political change within the minds of the citizens and your own system and some of those countries where we've seen violence taken, for example by rebel groups or by armed resistance, then see quite a repressive government in which some of those military strategies tend to be reproduced within the regime itself. So I just wanted, I wanted to get a sense from you, you know, if we shift the focus from the immediate success of the transition to the quality of democracy and the quality of rights and the stability of the system that comes after, is it still the case that this sort of non democratic movement is the better option?
00:12:10 Erica Chenoweth
There's some really interesting things about this in the long term, so one is that you're absolutely right that the way that you fight determines what kind of country you're going to live in. If you win and and it is the case that almost universally around the world armed revolutionary groups, when they come to power tend to rule in an authoritarian mode, at least for a while. There's one exception to that, and that is Costa Rica which after its civil war actually transitioned immediately to a democracy, even though the the the victors of the civil war were armed insurgents. Basically almost every other case sees, at least for you know, 5 to 10 years after an armed revolutionary victory an autocratic regime and so that, of course, as you mentioned, has all kinds of implications for human rights practise for, for even the economic prospects of such a country, for the the sort of egalitarian, you know, norms that might or may not be available to the population under such circumstances. And there have been a lot of different studies now looking at other quality of life measures like infant mortality rates, maternal mortality, and other things all of which show that when democratic transitions in particular are driven by unarmed resistance campaigns, particularly very inclusive ones, gender inclusive and and class and and multi ethnic campaigns, for example, those are much more likely to translate into democratic regimes that even can consolidate democracy.
And then you see, you know, more respect for human rights. You see greater economic growth prospects, higher quality of life, quality of life throughout the country and etcetera. So so it's it's true that there's sort of both short term and long term advantages in that regard for for nonviolent resistance campaigns. I will say and it's something you kind of brought up earlier, the these findings may be somewhat temporally bound. So in the last 10 years, the same period in which we've seen this sort of third wave of autocratic nation around the world, we've seen a decline in the absolute success rates of nonviolent and violent resistance, by the way. And what that seems to indicate is that there's been some adaptation on the side of autocratic regimes who have learned kind of these four key things that successful movements do and try to figure out ways to thwart them. And there's been a higher incidence of counter revolutionary challenges after a democratic breakthrough that basically revert the country to autocracy again. 
So in this instance, you might think about Egypt, the 2013 coup, the the so-called Tamarod movement, which really was just a popular coup, that that overturned the 2011 kind of revolutionary outcome. The same could be said of what's going on in Tunisia over the past few years, compared to its 2010 and 2011 revolution and there are many other cases around the world where we see these sort of short term gains kind of reversed by you know one or two years later counter revolution that that kind of adopt some elements of the people power playbook by trying to make it look popular and you know dividing the military and everything but really are just kind of the ancien regime, making a comeback and then trying to consolidate power even more intensely.
00:15:23 Nic Cheeseman
And that raises, I think, a really interesting question, which is we see a number of new developments perhaps over the last 10 years. You've talked there quite eloquently about, you know, the the global autocratic isation wave, which, depending on, you know who you talk to and how you measure it, is shorter and longer. But I think we can all agree that, you know, key measures of civil liberties protection for NGOs, civil society have declined in many regions of the world. We've also perhaps seen along the same side as that disinformation rising as a new information source and the problems around social media, social media regulation. At the same time as the rise of the far right in a number of countries around the world. 
I think one of the things is really interesting to learn from you is how has that shaped the nature of protest? I mean, do we see protesters? First of all, in general, following the four rules that you set out, are they sort of well understood by protest movements? Do the majority of protests follow them? And have we seen a shift in protests as politics has shifted and as the things that you're protesting against have shifted in the last, say, decade?
00:16:25 Erica Chenoweth
Yeah. So I think that there are a few things going on here. One is that there has been a set of adaptations that are now pretty standard across most authoritarian regimes or authoritarian movements that aspire to be in power that now are reflected kind of around the world, including in the United States. One is the attempt to prevent defections, so there seems to be at least understanding the side of governments that that's one of the main weak points and one of the main ways that people power movements win is by listening. These defections, especially security, forced defections. And so they're not gonna let that happen. And they're gonna shore up their security forces or prevent them from becoming powerful enough to be the critical linchpin in in the context of a mass movement. 
The second thing they're doing is more effectively winning the information war, so this is by, you know, dominating the information environment by using surveillance and new forms of intelligence collection that are possible because of all the digital tools available, flooding the zone with with rumours, disinformation, speculation, spin and then of course, using censorship in a variety of different ways to prevent the transmission of accurate information, or at least calling it into question such that people want to disengage entirely from the information environment and one of the things that's so important about the sort of 20th century model of civil resistance that Gandhi kind of developed and others like Martin Luther King honed and perfected, but that it did require to some degree, the complicity of the mass media and the consumption of mass media to elicit the type of balance of power shifts that they expected, or that they theorised could could take place as a result of their activity. 
And you know, Gandhi himself even called his autobiography On my experiments with truth. The idea being that there would be something so irresistible about accessing the truth and understanding what the nature of an injustice actually was, that would make especially democratic publics more empathetic to movements that were just that had a just cause. And later on, people like Vaclav Havel repeated that saying that, you know, there's something about the truth that is true, that is so irresistible that attracts people's, you know, desire to be free and they they want to be free to think what they want. They want to be free to pursue the truth and information. 
And so, you know, the the, the current environment that we're in, where it seems like actually a lot of people really prefer misinformation as long as it confirms their priors and we have such a deep penetration of digital tools and technologies in society such that, you know, people literally volunteered their own information on a minute to minute basis through their smartphones and that's available for capture is is different qualitatively from what you know, Gandhi and King had to deal with. So I I do, I do think there are there are some really serious questions about ways that movements might need to adjust the manner in which they engage the information environment in particular, the sort of total dominance of it by autocratic regimes who really know what they're doing with these tools.
00:19:31 Nic Cheeseman
The other big question for a lot of people is how do we deal with this when it's not clear in authoritarian regime or when, for example, the government may have been elected in a reasonably legitimate election and therefore represent the will of the people, and I think that's a really big challenge for a lot of groups because, you know, there are lots of authoritarian regimes around the world where we could say this is a fairly illegitimate regime. There's no clear basis for popular support the regime itself is breaking the rule of law. It's, you know, not actually following its own constitution. Under those conditions, you know building that inclusive support base might be, I mean, not easy, but at least there's a common ground, whereas where we see, you know, the far right or people who perhaps have more radical views, winning elections, claiming the popular mandates than claiming to be the representation of the will. But doing so through the electoral system rather than in an authoritarian way, does that also present particular challenges to be able to actually bring together that inclusive support base that your work suggests is actually going to be most successful?
00:20:36 Erica Chenoweth
Yeah, the the sort of first wave of autocratic nation that happened in the 20s and 30s is more like the one we're in now, where where basically people elected autocrats and those autocrats came into the building and destroyed democracy. That's more like what we're dealing with now than than what a lot of mass movements in the 20th century were set up and built to do, which was actually resist long entrenched autocratic regimes or regimes that came to power through coups because in the second wave of autocratisation in the 60s and 70s, the primary mechanism of of transition to autocracy was through coups. And so, as you say, it's sort of easier to see you know the injustice, who the targets were. Even though these might have been deeply divided societies, and there might have been even popular support for some of these coups, it's still, as you say, overtly extra constitutional. And there are, you know, at least a baseline level level of of understanding or literacy about what the norms might be, even if it's highly popular what was happening among some segment of the population.
So if we're in the first kind rather than the second kind of wave, then there are some pretty important lessons to draw from the first kind, and one of those is really this need to to build or rebuild the the sort of centre not in the sense that you you have to sort of abandoned like very progressive policy preferences or anything like that but more what you have to do is is push against the far right keen ability to create such a deeply polarised society that there's no centre to hold and under those circumstances all that's needed is really just a few extra votes here and there to like, win the whole game. And so what's really needed is a rebuilding of a centre right centre centre left coalition that can actually compete with with the far right force, and they have to do so on the basis of like basic shared values like constitutional government or something that's just a genuinely kind of pro democracy, small d democracy agenda. And that can be a very big tent. 
And where those things were done in the 20s and 30s, those regimes survived you know, right wing challenges. So I'm thinking in places like Czechoslovakia, Finland and and Belgium, of course, Czechoslovakia survived its internal fascist challenge. And so then had to be, you know, and then succumbed to an external one. The the reason that Hitler had to invade and take over Czechoslovakia according to him is that he couldn't control the country from the outside in the manner in which he could do so in Austria and other things. So, you know, I I think that we're in a different world in that respect, but there are lessons to be learned from what worked in those days. There's a very good book about this by Giovanni Capoccia, called Defending Democracy about kind of the the tools of militant democracy, in which both civil society and kind of establishment pro democracy politicians play a very important role.
00:23:39 Nic Cheeseman
Thank you, Giovanni, a former colleague of mine at one point as well. Really fantastic academic and researcher, so I would encourage everyone to go out and check out that research as well and that's actually could suggest you maybe a future People Power Politics podcast to follow up on this one. So maybe I know you know we are researchers, we like to stick to the empirics you're known for, you know, great empirical work and collecting a great amount of data, but maybe I could start with the trends we're currently seeing and then encourage you to be a little bit of a futurologist and speculate. What have we seen in the last three or four years in terms of protests, you know, are we seeing more protests, you know, there were some suggestions that there would be more protests after COVID-19. COVID-19 perhaps dampened protests because in a lot of countries around the world, we had lockdowns. We had our curfews, there was human rights violations associated with the imposition of those. But they often cut off some of the space to protest that we would see an upsurge after that.
But then, of course, we're now going into a moment, particularly, I guess in the United States. But also I feel in some other countries of more contentious politics that are perhaps more fragmented around lines of race and identity, and we might expect that to generate different forms of protests and perhaps more protests than we have in the past. There's always that great line that you know shifts to the far right tend to, you know, be accommodating of bad politics and better music. Do we start to see kind of that form of resistance already in the US? Do we see even in the last few weeks more people protesting against some of the things that President Trump has said that might be more controversial. And are there any trends you can tease out that might characterise what we might expect for the next couple of years?
00:25:19 Erica Chenoweth
So the the the project you mentioned, the crowd counting consortium is a collaborative project with Jeremy Pressman at U Conn. And he and I together have been collecting data daily on protests and counter protests, and police response in the United States since the first women's march, which is the day after Trump's first inauguration in 2017. And we've done this with many different collaborators over the years. We first were sort of an all volunteer consortium and then we turned into a staff organisation and and we still have an amazing team working on these things now and we'll continue to do so. And you know there there are a few things to note about the differences between Trump 1, Biden and the beginnings of Trump 2.
Trump 1, meaning the first Trump administration saw what can only be described as some of the largest and broadest mass mobilisations in the history of the United States. So the Women's March itself on January 21st of 2017, was at the time the largest single day demonstration in U.S. history. There were probably anywhere between 4 and a half and 7 million people around the country that engaged in a single day of protest. As far as we can tell, one person was hurt in the entire day of protests, which is, if you think about it, an astonishing fact. And it was a very powerful sign of what was to come because people who participated in that march that day didn't necessarily have a plan for where they were going to go after that. But they were so activated by it that they wanted to continue working in collective action in some way or the other, and most of the energy of it went into indivisible groups or kind of smaller grassroots or grass tops organisations like Swing Left or Run for something and and different groups that kind of popped up to try to organise that energy.
So then in 2018, we saw some of the fruits of that, which is that we saw what was then the geographically broadest single day demonstration in U.S. history that was in on March 24th of 2018 and it was 4400 walkouts from schools associated with the March for our Lives. This was after the the school shooting in Parkland, Florida, and many different student organisers used, you know, kind of what they learned from the Women's March and even some of the Women's March's own kind of platforms and and and web tools to organise this massive walkout and I mean when I say massive, I mean there were like 150 kindergartens that we documented having participated in the walkout. There were 12 home schools that wanted to be documented in our data. So like, that was massive levels of energy. 
And then two years after that, we saw the broadest and largest mass mobilisation in U.S. history in the 2020 summer, the anti racism uprisings, the Black Lives Matter uprising, what you might call it. And that was in the context of COVID, right? So it was like deep COVID summer and and we saw probably between 5 and 7% of the population in the United States participate in that mass mobilisation. So what's important about that is that we know that we have in the United States a big mobilisation muscle that we that was was figured out and in fact proved critical in my opinion, in preventing Trump's first coup from succeeding. 
So then going into Biden's, you know, all of that mobilisation, all kind of energy kind of petered out for a while and what we saw was was basically a something of a fragmented civil society, so people mostly mobilising around particular policy interests, climate, LGBTQ rights, trans rights, things like that. Until October 7th of 2023, and then we saw a huge upsurge in protest, mostly in the aftermath of the attacks of October 7th and related to the attacks in Gaza by the Israeli government as a response to that, we saw this huge wave of kind of pro Palestine protest. And then we we saw a good number of of pro Israel protests as well and some that that was related to the conflict, but it would be hard to categorise as pro Israel or pro Palestine, it was more like, you know, combined efforts to release hostages and and, you know, ceasefire and and humanitarian aid and and and the like. 
So that was really what characterised the Biden administration, was that huge wave of kind of pro Palestine protests toward the end. And then now we're into the beginning of Trump 2 and we don't see anything close to the level of, like mass protests that we saw in the first few weeks of the Trump administration or even in the latter part of the Biden administration. And so it raises these questions of, you know, does that mean the resistance is over? Like there's no protests that are possible or something? And I I think that, you know, the most plausible explanation for this is actually not one of, like, demoralisation and demobilisation, but one where people are actually trying to calibrate a strategy that they think would be very impactful for containing the damage that the Trump administration is doing without necessarily exposing as many people to an uncertain set of risks at the outset. 
So it's strategic calibration, in my opinion, much more than it is a lack of appetite for lack of knowledge, lack of interest in protest, so you know in in some respects, I think what we're seeing now accords more with some of the kind of implications of the research on the effects of protest and the effects of like organising and and the strategy of protests which is that, you know, it's most powerful when it's part of a broader strategy to initiate a serious change of preventing democratic backsliding or something like that than it is to just do it because it, you know, you're sort of hitting the streets and improvising and hoping for the best.
00:31:17 Nic Cheeseman
Now we're running out of time, so I don't have too many more questions, but I know that we're going to have a lot of people listening to this who are in the democracy support community and our heart goes out to those people in USAID have been hit so hard by recent changes and shattered their world and and their careers. But there are a lot of people out there who will be involved in designing democracy, support programmes, designing civil society support programmes and so I think it would be really interesting perhaps just to end with any reflections you have on, you know, what do your findings and all the research you've talked about today have to tell us about, you know, if you're one of those international donors or if you're an academic or a citizen who perhaps isn't part of the social movement but wants to support one, perhaps, you know, from another country or across borders. What are the key lessons that we might distil from this for those particular actors who actually have some difficult concrete decisions to make over the next couple of years?
00:32:10 Erica Chenoweth
Yeah, Maria Stephan and I did a study on this a couple of years ago where we tried to look at what type of support by what type of supporters is the most impactful for pro democracy social movements, and what we found is that the most important type of support that movements received was basically training, training, preparation and education before they were even mobilised so that the, you know, they'd had some civil society groups were able to organise trainings in nonviolent resistance. The strategy of nonviolent action, et cetera. And that does a couple of things. The first thing that it does is it obviously equips people with some strategic framework, strategic guidance and strategic thinking about how to best approach, you know, an adverse coalition. But the second thing that it does is it puts people in contact with other strategic thinkers about these things.
And I I think if there's one big takeaway in more recent research about what makes movements succeed not just in the short term, but be able to block the counter revolution and really consolidate the gains that they get in the long run is whether they're able to build what, you know, people like Marc Bissinger called a positive coalition. And a positive coalition basically means an umbrella group that is able to spell out an appealing vision for the society that advances a new political project. So that's a little bit different from everybody getting into their own separate civil society stove pipes and doing their own thing trying to do it as well as they can but kind of like staying in their lane and mostly trying to block and react to what's happening. 
That's what you might call a negative coalition and negative coalitions are much less likely to be able to prevent the the sort of resurgence of the adverse coalition which can come back and do a counter revolution. In fact, you could make the argument that what we've seen in the United States was a failed coup attempt in 2021 by Donald Trump, followed by a successful counter revolutionary attempt this past election. You could make an argument that it's a little bit like that.
And that what was successful about blocking the first coup attempt never translated into that positive coalition where deeply fragmented but pro democratic civil society wasn't able to come together on an under any meaningful umbrella and spell out the appealing vision of where the country was gonna go that spoke to peoples genuine concerns and so that work remains to be done. It remains to be done in every place that's dealing with an autocrat or an autocratic movement. And being able to build a genuine pro democracy alliance among all kinds of different characters from all walks of life is one of the key capacities that donors should be thinking about. So not just funding this initiative, but finding a way to get those people in conversation with others and really convening those conversations to build capacity for collective action.
00:35:15 Nic Cheeseman
And there's a brilliant point to end on. And I would almost go a bit further as well and say one of the things that perhaps that is going to involve is going beyond thinking about organisations that we traditionally think of as supportive of democracy. So, you know, perhaps we need to recognise that you know, for example, if we tend to focus on pro democracy organisations as donors, one of the things we're doing is clearly demarcating the people that might be the enemies of the state, and obviously one of the big trends we've seen over the last five years, 10 years, is the rise of anti NGO legislation constraining the ability of NGOs to operate freely but also constraining their ability to take money from international donors, and my sense is if you started to broaden that coalition of groups you funded, but with the goal of building up positive coalition, you're talking about, you also get more groups in there that might have different relationships with the government, might be business groups, might be other kinds of economic groups that might not be seen as enemies or challengers of the government. But then who also get a vested interest in certain kinds of international relations, certain kinds of civil society networks, and you broaden that network of organisations that might resist the anti NGO legislation and the pushback and then perhaps you build a more resilient civil society network as well. So I think there's really interesting concrete ideas there for for all of us moving forward.
And I think that's important at this moment in time when a lot of people are sitting at home watching things around the world, feeling quite disempowered to actually remind them here are some concrete lessons that you can actually do. So thank you so much for coming on today. Ladies and gentlemen it's been a great pleasure for us to listen to Erica Chenoweth and Civil resistance: What everyone needs to know is the book that you need to run out and get.
00:36:53 Erica Chenoweth
Thank you.
00:36:55 Outro Jingle
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