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SUMMARY

This article examines the sixteen-year history d@razilian social mobilization network
through the lenses of organizational change, chpadevelopment, and network
management. Created by an inspirational leaderhésdjroup of friends at a favorable
political juncture, COEP has survived and thrivedduse it managed to mobilize a wide
array of public, private and third-sector organmas under the common banner of social
justice and solidarity. It has succeeded by adgptnnon-hierarchical, yet structured,
organizational configuration that leaves room fagmibers’ initiative, while at the same
time maintains internal consistency and integi@@EP illustrates well the importance of
the intangible elements of capacity, such as lagied and inspirational leadership and the
ability for strategic thinking, for anticipating dmeacting to change while maintaining the
core mission and values of the network. COEP’s c@ypas the result of the fortuitous
confluence of institutional and personal, mateaiad intangible qualities of the people and
organizations that constitute it.
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INTRODUCTION

In the last decades, cross-sectoral networks hanexged as a powerful force for
mobilizing actors from the public, private and vatiary sectors to address social issues
(Jones et al., 1997). Many perceive them as thantzgtional form best suited to deal with
“wicked” problems, i.e. problems with a high degrek uncertainty, complexity and
persistence, which require solutions that cut aceestors, jurisdictions, policy areas and
group interests (Weber, 2008). This not only beeatieey can draw on the diverse
resources and capacities of the participating orgéions, but also because their largely
non-hierarchical governance and management stauctiiows for more flexibility,
innovation and sometimes even speed in reactingmerging problems (Eggers and
Goldsmith, 2004), while their voluntary nature em@ages and rewards commitment and
motivation.

This paper examines the sixteen-year history ofraziBan social mobilization
network, COEP -Comité de Entidades no Combate & Fome e pela’Vidarough the
lenses of organizational change, capacity developnaad network management. COEP
iIs committed to building a just and inclusive sogir all Brazilians, one without hunger
and poverty. It is a network of networks, includimgtworks at the national level, in all of
Brazil's 26 states, in the Federal District, and2th municipalities. Its members represent
government agencies, parastatals, private sectos ind civil society organizations.

By looking at COEP’s origins, growth, and perforroarhis paper seeks to identify
the key factors that contributed to COEP’s survigad success, thus improving our
understanding of how capacity emerges in a crostese network. It builds on research
conducted in 2003-04 for the European Centre fovelment Policy Management
(ECDPM) and updated in 2008, comprising intervieas,well as reviews of primary
documents and secondary literature. The papesstdith a short review of the literature
on network management and capacity and continuésami analysis of COEP’s origins,
evolution and achievements over its 16 years ofterce. It concludes by highlighting
how COEP’s experiences illustrate key propositioos the literature.

NETWORK MANAGEMENT, CAPACITY AND CHANGE

Networks can be broadly defined as “Groups of imtligls and/or organizations
with a shared concern or interest, who voluntazdgtribute knowledge, experience and/or
resources for shared learning and/or joint actesrd who rely on the network to support
their own objectives” (Taschereau and Bolger, 20@J. This broad definition
encompasses a wide range of network structures) fomse and informal connections
between like-minded organizations to those basedoottractual relationships and geared
towards producing a specific set of services ()bieh. between are networks with different
degrees of formalization, institutionalization arallective identity. Networks also differ
depending on the type of initiating organizatiord ahe membership of the network —
public or private/ voluntary - and the type of goahd activities they pursue. Based on the
latter, networks can be purely informational, oeyttcan aim to increase their capability



through the exchanges within the network (developaly seek to identify new
programming opportunities for the organizationsoimed (outreach), and even make joint
decisions and take joint action (Agranoff, 2007)mi&rly, Milward and Provan (2006)
differentiate among service implementation netwprikdormation diffusion networks
aimed at anticipating and preparing for “high uta@ty” problems, problem solving
networks addressing an immediate problem, and camtynaapacity-building networks,
aimed at building social capital to enable a giwammunity to deal with existing or
emerging problems.

Regardless of the type and composition of the nddwits capacity emerges and
manifests itself in ways not dissimilar to othegamizational forms, i.e. as a “combination
of individual competencies and collective capaie#itthat enables a human system to
create value” (Baser and Morgan, 2008: 34). The kewytrast to “traditional”
organizations is that the increased complexity #&wker organizational structure of
networks puts additional demands on leadership,agement, governance structure and
ultimately, on the participating organizations tlsefees. For voluntary, non-hierarchical
networks to function effectively there has to bsignificant amount of trust among the
participating organizations, as well as a sharessioin and vision, which can be mobilized
to facilitate collaboration and joint action (Matidd999; Agranoff and McGuire, 1999).
Thus, “soft” factors or “intangible” capabilitiesuch as the organization’s understanding
of the world, confidence and responsibility, visiamd strategy, become particularly
important for network survival and success (CDR®98). In terms of leadership capacity,
this requires skills such as negotiation, interpeadé communication, persuasion and
strategic thinking (Agranoff and McGuire, 1999; Egg and Goldsmith, 2004). Network
managers need to engage in a different set ofigesiirom those pursued by managers in
“traditional” — unitary and hierarchical — organimas. McGuire (2002) characterizes that
set as: identify and bring in the people, orgamzet and resources needed (“activation”);
generate agreement on network structure, operatirgs, principles and values
(*framing”); induce and maintain commitment to thetwork (“mobilizing”); and facilitate
relationships among participants and create anr@mwient conducive to productive
interaction (“synthesizing”).

There is a close link between the governance strei@nd the managerial approach
required. For example, Milward and Provan (2008jedentiate between self-governing
networks with highly decentralized decision-makimgtworks with a lead organization
that centralizes decision-making, and those wittseparate network administrative
organization and that combine centralized and desiered decision-making. This reflects
well Herranz’s (2008) passive-to-active continuumnmanagerial behavior, going from
reactive facilitation, present in largely self-gav@ag networks, to contingent coordination,
based on specific issues, to active coordinatidrichvincludes more strategic, long-term
planning and more elaborate and established proaleshechanisms, to hierarchical-based
directive administration with a strong lead agency.

Which structure is optimal depends to a large degre the characteristics of the
environment, the goals and activities of the nekwand the number and capacities of the
agencies involved, among others. As Bryson et28l0§, 52) point out, the key challenge



in cross-sectoral networks is that of “aligningtiai conditions, processes, structures,
governance, contingencies and constraints, outc@ndsaccountabilities such that good
things happen in a sustained manner over timedther words, network management is a
dynamic task that requires constant adaptationnterging opportunities and threats in
order to achieve network survival and success.rnéxe sections illustrate how this can be
achieved, following the evolution of COEP during 6 years of existence so far and
highlighting the key factors that contributed ts prolonged survival, expansion and
achievements.

COEP’S EVOLUTION
Beginnings: seizing the moment

The end of the military dictatorship and the restion of electoral politics in 1984/85
in Brazil were prompted by, and in turn unleashedraordinary popular energy (see, for
example Fleury et al., 2002; Miranda, 1994). Thentlpresident, Itamar Franco, created
political space by recognizing the popular mobti@a against hunger. A new generation
of democratic leaders used that space creativelipirty Brazilians definecidadania
(active citizenship) as an essential part of the pea. Among them was the sociologist
Herbert de Souza, (known as Betinho), the “primeverib and inspirational leader of
COEP, whose integrity and humanity evoked adminaéind affection from people in all
walks of life and earned him widespread public tiegacy, which was instrumental in
mobilizing organizations to join COEP.

Betinho and his friends, a small group of actiwigellectuals, saw in Brazil's public
entities both opportunity and challenge: to harrtbeg huge organizational and material
resources to the popular campaign against hungdrtcagive new content to the idea of a
socially oriented public enterprise, one serving ititerests of all Brazilians. They invited
the presidents of major publicly-owned corporatéities of different kinds - banks,
utilities, foundations, research bodies, parasgtatalo discuss their integration into the
movement against hunger. In May 1993, a meetir@Bgfresidents established Bemité
das Empresas Publicas no Combate a Fome e pela V@AEP. Representing sectors
such as banking, energy, telecommunications, healghiculture and education, they
acknowledged the “absolute priority” of the campagagainst hunger and the power of a
nationwide citizens’ movement. The president ofrfast Brazil's largest electricity utility,
made the proposal for a mobilizing committee. Fartieen absorbed COEP’s secretariat
function, and committed a senior manager to thiat ro

COEP’s statutes, signed in 1994, established iwcbarganizational architecture
(COEP, 1994):

* COEP would be a non-profit and voluntary assoamtiborganizations. It would aim to
link its member entities and encourage joint agtionconcert with other public and
private bodies, in support of the Campaign agalighger and Misery. It would
advance the objectives of the Republic “to builfitee, just and solidary society”, and
"to eradicate poverty and reduce social and regjioegualities”.

« Organs of governance and management included addalive Council (the board) to
decide on strategy and operating guidelines, camgithe President of COEP and



chief executives of member entities. An Executivarnittee, consisting of technical
representatives, with a voluntary Executive Secyatas responsible for management.
These representatives, which remain employees @fetftities, work as agents to
reshape the culture of their own institutions, emaging the allocation of resources for
social projects and joint programs in communitiBse Executive Secretariat plans and
coordinates these actions. COEP would operate®bdhis of consensus management,
with the main activities captured in the annualnptamnsolidated by the Deliberative
Council.

* Members’ commitment was voluntary, but formalizédl. signed a protocol affirming
their “active and complete participation” in thengaaign against hunger. They also
agreed to allow their staff to perform COEP dutescompany time - a major in-kind
subsidy to the network.

* COEP’s role would be that of a catalyst, encourgqugis affiliates and publicizing their
actions and its own. Members would be autonomoligpsing how to participate in
COEP.

The choice of a network, with its non-hierarchicgtructure and relatively loose
connections among members, reflected the foundement to encourage both
organizational flexibility and members’ participati and creativity. Betinho’s colleagues
pay tribute to his influence on COEP’s design, ipalarly his belief that an open and
voluntary organizational form would enable peopleuse their imagination to change
themselves and society.

COEP’s aim was to foster responsible citizenshigh baithin the participating
organizations themselves and within communitieshtillenged public entities to break
with narrowly sectoral and competitive logic, tooperate with each other and with other
organizations, and to become truly public bodiesdbgppling with paramount social
issues. This involved working with and for margimatl communities, both through
humanitarian interventions in emergency situatiand through “structural” or community
development projects, aimed at dealing directhhwiite underlying causes of poverty and
exclusion. The entities were encouraged to usdiegisesources in new ways, allowing
fish farms in the reservoirs of hydroelectric daes,example, or community gardens on
their landholdings. Banks were encouraged to dstablanches in poor communities, and
credit and management schemes for street vendorgicultural development
organizations were encouraged to work with smatmt&s. COEP’s message to its
members’ employees was similar: you can contrititerolunteering and adapting your
expertise to new circumstances.

Sixteen years of growth

COEP’s history is marked by continuity in substaacel change in form. The main
impetus behind these changes has been the desimelihize an increasing number of
individuals and organizations in the fight agaihahger, expand and diversify the set of
activities COEP can support and bring the netwérker to the communities themselves.

The network grew and decentralized during the 1989s1995 COEP amended its
statutes to provide for autonomous state netwodstafuaiy governed by the same



principles and structures as the national body2d81, COEP expanded its Deliberative
Council and Executive Committee to include represteres of state networks, deftly
accommodating a radically increased membership owithadding another layer of
hierarchy to its governance and operating strust(@OEP, 2001).

While decentralized growth was slow at first, by02@here were networks in all 26
states and in the Federal District (COEP, 20022063, COEP created its first municipal
networks, and by mid-2008 there were 20 of thesth the same form and function as
their national and state counterparts. This expanshifted COEP’s capacity to engage
with communities from the national to the state amahicipal networks and brought it
closer to the local realities of poverty in Brazius allowing it to support community
development initiatives with local presence, knalgie, and credibility

Decentralization has also brought about diversgywell as growth. In 2000 COEP
renamed itself the “Committee of Entities”, droppithe adjective “public” to reflect a
growing membership from the private sector andl gociety. In August 2003, out of a
membership of 762 organizations, 256 (about omebthwere non-governmental. Of the
latter, 100 were private firms, and the remaindeil cociety organizations — NGOs,
professional and business associations, religiodgeb, non-profit educational institutions,
cooperative associations, and labor unions. Fraemoiinding group of 30 state entities
COEP expanded to include more than 1100 organimaby January 2009.

COEP has also created and encouraged mobilizingtstes beyond its own initial
boundaries. In 2003 it register&ede Mobiliza(Mobilization Network), an NGO whose
purpose is to support the work of COEP by negotggpxternal donations, grants and
contracts. COEP has also reached out to indiviBrakilians. TheRede de Pessoas-
Mobilizadores (Network of Mobilisers), created in 2004 to enalpleople to support
COEP’s work in an individual capacity and not jus$¢ representatives of their
organizations, now includes some 6000 participandS85 municipalities.

By 1997, COEP’s growth threatened to overwhelmnignagement capacity. The
Executive Secretary recommended establishing &tseiat with an operating budget and
staff to support a growing volume of meetings aletteonic interactions, and monitor an
expanding portfolio of development projects. Desgibme fears that introducing money
into a solidarity committee would destroy it, in9BOficina Social(Social Workshop)
was set up within the Federal University of RioJdmeiro, financed through subventions
by 18 national public agencies, and since 2003 dobus office space provided by Furnas.
Oficinadisseminates information on successful projectsuiin a variety of media (project
database, occasional papers, video series), sasvag incubator for innovative projects
and offers training to the member organizationbak been a highly visible part of COEP,
organizing and financing the meetings and telegenfses that have been integral to the
network’s internal communications.

The main challenge in managing the ever-expandatgaork was maintaining its core
principles of governance and management, suchsaspin, voluntary, non-hierarchical
structure and emphasis on solidarity and citizgnséwen as its structures were becoming
more elaborate and formalized. Thus, COEP hasetgkd and codified more sharply its
fundamental principles and core values in its $tgtuby writing down the rights and



responsibilities of COEP members, ways of partiongain COEP, rules for the creation of
state- and municipal-level COEPs and the structfrehe Executive Committee. An
Administrative Council now ensures compliance witie statutes, and a code of conduct
complements them by establishing norms for its ajpamal workings.

The link between extensive participation and maiatee of core principles and values
has been also facilitated by the spread of theratesince the mid-1990s, resulting in a
fortuitous symbiosis of structural and technolobici@ange. The decision to decentralize
COEP’s structure via state networks occurred pegces the members’ national reach was
intensified by electronic technology. Once the hang, software and training were in
place, COEP had a rapid, inexpensive and pervasivenunications infrastructure that
allowed it to pursue a broader range of activiaes projects while maintaining internal
coherence and consistency.

Performance: what has COEP accomplished?

The survival of COEP and its growth in membersmg aational reach are no small
achievements. Considering that all participatiofC@EP represents volunteer wirkhe
high number of organizational and individual mensbgr by itself illustrates COEP’s
significant mobilization capacity. ThusCOEP has encouraged, supported and
participated in hundreds of development initiativesidertaken by its affiliatesBy June
2008, COEP’s members had committed resources te than a thousand projects, both
for emergency relief and longer-term community depment. Many of these are small-
scale, localized projects, but there are also cagesubstantial financial efforts. For
example, one member, an electrical utility, estedaits 2003 expenditures on COEP
projects at R$10.5 million (US$5.8 million). WhilEOEP has not usually played an
operational role in these projects, interviewegmried that the network has nonetheless
significantly improved them. It has done so by actively promoting learning,
communication and coordination among its membeuo#h) through the activities of the
Oficina Social and through its discussion forums, seminars, cenfsgs and annual
meetings.

Through its role as a facilitator of inter-organiz&gnal cooperation, COEP has been
instrumental in promoting scaling-up and replicatio of successful community-level
projects An early example is the experience with CootranCooperative of Self-
Employed Workers in the Manguinhos Complex, a dawgela in the north of the city of
Rio de Janeiro. Using COEP as a forum for commuimicaand articulation, Fiocruz, a
public health institution under the Ministry of Hés mobilized a number of organizations
to develop a pilot project for supporting the ci@atof a popular cooperative. Each
organization contributed according to its speafipabilities: Coppe (the Graduate School
of Research and Engineering from the Federal Usityeiof Rio de Janeiro) provided
professors and students for trainings, Finep (thaziBan Innovation Agency) and the
Foundation of the Bank of Brazil offered financgipport, and the Bank of Brazil itself
contributed its experience with supporting coopeest
The project was replicated through another six emsitie§ throughout the country,
resulting in the creation of PRONINC, the Natiologram of Popular Cooperative
Incubators. PRONINC has been one of COEP’s mo#ileiachievements, being taken up



as government policy through tiRrograma Comunidade Solidariand resulting in 38
“cooperative incubators” around the country (COE®)8). While in this instance COEP
has played mainly the role of a facilitator andufor for communication, the positive
experience with PRONINC, reinforced by the increasapacity of COEP to act as a
project incubator through the creation of fd&cina Social,have led it to play a more
active role itself in setting up community-develagrh projects in subsequent years. The
best example for this is the cotton-grower propgead the resulting Program in the Semi-
Arid region, presented in Box 1.

INSERT BOX 1 HERE [see end of text]

COEP has also organized and supported numerous campaigios raise
awareness and mobilize social action against exunsand poverty COEP has sought to
encourage its network members to reward voluntatiyiies by their employees, support
projects that deal directly with marginalized conmities, publicize Social Balance Sheets
that detail the organization’s contribution to fight against hunger, as well as donate to a
variety of initiatives, from emergency relief opgoas to the financing of th©ficina
Social COEP has also made efforts to mobilize the puatidarge, both through its
contribution to campaigns such as Christmas foe,Llaind through its own efforts, such as
the annual Mobilization Week to commemorate COHBismder and his work. In 2004
COEP participated in the creation of the Nationahvigiment for Citizenship and Solidarity
to increase awareness about and help realize tHenkium Development Goals. Such
campaigns include lectures, cultural events, essampetitions in schools, films,
discussions and seminars all over the country aimetimulating reflection and debate on
social inequities. They also call for in-kind daoas (food, etc.) and direct involvement in
social work in poor communities. The latest exangfl@ successful public campaign is
the COEP Journey for Citizenship, launched in 2Q005ing web-based technology, 2295
volunteers were recruited and deployed to work witmmunity organizations, reaching
some 75 communities across the country (COEP, 200&rviewees asserted that such
efforts have helped to keep the fight against pgvand hunger on the national agenda.

Successive governments have recognized COEPs maotgli capacity, have
drawn the network into their councils and have estiéd its participation in national
social program& COEPs role in President’s Lula da Silv&sme Zero(Zero Hunger)
program illustrates the scale of action that itapable of mounting. In less than a month
after the meeting of COEP’s Deliberative Councational entities and state networks
developed their action plans in support R6me Zerd In addition to providing the
government access to COEP’s substantial experwithefood security projects, many of
its members also committed additional resourcesugaport the government’'s plan. For
example, one member, a financial institution, pded training in financial management
for small enterprises, reaching 50,000 people i632@&nd 600,000 by the end of 2006.
While it is hard to assess the counterfactual 5 hew much these organizations would
have participated ifome Zerowithout COEP — various interviewees pointed oat this
unlikely that the same scale of action would hawerb achieved without COEP’s
experience and “call to arms”.



Partly as a result of participation in COEP network members are now
substantially more responsive and proactive on sswf social justice and their own
social responsibilitythan in 1993 In addition to the projects mentioned above, sdve
organizations now have policies on social respalitgitand staff units responsible for
corporate social action. One agency now has 120{hteers available for work on social
responsibility; when COEP began there was justransittee of ten or twelve people. By
financing Oficina's budget, 18 members have invested in COEP's cypacattract and
support people, and have themselves benefitedfainas their employees have acquired
new skills, knowledge and contacts. Both members external observers point to the
widespread cooperation and partnerships among ntiges as among COEP's major
achievements. Gradually, the practice of workingetber has become a habit, and has
reduced both internal bureaucratic constraintstaadoundaries between organizations.

Beyond these considerable achievements, it iscdlffito assess the broader,
longer-term effects of COEP's work on aggregateiabooutcomes. While there is
substantial information on individual projects, rneexists no systematic analysis of the
overall results of the projects and campaigns wiltliich COEP has been associated. One
reason is that the breadth and diversity of thevides would make it conceptually
difficult to define the relevant parameters. Aneotisethat COEP’s role in these activities is
often indirect and intermediate. It has typicallgeh a facilitator, rather than the prime
mover or operational agency, and sometimes hagvet been visible to people on the
ground. Nevertheless, COEP started a programmepiied research to analyse COEP’s
methodology and impact in tirograma Semi-aridd. The research will encourage those
involved to reflect on how they have worked togethéhat they have accomplished, and
their options for the future.

CAPABILITIES AND CAPACITY: WHAT MAKES COEP WORK?

COEP is unique in many respects. Initiated by péwgrublic enterprises, it has
grown to become a cross-sectoral network that iateg various sectors of the Brazilian
society. Its hybrid nature plays a key part inaitglity to discharge certain roles. As a truly
voluntary organization, it is a part of civil soie- despite the fact that a minority of its
members are private firms and NGOs. At the same,tiime fact that its membership is
based orentidades publicasioes shape its nature. Its proximity to the seami@bles it to
generate ideas and models for adoption by publicaaities; and, in the example of the
Semi-aridoprogram in the Northeast, it is highly unlikelyatrea more conventional civil
society organization could have played such a yatad role in managing government
agencies and public universities. At the same tiime fact that thentidades publicaare
autonomous agencies — i.e., not directly controbgdthe government or the executive
branch — means that their participation in goveminpeograms such d&ome Zerds not
automatic. This makes COEP’s capacity to mobilieat in support of such programs one
of its key assets.

As a self-described social mobilization network, ERDdoes not fit neatly into the
network categories identified at the beginning lvé paper. Although it clearly has an
informational role, by collecting and disseminatinfprmation about successful projects



of its members, it goes beyond that by helping memsltbo identify project opportunities
and engage in joint programming. It does this, hasenot in order to expand their
clientele or help reach the immediate organizatigoal of the public agencies involved,
but to achieve broader social objectives at thetlodgoverty and hunger. In Milword and
Provan’s (2006) terms, COEP can be seen as a netf@ommunity capacity-building
networks, connecting institutions and communitie®ss the country. In another sense, it
can also be seen as a capacity-utilization netwyknobilizing the existing capacity in
Brazil's public institutions to further broader salcgoals. By challenging organizations to
overcome their historic patterns of working in siib has created a synergy where entities
can do things together which are greater than affdreht from what they can do
separately. In this sense, through a combinatiotwdsn individual and collective
capabilities, COEP has demonstrated its capacitydaate public value, in line with Baser
and Morgan’s (2008) definition of capacity in humsystems. The following sections
illustrate the key factors that have allowed itltoso.

The external environment: seizing the political m@mt and space

COEP reflects a remarkable confluence of socialdeiland personal initiative. One
of its founders later remarked, “Perhaps we couwt mve created COEP in another
country, or even at another time in Brazil.” COEBtsvival and growth would not have
been possible, however, without the continued sedieof its core mission and values — the
ideas of ending hunger and poverty and fosteritigetiship valuesc{dadania)— in the
Brazilian public discourse and government oriepotatiThe fact that senior members of the
government have encouraged COEP’s work and haweaftyr recognized its support for
programs such aBome Zero illustrates this confluence well. At the same djnthis
support also represents a potential pitfall. COBPconsciously nonpartisan and this
distancing from immediate political agendas sustaits autonomy and contributes
substantially to its legitimacy. Too much closenéssthe government risks potential
cooptation, undermining its legitimacy and its vdhry character, and thus eliminating
one of its essential factors of success. This eendlustrates well a challenge facing many
civil society organizations, as well as cross-sattonetworks: how to maintain
government support, while ensuring enough distdrar® government to preserve their
independence (see Hulme and Edwards, 1997).

The intangibles of leadership: legitimacy and stegfic thinking

While the public legitimacy of the small group tlta¢ated COEP and the influence
of Betinho’s personal charisma and imagination wesérumental in its success, they did
not work alone, however. COEP has benefited frono-hierarchical structure and an
open, participatory style, retaining imaginativeadership at the national level, and
nurturing creative leaders among its state and ampadi networks. Using McGuire’s
(2003) terminology, COEP has demonstrated the itapoe of an inspirational leader who
has the capacity to “activate” key organizationd &m “mobilize” their commitment by
generating a strong common purpose and sharedomisghe fact that COEP survived and
has continued to evolve even after Betinho's dedtistrates that its capacity for
leadership and strategic thinking resides not yi#t an individual or core organization,
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but has an emergent quality, with the interplaymMeen values, network structures and
participating organizations and people taking odyaamic of its own. Several activists
considered this capacity to teecritical asset for COEP.

Governing and managing the network: structure enablparticipation

The choice of a network as an organizational fouilt lon voluntary association by
autonomous member organizations has proven antedsictor of success, by giving
space, opportunity and structure for individual amdanizational commitment to social
justice. COEP demonstrates how two essential azgdanal choices in a network setting
can be addressed: the balance between formalizatidrilexibility, and choosing the right
mix of centralized and decentralized decision-mgkikirst, COEP is not a registered
public-interest body, yet its members have formaliyliated themselves. Its core values,
principles, structures and procedures have clearstitutional” expression, being codified
in its statues and reinforced by an oversight bddgxt to the personal integrity of key
leadership figures, and the personal commitment irafividual participants, this
codification has been essential to the integrityhef network as a whole. As participants
noted with pride, COEP has had no major problemsiséppropriation of funds or abuse
of power.

Second, COEP is non-hierarchical, but highly strted, its organizational pattern
IS consistent across the three levels of the n&was a result, COEP has balanced the
advantages of voluntary participation with the neediaintain continuity and consistency
across time and space. It has created space forablehoc, decentralized decision-making
focused around specific projects and initiativest®imembers, what Herranz (2008) calls
“contingent coordination”, and for coordinated lengerm strategic planning through its
annual plans and national initiatives.

By creating new organizational structures as thednarose — like th®©ficina
Social theRede Mobilizaand theRede de Pessoas-Mobilizadore€OEP has managed to
sustain its growth in membership, diversify itsidties and create space for new forms of
participation. Some activists see the creatiorDfi€ina as the critical enabling event in
COEP’s evolution. In addition to the increased caégaesulting from its full-time staff
and its operational budget, tl@ficina has allowed COEP members to meet regularly,
building the interpersonal trust essential to iterkings. It has also taken a huge
administrative burden off the shoulders of COER&dkrs, allowing them to devote more
time to maintaining communications, resolving difieces among members, and
supporting the state and municipal networks. TRBEP transitioned from what Milword
and Provan (2006) call self-governance to a “netvamministrative organization”, which
is more adept at dealing with a larger number ofvogk members?

Membership, participation and resources: symbiosssnong the personal and the
institutional, the material and the intangible

COEP’s membership is institutional, but what diliafe does depends very much on
the motivation, commitment and imagination of tleegon(s) representing it. For many, it
is this commitment that holds the network togethrd makes it work. The power of

11



COEP is largely informal. Neither leadership nor nmbership can prescribe what
individual affiliates should do. Members retain tpeerogative of choice and have the
operational capacity to carry out autonomous ptsejand campaigns. In practice, COEP’s
influence plays out as individual persuasion, @be pressure, serendipitous negotiation
of diverse positions, adroit use of opportunitiegrsonal trust and chemistry among
colleagues and friends, and communication of ideasstrategies.

A positive culture of collaboration has been buitt these foundations. COEP
members have usually been ready to work towardsesmus so that the network functions
effectively. There are strong personalities in CORi there has been remarkably little
internal conflict. This is in part due to its sttuie with “no bosses and no employees” and
a leadership style that is non-authoritarian, agibés ready to listen and accept diversity,
ready to ensure that people have both space te voar ideas and the autonomy to get
things done, while working toward consensus andeptmmg the integrity of COEP’s
mission. But it is also due to the fact that COERikies and mission have been a unifying
reference point. The ethics of the network is wdtiacted many participants to COEP to
begin with. The relative absence of internal canflieflects wide agreement on its
purposes and core values, reinforced by the preseha clear code of conduct and an
oversight body.

Many of the capabilities that lie at the heart oDEP’s success — such as
leadership, integrity, values, solidarity, commitipelegitimacy — reflect the intangible
qualities presented earlier. At the same time, ehesme into play only through a
symbiosis with decidedly tangible institutional fties — the national reach of many
member organizations, and their substantial matdinancial and technical resources. It is
this symbiosis that lies at the heart of COEP’sabdfty to leverage or multiply resources,
a promise offered by networks more generally (Tesgdwu and Bolger, 2007).

CONCLUSION

Mandell (1999: 59) has compared network structtmea jam session with jazz
musicians, where each musician does his own thindghey instinctively blend to form a
musical whole”. COEP illustrates this metaphor wél$ a social mobilization network
born under the leadership of an inspirational fgur has survived and thrived because it
managed to mobilize a wide array of public and piztions under the common banner of
social justice and solidarity. It succeeded by a&idgpa non-hierarchical structure that
leaves room for members’ initiative, while at tham® time maintaining internal
consistency and integrity. It has grown and evolbgdadapting to new circumstances,
while remaining true to its original values and sios1. While it cannot by itself solve the
truly “wicked” problems it is trying to address,cbuas poverty and social injustice, it has
managed to mobilize a large number of organizationgs fight, promoting learning,
innovation and cooperation and among its memberBuencing their culture and
strengthening their capacity, while at the sameetiadvancing the public debate on
Brazil's pressing social issues and contributingatoumber of public programs. Further,
COEP’s experience is instructive in that it illades how civil society actors can pursue
scaling-up that achieves impact not simply by prongoorganizational growth, but by
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leveraging efforts through multiplication of actand projects, decentralization, and the
promotion of synergies (see Uvin et al., 2000).
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ENDNOTES

! Translation: the Committee of Entities in the §gle against Hunger and for a Full Life.
2 There are many more complex definitions of netwoHRor example, see Milward and
Provan (2006).

% In November 2008, COEP had working relationshifib W12 communities across Brazil
(including the 46 members of tleograma das Comunidades do Semi-ayjd@OEP’s
member organizations supporting development proj@atl programs in each, negotiated
with the Community Associatiomfvw.comunidadescopep.org)bAt national meetings
in 2009, COEP invited these communities to strectbemselves as a network, affiliated
with COEP; these conversations are continuing.

“ Except for the employees of tiéicina Socia) all the members of the Deliberative
Councils, Executive Committees and Administrativeu@cils at all levels work on a
voluntary non-paid basis. This is in addition te thousands of individual volunteers
mobilized through th&®ede de Mobilizadoreand national campaigns, suchJasnada
pela Cidadania.

> From interviews conducted in 2008.

® Universidade Federal de Juiz de FafdFJF),Universidade do Estado da Bahidneb),
Universidade Federal do Ceaf®FC), Universidade Federal Rural de Pernambuco
(UFRPE), andUniversidade de Sao Pault)SP).

" Examples include therograma Nacional de Fortalecimento da Agricultifamiliar —
PRONAF (National Program to Support Family Agricué, 1998), th&rimeiro Emprego
program of the Ministry of Labor (First EmploymeB603), or programs to support the
rights of the adolescent of the Special Secretaryiiman Rights (2004).

8 Compiled in COEP (2003). Together, the two volurmesnearly 3 inches thick.

® With support from the International Developmens&arch Centre and the Centre for
Voluntary Sector Research and Development of Qarlefiversity in Ottawa, Canada.

9 The importance of emergence for capacity developisea key finding of the ECDPM
capacity study. It refers to unplanned and uncdatite processes through which capacity
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is formed and reinforced as a function of the @téons among organizations, networks,
and their stakeholders. See Baser and Morgan (2008)

1 Even though th&ficinais housed by one of the member organizations dER,Ghis is
primarily as a form of in-kind contribution to tinetwork, not because the hosting
organization itself assumes the leadership rotaemetwork.
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Box 1. Cotton growers’ associations in the Northéas

In the late 1990s, communities of small farmerghe semi-arid districts of the
Northeast acquired title to larger farms througlazfiis land redistribution program. Orje
of these was the Margarida Alves Community Assamiatwhose members formed|a
cooperative to grow cotton. Working with the comntynCOEP organized a pilot projeft
to revitalize smallholder cotton production. It nicded the national agricultural researfh
corporation, EMBRAPA, to provide technical suppiartthe farmers, and both persuaded
the regional electricity utility to install a powkne. COEP’s national members contribuged
funds to finance a small factory to clean, comb bal& the raw cotton. Margarida Alvgs
had significant success, more than doubling madkpteduction and income from cott¢n
within three years. This encouraged others: in years COEP and EMBRAPA expanc:rd

the initiative to six similar communities, securipgpject financing from an agency withjn

the Ministry of Science and Technology. The comriesiand their associations used tteir
newfound income, organization and confidence tarsebetter water, schools and hedlth
services.

COEP has gradually expanded its initiative inteeatensivePrograma Semi-aridg
(Program of the Semi-Arid Region) in which 46 conmities with an average size of 10
people now participate. Recognizing the specifialleimges of this difficult ecologica
region and thus the need for integrated commuratiebpment, the original cotton projgct
has diversified to support communities’ capacityive with the frequent droughts of tlhje




semi-arid zone. Demonstration effects are becomisiple in the project areas, with the
participating communities becoming a focal point focal development, both through
providing access to their cotton mills and facteriend inspiring other communities fto
undertake similar projects.

The successes of the project communities, and COBBbying, have attract
Brazil's Ministries of Communications, and Sciereel Technology, which have provided
internet access, as well as training and suppartctomputer-based communicatign.
Communities are establishiriglecentrosto monitor cotton prices and stay in touch
each other. With COEP’s encouragement, professatstdents in six universities in the
Northeast have formed a support network, assisboth the original and newgr
communities with diagnostics, planning and orgargziand the cultivation of managemgnt
skills. Drawing on these resources, and on therexpee of the communities themselves,
COEP organized two capacity development forumsG@62and 2008 to strengthen the
capabilities and confidence of the communities a@fnithe network as a whole.

Like PRONINC, this experience illustrates well CQ&Rapacity to mobiliz
people and organizations from Brazil's differergioms and sectors, some of whom wopld
not normally work together. It also illustrates #rey key aspect of the linkage
management that COEP performs: its capacity tosadeigh-level decision-makers withjn
government, and to energize and connect with g@ss- initiatives at the mogt
decentralized level, such as the 46 communitieshen semi-arid regions. As COHP
continues to expand, it is likely that this roldlwicrease in importance and effectivenegs.




