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Exploring Power Dynamics of Religious
Leaders

The Need for Objectivity

“The fundamental concept in social science is Power, in the same sense in which Energy is
the fundamental concept in physics” — Bertrand Russell (1938, 10)

1 Introduction

While power is the result of action, it is also, in turn, a condition for the possi-
bility of action. Action not only has the most intimate relationship to the public
part of the world common to us all but is the one activity which constitutes it.
Acting together in concert is constitutive of the public, political realm in
which action itself takes place. Insofar as one’s identity as an actor is only
fully realized in and through action in the public, political realm, and the public
political realm is constituted by power, it makes sense to see power as a condi-
tion for the possibility of (the full achievement of) agency. It is, therefore, impor-
tant to recognize that power dynamics set the tone at almost every level of
human interaction. They influence individual actions, shape an organization’s
approach to engaging its members, and even guide the ways in which a govern-
ment treats its citizens, responds to dissent, and enforces reforms. We all inter-
nalize and externalize power relationships in unique ways; yet our individual
differences are often perceived through shared assumptions about power passed
down to us by the histories of our own societies and individual experiences.

Foucault wrote that power “reaches into the very grain of individuals, touch-
es their bodies and inserts itself into their actions and attitudes, their discourses,
learning processes and everyday lives” (Foucault 1980, 30). The importance of
power, according to him, was its substantive effects on individual and collective
behaviour or practices in general. Thus, although power emerges out of individ-
uals acting together, it also makes possible such collective action by providing
the space within which such actions can be carried out. And, insofar as power
is constitutive of public space, it also serves as a precondition for agency,
since one’s identity as a religious actor, for instance, can only be fully achieved
through action in public.

When evaluators use value claims based on religious symbols or texts as
part of criteria for assessing the role of religious leaders in peacebuilding,
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they have to make certain assumptions.! This inevitably involves — to a consid-
erable degree — subjective judgements by the evaluators. Although the potential
value-ladenness of such criteria has been extensively problematized in evalua-
tion literature, it has not so far led to a systematic strategy for analysing this
value-ladenness with reference to the underlying role of power. In a similar
vein, one could try to fully apply — even if that were possible in a particular con-
flict situation — some of the ‘suggested’” and hard to apply OECD/DAC Evaluation
Criteria (OECD ND)as an alternative to the five standard criteria (i.e. Linkages,
Coverage, Consistency with peacebuilding values, and Coherence). While these
might prove useful at some level in helping to analyse the conflict and peace en-
vironment and specifying the peacebuilding ‘needs’, they do not allow us to
readily appreciate either the power differentials within the peacebuilding re-
gime, or the power differentials among religious leaders.” I try here to explore
this issue — how to effectively link objective evaluation measures to the relevance
of power dynamics among religious leaders using social anthropological and so-
ciological frameworks, where the concept of ‘self’ or ‘self-identity’ as well as no-
tions of the ‘other’ are part of social construction that form the basis for shared
assumptions about reality whereby people rationalise their experience by creat-
ing models of the society they belong to and share and reify these models pri-
marily through language and other symbols.? I argue that for religious leaders
to be agents of social and political change towards peace and coexistence, a rec-
onceptualization of power and power dynamics and a critical discussion about
the consequences and limitations of instrumentalist approaches in evaluative
work are needed. Based on the foregoing analysis I offer some suggestions on
how to incorporate a conceptualization of power and power dynamics in evalu-
ation and how it may be used to help inform programme design or further stud-
ies.

2 How Values, Principles and Assumptions
Shape Objectivity
Before embarking on the power dynamics among religious leaders, there is a

need to clarify what we actually mean by values, principles and assumptions
in so far as they relate to objectivity in general and evaluation criteria in partic-

1 See, for instance, the concepts of “Merit” and “Worth” in Steele and Wilson-Grau (2016).
2 For example see Ofir (2017)
3 For example see Berger and Luckmann (1966).
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ular — especially what is sometimes referred to as ‘consequentialist’ OECD DAC
evaluation criteria — or mainstream evaluation practice. This is relevant because
the terms values, principles, and assumptions are sometimes used as if they all
mean the same thing - the underlying truths on which we base our dealings with
the world. In fact, although they are all “truths” to some extent, they are differ-
ent in meaning and substance. Understanding the difference can help us sort out
when we’re operating on facts or well-examined experience (objective criteria),
when we’re applying moral or ethical rules or judgments and/or symbolic values
(mainly subjective or supernatural criteria), and when we’re responding to emo-
tion or bias or unexamined “knowledge” that may or may not be accurate.

Values are our guidelines for living and behaviour. Each of us has a set of
deeply held beliefs about how the world is or should be. For some people,
that set of beliefs is largely dictated by a religion, a culture, a peer group, or
the society at large. For others, it has been arrived at through careful thought
and reflection on experience and is unique. For most of us, it is probably a com-
bination of the two. Values often concern the core issues of our lives: personal
relationships, morality, gender and social roles, race, social class, status and
the organization of society, to name just a few.

Principles, on the other hand, are the fundamental scientific, logical, or
moral/ethical “truths,” arising from experience, knowledge, and (often) values,
on which we base our actions and thinking. They are the underpinning of our
understanding of the truths that shape both our reasons for taking action on
something, and the action itself. Scientific and logical principles are derived
from experience and experiment, from knowledge (which itself comes from ex-
perience and experiment on the part of someone else), from logical analysis,
and/or from theory.*

Moral and ethical principles are where values come in. These principles
grow out of deeply held beliefs and values and are often the principles upon
which peacebuilding and/or humanitarian work is founded. Devotion to demo-
cratic process, to equity and fair distribution of resources, to a reasonable quality
of life for everyone, to the sacredness of life, to the obligation of people to help
one another — may be in adherence to injunctions or commandments from a
“Higher Being” or Deity; for many such injunctions come from religious ideas
and precepts, while for others, for instance, atheists, they are simply part and
parcel of humanism. Yet, all these ideas do not necessarily come from logic or
scientific experiment, but from a value system that puts a premium on things
that range from notions of human dignity and relationships to transcendent re-

4 See Webster Dictionary (2020).
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ligious knowledge, laws and principles. At the same time, people may hold the
same principles, but interpret them through different value systems. Two individ-
uals may both believe, for instance, that all humans are created equal. For one,
this may mean that she has a duty to treat everyone as an equal, and to try to
gain equity for all. For the other, it may mean that since everyone starts out
equal, anyone who doesn’t achieve or do well is at fault for his or her failure,
and therefore deserves no help or respect.

To be sure, even scientific principles are, to some extent, based on values
(Kuhn 1962). The use of the scientific method, the adherence to empirical evi-
dence (i.e. evidence actually observed or experienced), the willingness to believe
the evidence even when it conflicts with religious or cultural assumptions —
these are all characteristics of a value system that puts a high priority on logical
and scientific thinking and on the pursuit of a kind of knowledge in the real ob-
servable world. However, many people around the world subscribe to different
values, which place much more importance on religious or cultural traditions
and see the work of science as of a lesser order when it conflicts with those tra-
ditions. Thus, for instance, there are a number of practicing Christians and Mus-
lims worldwide that do not necessarily believe in evolution theory.

This brings me to the notion of assumptions, which are the next level of
truths, the ones we feel we can take for granted, given the principles we have
accepted. If we accept, for instance, that life is an “inalienable right” — a right
of every human being that cannot be taken away — then we will usually assume
that killing another person is wrong, or at least that we don’t have the right to do
it. Assumptions are often unexamined. They are the facts or beliefs that we don’t
question, because we “know” they’re accurate, even though they may not be. It
is nevertheless true that we all bring assumptions to what we do, and the context
of interreligious peacebuilding work is no exception. We hope our assumptions
are based on carefully thought-out principles and try to re-evaluate them from
time to time to make sure we are not operating on false premises.

According to the Cambridge Dictionary ‘assumption’ is something that you
accept as true without question or proof. For instance “People tend to make as-
sumptions about you when you have a disability” or “These calculations are
based on the assumption that prices will continue to rise”.> Assumptions are
sometimes made by evaluators when they have different spatial, temporal or sys-
tem scales that need to be bridged somehow. Assumptions can be made explic-
itly or implicitly. Often, an assumption explicitly made by the evaluator, auto-
matically implies additional, implicit assumptions. There are at least three

5 See Cambridge Dictionary (2021).



Exploring Power Dynamics of Religious Leaders = 105

reasons why we need to deal more explicitly with assumptions: first, assump-
tions can lead to biased evaluations (value-ladenness mentioned earlier), sec-
ondly, assumptions can limit the quality of results in evaluations, and thirdly,
dealing more explicitly with assumptions can improve certain uncertainty as-
sessment practices in evaluation. Since assumptions by definition cannot be ob-
jectively determined (since something is assumed), there always is an element of
subjectiveness in assumptions. Two analysts assessing the same issue will not
necessarily make the exact same assumptions in the calculation chain. Conse-
quently, an evaluation is not made up of objective, value-free scientific facts
alone. For this reason, virtually all evaluations of social groups and institutions
can be considered to be value-laden to a certain degree and, as such, they sel-
dom reflect an exact science.

Numerous studies from the history and sociology of science have problem-
atized the classic distinction between facts and values since Kuhn’s influential
work highlighted above. Scientific facts and knowledge claims, especially
when produced at the science-policy interface, have been shown to be at least
partially socially constructed and co-shaped by implicit or explicit negotiation
processes. Observation has been shown to be theory-laden and cognitive author-
ity of science is ultimately produced by boundary work and negotiation at differ-
ent levels. Attention is paid to the assumptions that are made and to the commu-
nication with regard to these assumptions. Thus, although the value-ladenness
of assumptions has been extensively problematized in evaluation literature,
this has not so far led to a systematic strategy for dealing with this problem.
The central question here is how assumptions in peacebuilding interventions
of the implicit influence — power — of religious leaders and their actions can
be systematically identified, measured, and prioritized, in order to assess the po-
tential value-ladenness of important assumptions and to deal with these poten-
tially value-laden assumptions in an explicit and transparent manner.®

For this purpose, we need to zoom in on the value-ladenness of assump-
tions, starting from the viewpoint of the evaluator carrying out the evaluation.
In many instances it has been shown that choices made by an evaluator are af-
fected by a range of factors. The choices are influenced by knowledge, perspec-
tives and situational factors. Arbitrariness can also play a role, in situations
where the evaluator has no reason to prefer one particular assumption to anoth-
er. Based on the nature of factors influencing the choice for a certain assump-

6 See, for example, Nkwake (2015). In this fascinating study we see many examples showing
how assumptions can be coloured through the eyes of the evaluator and lead to a biased eval-
uation.
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tion, one can distinguish four different types of value-ladenness of assumptions:
value-ladenness in a general epistemic sense (e. g., assumptions are coloured by
the approach that the evaluator prefers), in a disciplinary-bound epistemic sense
(e.g., assumptions are coloured by the discipline in which the evaluator was
educated), in a socio-political sense (e.g., assumptions may be coloured by po-
litical preferences of the evaluator), and in a practical sense (e.g., the evaluator
is forced to make simplifying assumptions due to time or other mundane con-
straints). At first glance it may look strange that we include constraints having
practical reasons in the typology of value-ladenness, but assumptions that are
justified by a practical constraint can still lead to biased assessments as there
is a potential to exploit references to such constraints to introduce assumptions
that favour a politically desired outcome of an assessment. Also in case that
there is no intentionality, practical constraints can introduce assumptions that
lead to assessment results unduly favouring one position in a discourse over an-
other.

A recent meta-review of ‘Interreligious Peacebuilding Program Evaluation’
undertaken by the Alliance for Peacebuilding critically looked at the design as-
pects of ‘seven evaluations that assessed programs in six different countries,
conducted by a total of 15 different organizations.” The main objective was to ‘as-
sess the “state of play” in evaluation of inter-religious action’ so as to improve
methodologies in peacebuilding evaluations and evidence-based policy and
practice. While nearly half of the evaluations reviewed included questions or
data sources specifically related to various inter-religious initiatives, these
were not free from selection bias that distorted the findings of these evaluations:

Only three evaluations used religious leaders as main data sources, although those leaders
were also the direct beneficiaries of the programming. Unfortunately, the evaluations that
did ask questions about changes in attitude or behaviour through inter-religious program-
ming still suffer from many of the problems discussed in this report; data points were most-
ly self-reported through interviews and in two cases a survey, and little effort was put into
triangulating that data with other methods. Future areas of interest in this area would be to
explore theories of change in inter-religious programming. (Vader 2015)

In such cases in addition to a focus on theories of change in inter-religious pro-
gramming, it is important to stress the need for extended peer review, in which
stakeholders and citizens are involved in the review process of evaluation results
where facts are uncertain, values in dispute, stakes high, and decisions urgent.
In summary, it can be concluded that transparency, diversification of assump-
tions, extended peer review, and insight into the influence of assumptions on
the outcomes of the evaluation are seen as important elements in a strategy
for dealing with value-laden assumptions. A relatively simple method for analy-
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sing explicit and implicit assumptions in the calculation chain is to follow three
basic steps in evaluation design: an analysis step, in which the assumptions are
identified and analysed; a revision step, in which the evaluation is altered or ex-
tended based on the analysis results; and a communication step, in which it is
determined what should be communicated with respect to the assumptions in
the evaluation, based on the analysis. The relational aspects between values,
principles and assumptions and their significance in evaluation and in defining
sources of power dynamics and indicative measures are further elaborated in the
subsequent sections.

3 Changing Role of Religious Leaders and
Institutions

Taken collectively religious communities are the largest and most deeply imbed-
ded institutions in the world, claiming the allegiance of billions of followers that
often cuts across race, class and nationality. More than any other kind of repre-
sentation, religious leaders often have the experience of establishing and lead-
ing such communities. Their expertise can greatly benefit the global peace ef-
forts; they are often the most respected figures in their communities. For
instance, Buddhist monks and nuns, imams, pastors, priests, pujaris, and lead-
ers of different religious communities play a powerful role in shaping attitudes,
opinions and behaviours because their followers trust them.

In most societies worldwide, community members and political leaders lis-
ten to religious leaders. Especially at the family and community level, religious
leaders have the power to raise awareness and influence attitudes, behaviours
and practices. In many ways, they are shaping social values in line with faith-
based and religious teachings that are relevant to social cohesion and peace-
building initiatives and practices. More importantly, religious leaders and insti-
tutions also have the power to advocate and support public policy on a number
of issues that may be directly or indirectly related to social cohesion efforts to
bring people together using interreligious dialogue, such as:

1. Mobilise youth and other groups towards peaceful coexistence.

2. Bring religious dialogue into different kinds of organizations to promote tol-
erance, diversity and pluralism.

3. Magnify the voices of the marginalised and/or poor when and where laws
and policies are made.

4. Influence policymakers to put in place policies that protect marginalised
groups.
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5. Advocate to relevant government and other institutions not to support or cre-
ate policies likely to contribute to divisiveness in society and/or discrimina-
tion of certain people.

6. Make it harder for certain religious leaders or institutions to promote extrem-
ism, intolerance and hate speech for political reasons.

7. Speak out for sustainable development as they are well placed to add their
moral and spiritual leadership to local and global efforts.

These are just some emerging issues where they can make a significant differ-
ence. Efforts towards promoting dialogue on such issues imply that to be
more impactful, they must be able also to participate in the formulation of public
policies; get involved in relevant function in governmental administrations; work
with non-governmental organizations; and represent their governments in inter-
national fora — all of which have significant capacity development implications
to enhance their representation, leadership and influence in various areas of
civic engagement. However, within this context, there is a need for a better inte-
gration of power variables and the role of religious leaders that for too long have
been treated as opposing and contentious issues. I would argue that there is a
difference between positive and negative uses of power by religious leaders
and institutions and these are valid subject matters for any serious evaluation.
The following perspectives illustrate this point quite clearly:

Case 1:

The crisis of leadership today in Nigeria provides a formidable challenge to political and
other social scientists. Between 1999 and 2015 several elections have been held with
many leaders elected and sworn into office; with interactions between religion and politics
the ongoing subject of academic analysis...Political office holders often drew on religious
ideas, practices and symbols as a tool of negotiation with the electorate during political
campaigns. As a result, candidates were often selected based on their religious rhetoric
and affiliations. Thus the debate about Muslim/Muslim or Muslim/Christian tickets
emerged as a key issue in the elections. Religious leaders are often political actors in the
elections. There were several media allegations that some religious leaders were complicit
in compromising and corrupting the electoral process (Oguntola-Laguda 2015)

Case 2:

Multiple actors—from the Taliban leadership to local commanders—have played a key role
in creating and shaping the movement’s policy in Afghanistan. Taliban policymaking has
been top-down as much as it has been bottom-up, with the leadership shaping the rules
as much as fighters and commanders on the ground. The result is a patchwork of practices
that leadership has increasingly sought to exert control over and make more consistent.
This became possible as the Taliban put structures and mechanisms in place, particularly
after 2014, to enforce compliance among its ranks. However, although the rules may be set
at the top, local variance, negotiation, and adaptation is still considerable. Policymaking
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has been driven by military and political necessity: the Taliban needed to control the civil-
ian population and compel its support. Beyond this, a mix of ideology, local preferences,
and the practical exigencies of waging an insurgency have guided policymaking and imple-
mentation (Jackson and Amiri 2019).

Case 3:

Fear, the pursuit of power, and an approach to public policy built on an unhealthy dose of
nostalgia have plagued evangelical politics for a long time. Since the 1970s, the Christian
Right has followed a well-known political playbook. Its members want to elect the right
president of the United States who will appoint the right Supreme Court justices who
will then overturn decisions that the Christian Right believes have undermined the repub-
lic’s Christian foundations. In the past, this playbook was inseparable from the moral char-
acter of the candidate. In 2016, however, the Christian Right executed the playbook in sup-
port of a candidate known for his sexual escapades, nativism, deceit, xenophobia, racism,
and misogyny. This is a new development. The playbook survived despite the candidate.
This is a testimony to the playbook’s power and the role that Christian Right leaders
such as Jerry Falwell and Pat Robertson played in reshaping American political culture
(Fea, Gofford, Griffith and Martin 2018).

Case 4:

Dilemmas of a secular state: The use of religion for political purposes was almost non-ex-
istent at the time of independence. Since the ’60s, Indian politics has seen drastic changes
in style, language, modes of behaviour, reflecting the actual cultural understanding of rural
Indian society rather than the Western ideals of the elite which inherited power in the
Nehru years. There are two consequences of this amalgamation of religion, politics and
public administration. First, it has given prominence in public life to religious leaders
like “saints” and “mahants”, “imams” and “priests”. They have started playing an active
role in governmental decision-making. The interference of religious leaders in administra-
tive matters can prove dangerous to India’s secular democracy (Singh 2019).

It is worth mentioning here that Uttar Pradesh, the most populous state in India,
now has Yogi Adityanath as its Chief Minister. His fiery brand of communal pol-
itics and promotion of the most virulent form of Hindutva reflects a new kind of
alliance between Hindu religious leaders and the state under the BJP govern-
ment.

Case 5:

The assessment of religion’s importance in Myanmar’s politics has now completely
changed, as a violent and exclusionary religious nationalism appears to be on the rise
across the country ... . The violence has also coincided with the rise of Buddhist nationalist
networks and organizations, including the 969 Movement and the Organization for the Pro-
tection of Race and Religion (MaBaTha, in its Burmese acronym), both groups with prom-
inent monastic leaders or spokesmen (Walton 2015, 507).

In general, religious leaders have been known to use political tactics that arise
from the use of different power sources, which are framed in the change litera-
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ture either as dirty tricks to be avoided or as astute strategies for advancing a
change towards peace objectives. Despite the underlying discomfort of many
with the use of manifest individual charismatic power in evaluating the role of
religious leaders, it is necessary to recognize that there is sufficient empirical evi-
dence to suggest that more often than not such leaders frequently draw on these
power bases to sustain their image and role in society.

Kadayifci-Orellana identifies three distinct levels for interreligious dialogue,
namely high, mid and grass-roots levels that have certain strengths and limita-
tions. The high level includes religious figures like the Pope, a Chief Rabbi,
Mufti or Monk. Despite their high-profile visibility and credibility, such figures
are not easy to access by others and are unable to devote themselves to the
time needed for sustaining effective dialogue. Mid-level dialogue leaders include
clergy as well as religious scholars. While they do not have the visibility or rep-
utation of high-level leadership, they usually have strong links with both high-
and grass-roots levels, making them ideal candidates for interreligious dialogue.
The grass-root level dialogue leaders include, among others, ordinary communi-
ty level clergy who can play a transformative role at this level, which is consid-
ered significant for ensuring lasting peace (Kadayifci-Orellana 2013, 155-156).
What is singularly important here is that the distribution of power may differ
from one level to another, from one type of religious leader to another; neverthe-
less, power remains an important tool in achieving their individual goals and ob-
jectives. Leaders must recognize their power, must know how to use it effectively
and how to precede its positive or negative effects. By learning how power oper-
ates in society and various institutions, they are better able to use that knowl-
edge to become more effective leaders.”

4 Framing Individual and Collective Power
Dynamics

While the role of power affecting institutional change in society has been recog-
nized as being important for many decades now in mainstream Social and Cul-
tural Anthropology (as well as other disciplines), the conceptual thinking about
the relationship between power and religious leaders in peacebuilding and inter-

7 It is worth noting that age and gender play a key role in the leadership of interreligious dia-
logue; it still remains a largely masculine activity since the most typical role in this category of
leaders tends to be a male in most parts of the world, with perhaps a few exceptions where
women are beginning to assume such role.
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religious dialogue has only started to evolve and has been enriched by different
underlying theoretical assumptions.® To explore various different approaches to
understanding power and change and the role of religious leaders, the analysis
here has been structured around an approach that differentiates two different
types of power, namely individual charismatic vs collective structural power. By
conceptualizing these two fundamentally distinct but interrelated dimensions
of power, various different aspects of institutional or transformational change
can be appreciated. As highlighted in Table 1 below, they are not mutually exclu-
sive, and most actions in society are based on a blend of these strategies where-
by power is ultimately actualized through force, influence or authority (Gerth and
Mills 1958, 249 —250). The tension between individual charismatic and collective
structural power is well articulated in social science literature and informs the
earliest developments in theories of organizational power. Giddens describes it
in the following way:

One is that power is best conceptualized as the capability of an actor to achieve his or her
will, even at the expense of others who might resist him-the sort of definition employed by
Weber among many other authors. The second is that power should be seen as a property of
the collectivity (1979, 69).

This tension rests on dualisms in social theory such as between volunteerism
and determinism or between individual action and structure (e.g. Reed, 1988).
Proponents of the individual agency perspective argue that individuals have
free choice to pursue and use power wilfully towards some intended objective.
This perspective deals with observable and intentionally used authority and le-
gitimate power of agents. Personal power is required to make change happen in
organization or society. This view is rooted in a social psychological research tra-
dition that investigated power bases. The two perspectives and the change impli-
cations I review are not fully comprehensive, yet they offer an interesting outlook
on how we assess the role of religious leaders in the interreligious dialogue field.
Moreover, they do not exclude each other but can be used in combination in re-
viewing or evaluating institutional change processes in peacebuilding efforts. I
am relying on the notion of polarity to help us analytically review certain differ-
ential aspects of power; rather than assert the dominance and legitimacy of one
aspect of power, the notion of polarity suggests that opposites necessarily co-
exist.

8 See, for example, Haynes 2001, McDuie-Ra and Rees 2010, and Moksnes and Melin (eds,)
2013.
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Table 1: Sources of Power Dynamics

Individual Charismatic Power vs. Collective Structural Power

Individual Charismatic Power Collective Structural Power

Basis of Power: Basis of Power:

Exceptional personal attrib- Economic Power is based upon an objective relationship to
utes, such as heroism, mysti- productive resources, a group’s condition in the labour
cism, revelations, or magic; market, and its chances; it refers to the measurement of the
charisma allows a person to ability to control events by virtue of material advantage.
lead or inspire without relying  Social Power is based upon informal societal or community
on set rules or traditions. opinion, family position, honour, prestige and patterns of

consumption and lifestyles that may sometimes take prece-
dence over economic interests.

Political Power is based upon the relationships to the legal
structure, party affiliation and extensive bureaucracy. Politi-
cal power is institutionalized in the form of large-scale state
systems and bureaucracies that are usually controlled by
elites or select, privileged groups.

Both source of power underpinned by values, principles, assumptions, beliefs etc. actualised as
power through force, influence and authority

On the collective side of the debate are those who say that the social structure
(e.g. roles, rules, and resources) determines, or at the very least constrains,
the use of power. They argue that structurally determined power can explain be-
haviours in organizations and societies that were previously attributed to indi-
vidual qualities. Others suggest that culture (e.g. values, principles, assump-
tions, beliefs etc.) constrains individual agency. From this perspective, power
is a property of a social group and sources of power are shaped by the observ-
able structures and taken-for-granted culture of the collectivity. An interpretative
worldview and studies of culture by social anthropologists and sociologists, for
instance, have led to an increased understanding that power also resides in the
more latent or subtle and unobtrusive operation of language, symbols, myths,
and a range of other meaning-making activities.

In this latter perspective the focus shifts towards the less observable and un-
conscious forms of power use. Central issues here from a practical view are the
construction of perceptions, values, and norms through identification and man-
agement of meaning. At the level of deep structures of power, certain issues and
conflicts are prevented from arising at all and the existing order of things is seen
as natural and unchangeable. If power operates in an invisible or latent way,
then questions of resistance and acquiescence are surfaced. Foucault (1977)
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and other postmodern theorists have also echoed this, deepening our under-
standing of power and its invisibility in dominant discourses.

5 Individual Charismatic Power

This is one of the best understood and widely shared conceptions of power and
is primarily informed by Weber’s conceptual framework as well as the work of
other scholars such as Dahl (1975). According to Weber charismatic power or
leadership implies extraordinary characteristics of an individual, whose mission
and vision inspire others and who might also be seen as possessing certain re-
ligious ‘qualities’ or ‘power’ that could be used to lead any social or political
movement. However, charismatic leadership is considered relatively unstable
as it is related to faith and belief; once these diminish, the authority and leader-
ship also tend to dissolve. Thus, charismatic power or leadership depends on the
extent to which a religious or political figure is able to maintain moral influence
over his followers (Gerth and Mills 1958, 53). Basically, from this perspective we
say power is a force: person A has more power than B to the extent that A can get
B to do something they would not otherwise do.

Apart from social anthropologists and sociologists describing power bases of
individuals in society, where power is viewed as the potential ability of an indi-
vidual agent to influence a target within a certain system or context, social psy-
chologists John French and Bertram Raven created a typology of power sources —
all of which are both manifest and identifiable. They were concerned with two
fundamental questions: i) how do people lead, guide, direct, influence or control
other people? And ii) what methods do they use? In a study published in 1959
they proposed five bases, or sources, of social power that people use in leader-
ship: reward power, coercive power, legitimate power, expert power, referent
power. A sixth, informational power, was later added by Raven. According to
them “The phenomena of power and influence involve a dyadic relation between
two agents which may be viewed from two points of view: (a) What determines
the behaviour of the agent who exerts power? (b) What determines the reactions
of the recipient of this behaviour?” (French and Raven 1959, 150). Their approach,
which was primarily focused on how people run organizations or corporations,
have proved to be equally relevant to individuals and institutions in society at
large. Their idea of social influence and power is that “social influence and
power is limited to influence on the person, P, produced by a social agent, O,
where O can be either another person, a role, a norm, a group of a part of a
group” (French and Raven 1959, 151).
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Based on their famous analysis Table 2 below defines the power that derives
from expertise, legitimate authority, referent power, rewards and coercion, and
informational power that requires association with other powerful people. Re-
ward power increases with the magnitude of the reward, the bigger and better
the award, the more that P perceives O can mediate for him. Reward power de-
pends on the ability of the giver to administer positive feedback and remove neg-
ative outcomes and responses. Coercive Power is the same as reward power, only
it uses negative cohesion instead of positive, it uses punishment instead of re-
wards. French and Raven say that “the strength of coercive power depends on
the magnitude of the negative valence of the threatened punishment multiplied
by the perceived probability that P can avoid the punishment by conformity, i.e.,
the probability of punishment for nonconformity minus the probability of pun-
ishment for conformity” (French and Raven 1959, 157). Legitimate power is the
most complex of the different types; it is induced by some internalized norm
or value. It stems from internalized values in one which indicates that another
has a legitimate right to influence one who is obligated to accept this influence.
The main basis for this power is the cultural values that one individual has over
another. Referent Power is a feeling of oneness of one with another, or the desire
to want this identity. If someone is attracted to something about someone else,
that person will want to become closely associated with that person. Expert
Power is the strength that knowledge and perception which one person attrib-
utes to another within a given area. Expert power results in primary social influ-
ence on one’s cognitive structure and probably not on other types of systems.

Table 2: Elements of manifest individual charismatic power

Basis of Power [Generic  Sources and Definitions [these include positive or negative values,
evaluation criteria] principles and assumptions]

Coercion/Reward Power  Behaviours that reward or hurt others but also ensure compliance

and buy-in

Legitimate Power Formal position of power and roles that define responsibilities and
appropriate scope of activity

Referent Power Power that comes from trust and commitment given to the individ-

ual because of his/her personal traits and characteristics, including
notions of an authentic existence or belief system

Expert Power Power as knowledge and skills that others see as relevant to the
peace process and which the individual religious actor is seen as
possessing

Informational Power Association with powerful people affords direct and indirect infor-

mation
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It is important to note that all five sources of power either rely on, or are
strengthened by, belief of the followers. The actual power that leaders possess
in granting rewards, punishing, or issuing orders is significant, but not as signif-
icant as the beliefs that followers have about them. Even if leaders do not truly
have the power to reward, punish or control others, they can exert influence if
their followers believe or assume they have such power. The same is true of
the two forms of personal power — Expert Power and Referent Power. The leader
may not have superior expertise, but if his followers believe he has, they will
grant the leader power over them — at least for a while.

Similarly, if the leader is not someone to be trusted, followers will let him
lead if they’ve been fooled by a positive image — until they discover he cannot
be trusted. A key point here is that power does not depend only on the leader;
it depends also on the perceptions that the followers have of the leader. The tak-
ing and giving of power stems from a relationship between leader and follower,
and how the followers perceive the leader. Let us now turn to the attributes of
Legitimate Power and Expert Power from Table 2 as they reflect the most relevant
variables for religious leaders working in peacebuilding contexts.

5.1 Legitimate Power

A religious actor who is also an authority figure might be able to use his author-
ity and effect changes by using legitimate position power. Such power stems
from the religious actor’s formal position and implies the legitimate authority
to use, if deemed necessary, positive and negative sanctions such as rewards
and coercion. Thus, legitimate power mostly refers to the existing organizational
or institutional hierarchy that provides religious leadership with the ability to
control the behaviour of others and to either change the organizational structure
and processes or maintain status quo. This use of power is observable and direct.
In order to employ sanctions it is necessary to know to what extent such reli-
gious leaders perform the required actions.

The power embedded in formal organizational structures and processes are
usually directed at domination. Decision-making is often based on the exclusion
of others and the one-sided realization of interests of certain specific groups or
individuals that may or may not use such power-coercive strategies to enforce
change. When a religious leader is protected by his legitimate power in a social
system and is able to use certain sanctions, he could, in principle, use power-co-
ercive strategies to effect changes that he considers desirable, without much
questioning on the part of those with less power. In these situations a power-co-
ercive way of decision-making is accepted as in the nature of things and is seen
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as functional for the state. The limitations of this power model of change are re-
lated to the strong top-down approach, where there is limited participation of
others — even from the religious community.

5.2 Expert Power

Expert power as the main basis of power usually involves a process of change
that is often initiated, coordinated, and controlled by people’s perceptions of re-
ligiosity, spirituality or magical attributes of an individual, including religious
leaders, who may be seen as a leader attempting to promote peace. As a change
agent the religious actor is seen to play this important role where success de-
pends, among other things, on his religious ‘knowledge’ and ‘experience’ to assist
or support groups in the peacebuilding process. The educational background of
the religious actor also seems to be connected to the way problems are analysed
and solved. Here, a key element of the strategy depends on religious knowledge
as a legitimate source of power. The desirable direction of influence is from the
religious experts, that is, from those who know, to those who do not know
through processes of dissemination of information and rational persuasion.

Sometimes the problems with the expert power approach to change lie in an
insufficient consideration of the cultural and other political impediments and
the emergence of resistance to positive change within the specific peacebuilding
context. In such a situation a religious actor might develop an explicitly political
strategy that begins with a complete assessment of all the potential manifest-in-
dividual power bases highlighted in Table 2. This might ultimately lead to a proc-
ess where the religious actor aligns himself with those in power and then influ-
ence them to desire and accept the changes towards peace. To do this, he or she
must convince the powerful that the change is in their self-interest. In general,
religious leaders as change agents can employ many tactics, such as increasing
their referent power by expanding their social networks and having lunch or cof-
fee with key people. Becoming an assistant or staff adviser to board members in
government, for example, can enhance personal expert power through advice
giving.

Understanding personal power and developing tactics for using it, however,
are not always enough and constant monitoring of the political activities of oth-
ers is required because this will allow the religious actor to develop, adapt, and
modify his/her political strategies based on carefully selected goals. A power
audit, identification of targets, an inventory of tactics, adequate resources, and
monitoring with a commitment of time and energy are key ingredients for suc-
cessful implementation of a peacebuilding process.
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In other words, it is critical for religious leaders to begin with an understand-
ing of the sources of power for himself and exploration of the mechanisms by
which such resources may be controlled and used tactically within the peace-
building process. A wise religious leader will manage the impressions he creates
in order to generate stature and will form multiplex relationships with key fig-
ures in the political arena. Timing of interventions and building of credit are
two key political tactics that will build on identified power bases and these in-
clude aligning with powerful others, using a neutral cover, limiting communica-
tion, and withdrawing — as necessary. One might also argue that while they can
either play down politics or avoid them, it is better to use them to effect ends that
are going to positively impact on the peacebuilding process.

5.2.1 Spiritual and Symbolic Considerations

Within the notion of Expert Power, there are latent power elements that require
further clarification; some evaluators may see these elements as distinct or in-
trinsic to the role assumed by religious leaders. However, in what I am calling
spiritual and symbolic considerations there is recognition of the deep and perva-
sive operation of religious symbols that often, if one takes these at the level of
the psyche, are connected to what many consider to be spiritual or sacred ele-
ments. While there is no one school of thought in this area, there are efforts
by many to apply the insights that grow out of recognition of latent personal
power using various subjective evaluation criteria®. This approach to change
sometimes uses interventions that work at the level of the unconscious in
ways that engage the myth-making processes of the society or culture within
which the peacebuilding process is located. Methods for engaging the deep
meaning systems drawing on psychological and other disciplines are being ex-
plored to enhance understanding and integration. However, addressing the un-
conscious and spiritual aspects of religious dimensions simply cannot be framed
in objective terms; by their very nature they must remain subjective, making
comparisons extremely difficult, if not impossible.

This perspective on power has its roots in the psychoanalytic, postmodern
theories (Thompson 2004). It is not a look at how structures or cultures constrain
agency but how individuals themselves come to limit themselves and to unques-
tioningly obey. Here, there is the assumption that power is inherently diffused
and shared among individuals located anywhere within a social system. This dif-

9 See for example the chapter by Steele and Wilson-Grau in this volume.
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fusion allows individuals to potentially become active agents who can deploy
their power even if they are at the bottom of the hierarchy or relatively powerless.
Second, implicit in this approach to power is the recognition that power relations
are often latent or even unconscious and they then become embedded in the ac-
tual psyche of the individual. To the extent that an individual is unconsciously
complicit and has internalized various mechanisms of control and obedience
is the extent to which their freedom to act according to (or even to know)
their own values and beliefs is constrained. From this perspective, for example,
members of oppressed groups could be asked to understand or explain how they
collude in maintaining the very systems that oppress them.

Alternatively, as suggested by Foucault (1977, 27), the disciplinary mechanisms
of the dominant groups also play a part through the use of surveillance, examina-
tion, and normalization in ways that are so subtle that people may not readily re-
alize that they have internalized them into a type of “panoptic consciousness”.
This aspect of disciplinary power according to Foucault may even become normal-
ized overtime in shaping people’s self-image or identity, further contributing to
power as a means of ‘keeping tabs’ on people and controlling them.

In the face of these types of latent control mechanisms, there are a number
of sources of power, which can be mobilized by the individual. Some of these
have been identified in Table 4 with certain indicative measures. For example,
attempting to be authentic and acting in congruence with one’s own values
and beliefs. This involves not only honestly identifying one’s powerlessness
and complicity with the dominant systems but also owning one’s taken-for-
granted power and privilege. Authentic existence requires those with power
and privilege to make this explicit and then act on the consequences of this un-
earned advantage. Another source of deep personal power is the development of
a critical consciousness that Freire (1970) defines as a perception of the social,
political, and economic contradictions inherent in society.

It is assumed that an attitude of focused scepticism and critical detachment
is necessary if an individual is to utilize latent-personal power. Only by standing
outside the dominant discourses and seeing how one has unconsciously carried
them within himself can he unlearn these mechanisms of power. Through a proc-
ess of questioning and de-familiarization, one can replace an attitude of defer-
ence to power with an ability to make autonomous choices. Often the ability
to develop a detached and sceptical attitude is facilitated by exposure to other
systems and styles of organizing, for example, from outside the society of
which we are members as well as outside our own religion. Experiencing contra-
dictory structural principles will often allow us to move in directions that are in
contradiction to the dominant cultural or social rules of which we are a part.
Hence, the role of interreligious dialogue — whereby individuals can ‘import’
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the experiences they have with other external institutions with different beliefs,
rules, values, and resources — becomes all the more critical to help religious
leaders and their followers develop a critical consciousness.

6 Collective Structural Power

Social relations are characterized by a typical structure and culture, based on
rules, habits, institutions, language, communication, use of symbols, and defini-
tions of reality, which serve as a foundation. Culture represents relative stability
in a society and is related to power because power relations come to be seen as
natural and unquestionable. Perceptions, cognitions, and preferences of individ-
uals and groups are shaped by culture that, in turn, prevents them from seeing
alternatives. Thus, cultural artifacts, language, rituals, and values construct
meaning for members of a society, including those who simultaneously work
to suppress conflict, prevent issues from being identified, and control, the actual
agenda for decision-making and non-decision-making. In these ways, power re-
lations become entrenched in the society and those who can set the agenda, who
manage the meaning systems and who have others believe their definitions of
reality, have more power than those who do not. Thus, power is increased to
the extent that the group, which defines reality has others accepting their defi-
nition in unquestioning and taken-for-granted ways.

In this perspective on power the emphasis moves away from personal power
that is ascribed to the individual, towards an understanding of the power that
rests in the position or location that an interest group, community or organiza-
tion holds in society. Thus, power potentially belongs to any collectivity in a par-
ticular structure regardless of their members’ personal traits or characteristics al-
ready described above. There are various underlying dimensions that determine
collective structural power bases; Table 3 simply highlights the three key ones
first proposed by Weber (1958), namely Economic Power, Social Power and Polit-
ical Power. Here, structural factors become the major influence in understanding
power relations, where both cooperation and competition are seen to character-
ize relational networks of interdependent groups. As such, these could also be
used as the main evaluation criteria since social and political issues are influ-
enced by them.

The existing structure and the distribution of power are often characterized by
stability, which usually results from a commitment to decisions or interests of those
holding power. This kind of structural power is believed to be natural or ‘given’
while still being largely latent and observable if appropriately evaluated. In societ-
ies, there is a balance of power between the interests of individuals and of the in-
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Table 3: Elements of manifest collective/structural power

Basis of Power [Generic Sources and Definitions linked to positive or negative values,

Evaluation Criteria] principles and assumptions

Economic Power — Ability to allocate resources (information, uncertainty, money,
Control of scarce resources people, etc.) among groups with competing interests

Social Power — Roles and tasks that are essential in the peacebuilding process
Criticality/relevance and that have the potential to cause the process to break down

Social Power - Positions that are characterized by discretion in decision-
Flexibility/autonomy making that are not always visible in the public sphere

Political Power — Positions that are seen by those of power and influence in the
Visibility society, community or organization

Political Power - Power that comes from building support from groups with
Coalitions similar interests

terdependent groups. Sometimes these interests are at odds and this can result in
conflicting political issues, objectives and controversies in decision-making. The
tension between the interest of individuals and groups is viewed as inevitable
and as a normal part of the way of getting things done. This perspective on
power is also known as the pluralist view, which is related to the exchange theory
in social psychology in which the power of an actor is derived from the possibilities
this actor or his or her group have of providing others with relevant resources.’ The
implication here is that groups have to cooperate and that agreement between
them is necessary for their functioning and to warrant their continuity. Negotiation
and exchange of resources tend to characterize the power process.

7 Applying Power Dynamics in Monitoring and
Evaluation

A postmodern perspective can be usefully applied to identify and respond to
power dynamics in monitoring and evaluation. It can also help oppressed or
marginalised groups attempt to reveal, expose, deconstruct, and question the
ideological assumptions embedded in organizational discourses and show
how they suppress conflicts. From this perspective, power is assumed to be
taken-for-granted and latent. Some would even argue that it is a cultural artifact
that becomes entrenched in the hands of certain dominant and privileged

10 See, for example, Homans 1961; Blau 1964; and Strauss 1969.
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groups. This dynamic exists to the extent that the meaning systems in which the
relations of power are embedded are shared collectively by various interest
groups and are reproduced through discourses, practices, and routines within
societies. Religious leaders have the opportunity, perhaps more than others, to
give meaning to events and in doing so contribute to the development of peace-
ful norms and values in a crisis or conflict situation. In some ways, this could be
seen as the management of meaning as a process of symbolic construction and
value-use designed both to create legitimacy for one’s own peaceful demands
and to de-legitimize the non-peaceful demands of others.

Management of meaning involves the ability to define the reality of others.
Thus, religious leaders can be powerful agents who could create shared mean-
ings, ideas, values, and reality through communication and the manipulation
of symbols where power is seen as an interpretative institution and pervasively
hegemonic. Lukes (1974) argues that sometimes people accept the status quo and
their role in it because they view the current systems as natural and unchange-
able. The role of ideological hegemony is important to understand as we see that
existing organizational and societal structures are supported by inherently
classed, gendered, and raced assumptions and values.

In recent years there has been increased interest among certain international
NGOs to focus on ‘power’ as an analytical tool for monitoring and evaluation.
Oxfam, for instance, offers extensive case studies of successful policy, advocacy
and learning initiatives around the concept of power that are based on four key
strategies:

1. Learning how a political system works to understand what need to change to
address an identified problem, who has the power to achieve change, and
how to achieve change.

2. Designing, framing, timing and adapting the presentation of evidence to the
changing context to maximise its influence on target audiences.

3. Using additional insider or outsider strategies to influence policy and prac-
tice.

4. Embracing trial and error.!

Other organizations have utilized power analysis mapping or drivers of change
approaches to evaluate the different levels of power that may exist among stake-
holders in an intervention. Most of these efforts have focused on power dynamics

11 “Oxfam and its partners have been effective at evidence-informed policy change, usually as
part of wider alliances and networks. It uses evidence to influence policy and to understand how
to do so more effectively, via evaluation and lesson-learning” (Mayne, Green, Guijt, Walsch, Eng-
lish and Cairney 2018).
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in multi-stakeholder processes in order to develop a common understanding of
how issues relating to power and privilege act as barriers as well as opportuni-
ties in societies.’? But so far there are few cases where power variables or criteria
have been explicitly used as a methodological tool for conducting evaluations.
Most of these approaches are related to international NGO programmes con-
cerned with human rights, accountability for marginalised groups, and the as-
sessment of civil society strengthening and participation. However, there is no
justification for not extending and adapting these approaches to objectively as-
sess the role of religious leaders in peacebuilding. Power dynamics discussed so
far requires our applying a framework for context analysis and strategizing in
evaluation that could significantly contribute to more nuanced readings of real-
ity and to the refinement of strategies or the consideration of new entry points
for programmatic action.

To be sure there is no single approach to undertake power analysis in an
evaluation, as it fundamentally depends on the scope of the evaluation and con-
text. However, the answers to the following key questions can offer useful infor-
mation to help develop an evaluation strategy around power dynamics of reli-
gious leaders:

What is the purpose of the proposed power analysis?
What kind of power analysis is required, why and how will it be used?
What actors and relationships do you need to understand?
What are the core issues and questions that need to be explored?
How to link such issues and questions with indicative measures?
What forms of power need to be considered?
What can be learned from existing studies?
What approaches and methods will be helpful in establishing baselines?
What process will enable voices and perspectives of religious leaders and
other stakeholders to be included?
. What political sensitivities are there likely to be in undertaking such an anal-
ysis and how will these be managed?
11. What people, time and resources are available?
12. What is the proposed evaluation timeline and how does it fit with the con-
sultation process?
13. How can the process of power analysis build staff competencies, or improve
the skills and understandings of other key actors involved with the evalua-
tion process? (e.g. consultants, partners and participants)
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12 See, for example, Magafia, Castillo, Spotnitz and Pifia 2017; DfiD 2005; and Brouwer, Hiem-
stra, Van der Vugt and Walters 2013.
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The criteria developed by French and Raven can be used once there is clarity
with regard to the above. Power is dynamic, so individuals and groups may ex-
perience it differently from one moment or place to another. In order to identify
opportunities, obstacles and risks for effective peacebuilding it is critical to un-
derstand how power works, who it benefits and how it can be changed. The cri-
teria can help to explore power variables among religious leaders, including
their multidimensional sources, both in terms of individual charismatic power
and collective structural power, where each has distinct implications in so far
as evaluation finding is concerned. Some of the sources of indicative measures
highlighted for individual charismatic power and collective structural power in
Tables 4 and 5 respectively are well developed and tested. Others are newer
and emerging as we struggle to create change in peacebuilding contexts that
are embedded in complex, latent, subtle, and fragmented power relations. Un-
derstanding the broader peacebuilding change process requires attention to
both the individual charismatic and the collective structural dimensions of
power to help us analyse how religious leaders participate or resist, adapt or
rebel to bring about change with reference to these two notions of power.

While contradictory in fundamental ways, if a situation can be looked at first
from the lens of the individual vs. collectivist views, then rich new potential for
change can emerge and be enabled. As evaluation of peacebuilding contexts be-
comes more uncertain, varied and complex and the mechanisms of power both
more entrenched and more difficult to understand, it is fair to say ignoring the
dimension of power or having an uni-dimensional and undifferentiated ap-
proach to power has serious limitations to how we look at the role of individuals
in general and religious leaders in particular.

As shown in Table 4, sources of indicative evaluation measures for different
types of power should be linked to an analysis of basic strategies utilized by re-
ligious leaders; the analysis should clarify the underlying dynamics or power
constellations that make such leaders behave in certain ways. The aim is not
to sort out all underlying motives or constellations, but rather to identify factors
that are central to those leaders that have the ability to influence dynamics and
developments within the society. Religious leaders’ influence in terms of power
base, intentions and goals should be identified. Preferably, they are to be divided
into either connectors with positive impact, or dividers with negative impact on
the specific context or conflict. Thereafter, the indicative measures need to be de-
veloped and systematically monitored overtime.

As power dynamics hold the keys to societal transformation, it is important
to recognize the polarities or dialectics of power within peacebuilding evalua-
tion, i.e. we need to specifically focus on the tensions created by such a multi-
faceted conceptualization. Given the difficulties of transformational change and
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Table 4: Sources of indicative measures for manifest individual charismatic power

Basis of Power
[Generic Evalua-
tion Criteria]

Basic Strategies

Sources of Indicative Measures

Coercion/Reward
Power

Legitimate
Power

Referent Power

Expert Power

Informational
Power

Accumulating or disseminating
things of value to others or punish-
ments which can harm others

Ensuring roles and role expectations
are clear and recognized as legiti-
mate; demonstrating focused scepti-
cism and critical detachment

Build respect and trust through per-
sonal integrity, charisma, and group
affiliation; being able to work in ways
that reflect one’s own and experience
and which take into account both
power/privilege and powerlessness/
oppression

Obtaining credentials or ongoing ex-
periences that others respect and/or
consider divine/magical; showing
critical consciousness — engage in a
deep learning process which facili-
tates a search for religious internali-
zation of political issues/awareness
(e.g. theatre of the oppressed, liber-
ation education, notions of justice,
well-being, equity, human rights)

Networking and developing connec-
tions and associations

Data/perceptions on coercion and
reward being applied by religious
leaders, whether at personal or im-
personal level

Data/perceptions on political status
and/or formal official title or position
of religious leaders influencing le-
gitimacy of reciprocity; individual ca-
pacity to refuse; make choices to take
action against oppressive elements
of reality as it is constructed
Data/perceptions on individual char-
acter, awareness and charismatic
qualities; data/perceptions on dem-
onstrating both personal power and
powerlessness

Data/perceptions on religious/spiri-
tual/ magical attributes, credentials
or powers; leader’s perception on
social, political, and economic con-
tradictions and inequities with refer-
ence to mainstream ideas of beliefs;
leader’s ability to stand apart from
the dominant discourses, micro-
practices, and disciplinary mecha-
nisms to overcome deference to
power

Data/perceptions on scale and scope
of informational networks being uti-
lized

the complexities of power, we are challenged to name and understand the multi-
plicity of approaches to change. If we can value and celebrate differences and
nurture alternative change potentials, we are more likely to enable transforma-
tional change. If, however, we rely on one set of assumptions about change or,
worse yet, suppress, deny, or devalue some perspectives, then the status quo
is actually reinforced.
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Additionally, power analysis can be used for looking back at moments of
policy or political change and drawing lessons on why things changed and
what can be learned for the future. The monitoring and evaluation of power dy-
namics of religious leaders needs to be based on strategies to engage effectively
in their own policymaking environment, such as to identify which policymaking
‘venues’ are making key decisions, and the rules of those venues in so far as the
engagement of religious leaders is concerned with reference to both individual
charismatic power and collective/structural power.

In Table 5 each power variable is a generic evaluation criterion that corre-
sponds to a distinct set of strategies for which sources of indicative measures
are highlighted. The latter, in turn, can help formulate the development of spe-
cific pre-determined indicators for enhanced objectivity in assessing efforts or
actions not influenced by personal feelings, interpretations, or prejudice. It is
critical that the indicative measures are based on principles that are as “objec-
tive” — as free of bias, untested assumptions, etc., and as firmly based on prov-
able fact or reasoned analysis — as they can be and are considered true until pro-
ven otherwise. However, indicators can only help to point out to what extent
progress has been made in an intervention or a desired change is happening;
they are not to be taken as ‘proof’ of change because they cannot tell us why
an intervention has made a difference or why and how change occurs. That re-
quires substantive analysis of the specific context or issue being evaluated.
Moreover, indicators are sometimes used to support a predetermined position
for political or tactical reasons. Ideally, indicators should be used as a tool to il-
lustrate concepts, helping to change the understanding of an issue. They should
be used to measure the impact of certain decisions, and when used to measure
effectiveness, they should be instrumental in changing policies. Otherwise, they
are redundant.

In this sense, indicators developed through power analyses can be inextrica-
bly linked to a function of monitoring and evaluation leading to observations on
what has happened or is happening, what is being done about it and what could
be done better. While the proposed analytical framework around power typolo-
gies and their sources are sufficiently flexible and can be applied to different cat-
egories of individuals and groups in society, it provides useful markers or generic
evaluation measures — in addition to the standard OECD DAC Criteria — to effec-
tively assess leadership role and power dynamics of religious leaders in peace-
building and other contexts. Each of the power-based criteria represents funda-
mentally different sets of assumptions, implications or what might be called
paradigms of power, and some or all of the generic evaluation criteria may be
applied, depending upon the scope of an evaluation.
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Table 5: Sources of indicative measures for manifest collective/structural power

Basis of Power

[Generic Evalua-

tion Criteria]

Basic Strategies

Sources of Indicative Measures

Economic
Power —

Control of
Scarce Resour-
ces

Social Power —
Criticality/
Relevance

Social Power —
Flexibility/
Autonomy

Political Power -

Visibility

Political Power
Coalitions

Obtain and maintain positions which
are responsible for distribution and
allocation of resources; reveal (or
establish) repeated processes for re-
source and task allocation which
leave certain assumptions unex-
plored and unquestioned

Obtain positions responsible for the
most critical roles and tasks essential
to key peacebuilding and/or survival
goals; Use organizational procedures
and events to symbolically signal
which issues are important and how
decisions will be made

Seek out roles and tasks that are not
routine and that contain autonomy
and room for independent decision-
making

Seek out roles and tasks which have
high profile in the society, community
or organization;

control of the agenda - cultivate
power which comes from being able
to define the issues which are im-
portant and will be acted on

Systematically seek support from
others based on an analysis of their
interests; the determination of what
is ’sayable’ (known) through the
construction of discourses and dis-
cursive practices within coalitions

Data/perceptions on distribution and
allocation of resources; data/percep-
tions on mundane, historically insti-
tuted processes and tasks which
benefit certain groups over others,
but which are not questioned

Data/perceptions on roles and tasks
of religious leaders in upholding
peace; data/perception on control of
the language, symbols, rituals, and
values which are culturally embed-
ded, and which unconsciously deter-
mine behaviours

Data/perceptions on level of flexibil-
ity and independent decision-making
by religious leaders

Data/perceptions on visibility of reli-
gious leaders and institutions among
major powerbrokers and influential
groups; data/perceptions on direct
attention and energy towards peace
which align with own group’s inter-
ests (these are likely to alternatively
suppress or generate conflict)
Data/perceptions on level of support
received by religious leaders from
others; data/perceptions on issues
being made visible and prioritized,
giving voice to alternative/sup-
pressed knowledge claims and chal-
lenge the objectification of knowl-
edge claims of certain (sometimes
dominant) groups

Furthermore, as well as revealing different options for change, applying power
dynamics in monitoring and evaluation also calls on change agents in general
to personally ask different questions of themselves and their role. The questions
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change, for example, from what should be done to improve the situation? Or
how does one get key leaders or constituencies on the side of peace? To
whose meaning systems are we to support? And how do people perceive a
given role — whether it is secular or religious? If a change effort is seen as an in-
tervention in the peacebuilding process, how does a religious leader’s role im-
pact on these processes and towards what ends? Unless such issues are sincerely
addressed, chances are that change agents could lose their power by being se-
duced themselves into the worldview of the powerful. A key proposition here
is that any peacebuilding negotiation outcome is a function of the context the
negotiators find themselves in and the characteristics of the negotiators them-
selves. Contextual characteristics are fixed elements of the negotiation environ-
ment, e.g. dialogue functions between the parties, time pressure, whether nego-
tiation occurs through a third party, or bilaterally. The fact that the concept of
power lies at the confluence of multiple fields in the social sciences, it is neces-
sary to understand how power is leveraged (sometimes even increased) by reli-
gious leaders to their advantage and the contingencies of when conflict is a
blessing and a curse for a person or institution.

Perhaps the most critical aspect of what is being suggested here is that tough
questions must be addressed, bearing in mind the relevance of values, principles
and assumptions underpinning such questions. For example, when the manifest
perspectives on power are identified in a given peacebuilding context, whether at
the individual or collective level, it becomes necessary to change our language
and address questions of oppression, inequity, abuse, neglect, collusion and ac-
countability. Yet such language is not often found in the discourses of traditional
peacebuilding evaluation literature.

8 The Importance of Objectivity in Dialogue and
Negotiation for Change

Conflict management and negotiation tend to characterize the change ap-
proaches or models that draw on both manifest individual charismatic and col-
lective structural aspects of power described above. Hence the basis of these as-
pects of power can also be used as critical objective evaluative criteria to assess
change in peacebuilding contexts. All interest groups play their roles in the
change process, based on their position in the society or community, their spe-
cific power sources, and their own interests. In change processes, both the struc-
ture and systems of the community or society and the balance of power are
brought up for discussion or negotiation. In such a process, different groups
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or coalitions will direct their attention at securing their interests, objectives, and
power positions.

Resistance to change is seen as a result of the exercise of power and can be
understood as a struggle to achieve power or to escape from it. The main agents
in the peacebuilding process focus on preventing conflict in the change process
by regulating participation of the groups involved or by negotiation about the
objectives of the change process and the way it is organized and managed.
Most peacebuilding strategies imply that a change agent sets the conditions
for the way change is realized by providing the material or other means. Positive
outcomes are for parties who accept the change. The exchange strategy appeals
to the comparison of costs and benefits parties make and it stresses what will be
gained by the change. Negotiations are directed at smoothing opposition, ten-
sions, and differences in opinion between parties and the goal is to accomplish
an agreement that does justice to the interest of all involved parties. In such a
change process, most of the negotiations are visible and parties are aware of
the power processes. In the negotiations, many of the power bases described
above are used to secure a good starting position and to influence the process
by building good arguments, getting control of scarce resources, coalitions, gain-
ing a position of visibility or flexibility, or controlling the procedures.

Religious leaders, like political leaders, may not always possess the necessa-
ry amount of structural power, but they can certainly use their power bases to
win conflicts and to strengthen their position in the negotiation process. This in-
creases the chance that their interests are realized at the expense of the interests
of other parties involved in the change process. The use of positive spiritual or
religious values and principles, as part of an exchange strategy aimed at nego-
tiations, seems suitable in politically charged peacebuilding situations. If multi-
ple parties with opposing interests and relatively balanced power are involved in
a change process, negotiations will be needed to come to an agreement about
things such as goals, the way the change is going to be implemented, and the
role of the different parties in the change process.

Yet, the pluralist view has been criticized by some scholars because it sug-
gests or assumes that all involved parties can defend their interests in the nego-
tiation process. The power embedded in formal structures in societies generally
tend to support the interests of the most powerful than those of others. Organiza-
tional structures, rules, regulations, procedures, decision-making, and negotia-
tion are seen as products and reflections of a struggle for control that puts the
most powerful in a privileged position (Giddens 1979). In the critical modernism
of Habermas (1984), which takes the ideal of emancipation through dialogue,
knowledge is seen as having the potential to counteract the realities of domina-
tion and allow for emancipation based on unrestricted freedom. This can be ach-
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ieved by critical reflection and independent thought and by way of thoughtful
evaluation of various viewpoints and arguments in an open dialogue. It is
assumed that in dialogue and open discussions, based on good will, rational ar-
gumentation, and questioning, consensus can be reached about desirable objec-
tives. Learning with a strong emphasis on participative design and development
and democratic dialogue are approaches to change that can be used in the sense
that Habermas intended. However, some people use these methods in a way that
explicitly recognizes the latent power dynamics inherent in dialogue while oth-
ers ignore power and attempt to use the methods in a power-neutral or blind
fashion.

Ultimately, what is of critical importance is ensuring that objectivity is main-
tained in evaluating the contributions of religious leaders and institutions in
peacebuilding outcome - taking into account the underlying realities, especially
the power dynamics of a given context. This means paying special attention to
the question of ‘construct validity’, and it is a challenge in all impact evalua-
tions. In peacebuilding it is more difficult because here outcomes (e.g. gover-
nance, reconciliation, trust, cohesion) usually tend to be ‘hard-to-measure’ in
quantitative terms, which is where experimental approaches tend to focus
their attention. However, it should be emphasized that objectivity is a means
rather than an end in itself. Improved decision-making should remain the ulti-
mate goal. Thus, greater objectivity should ideally be promoted as part of the
overall evaluation planning process to ensure policy relevance and practical ap-
plication.

9 Conclusion

Ideas from postmodernism, social anthropology, sociology and social construc-
tionism offer new perspectives that could be usefully incorporated into analyses
of power dynamics in peacebuilding evaluation. When we include them, we must
also ask questions such as change towards what, and towards whose ends? It is,
however, naive to assume that because we do not explicitly deal with these ques-
tions that they are not relevant and are not currently being answered in the si-
lence. We often know whose power is currently being enhanced and we are
learning how to expose silences in the dominant discourses. For instance, liber-
ation education techniques, first used by Paulo Freire, are now being utilized in
many other contexts to help individuals break silence and value their own expe-
rience and voice. Once silence is addressed, then we can also name the abuse
and oppression that is being ignored. Likewise, this type of dialectical model
challenges change-agents, including religious leaders, to ask whose interests
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they are serving, what ends are served through their interventions, and how
aware are they of their own internalization of existing power relations and
their own unconscious privileges?

Thus, addressing power dynamics within the context of interreligious dia-
logue and peacebuilding should be considered a key characteristic of credible
evaluation — regardless of whether it is a process evaluation looking at imple-
mentation issues, an outcome evaluation investigating changes in peoples’
knowledge, skills, attitudes, intentions, or behaviours, or an impact evaluation
trying to determine any broader, longer-term changes that have occurred as a re-
sult of an intervention. New approaches and evaluation criteria need to be devel-
oped from the margins as well as lessons learned from the application of the
standard OECD/DAC criteria. The question of how to link interreligious dialogue
and peacebuilding to power dynamics will continue to increase as the role of re-
ligious leaders and institutions become more prominent and extensive overtime.

In conclusion, I want to re-emphasize the importance of holding both ends
of the polarities in dynamic tension in order for transformative change to be un-
derstood and enabled. For example, groups and individuals must engage in de-
construction and resistance at the deeper levels in order to reveal oppression and
raise awareness. But to make meaningful change, it is also necessary to use the
surface sources of power and change strategies associated with restructuring
and personal action. The manifest sources of power must inform the latent
and the latent inform the more manifest. Likewise, individual agency must be
mobilized while simultaneously acknowledging the role of the collectivity. Reli-
gious leaders can work as active agents, but we also need to understand the con-
straints and limits imposed by the systems of which they are a part. We must also
understand how power is concentrated in the hands of the dominant groups and
through understanding of shared oppression and privilege look at how subordi-
nated groups can work together collectively and politically to create change. [ am
proposing this as a way of informing and enriching our understanding. Recog-
nizing the complexity, diversity and relevance of power sources and need for ob-
jectivity is obviously the first step.
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