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Looking Beyond “the State”
Vincent Ostrom fundamentally transformed my understanding of world politics. In graduate school I had been trained to think first of the nation-state, or state for short, to fixate on its geopolitical interests and its military or economic power relative to other states. According to the dictates of the still-dominant paradigm of international realism (Viotti and Kauppi 1998), global politics consists primarily of strategic interactions among sovereign states, each jealously protecting its own security from external threats and internal rivals. Conventionally, this pattern was taken to have been established by the Treaty of Westphalia (1648), which ended a long period of religious wars on the continent of Europe. 

Vincent Ostrom did not accept this standard view. Instead, he vigorously contested the term state. He insisted that there were not many national governments that looked anything like the Hobbesian formulation of a “monocratic” system of power (Ostrom 1989, 68). In particular, the United States of America, with its multiplicity of overlapping jurisdictions and the complex interlocking array of institutional checks and balances as enshrined in its Constitution (Ostrom 1987), in no way resembles a Hobbesian state. If the most powerful military and economic entity on the planet today is not Hobbesian, then how can IR realists say that all the important actors in world politics are Hobbesian states? Furthermore, some supposedly sovereign states (especially in the Global South) are barely able to govern their own capital cities.  In his penultimate attack, Ostrom asked how a Westphalian system of sovereign states can be said to have been established by treaties (technically, the Treaties of Münster and Osnabrück jointly established the Peace of Westphalia) that included articles recognizing the legitimacy of the independent republics of the Netherlands and Switzerland, neither of which fit the definition of a state as used by international realists (Ostrom 1997, 240).  
By refusing to acknowledge “the state” as the uniquely pivotal actor in a misnamed “Westphalian” system, Ostrom demonstrated that institutional analysts must recognize the full range of institutional arrangements that are actually being used by individuals and communities as they cope with shared problems and explore common opportunities. By neglecting to give equal consideration to unusual forms of governance that do not fit easily into our conceptual categories, institutional analysts run the risk of actually reducing the range of institutional diversity (Ostrom 1990a, 411). In this paper I apply this same lesson to the surprisingly diverse and vibrant roles of religious institutions in the constitution of political and social order at the global level. To do so, however, I must first summarize Ostrom’s conceptualization of polycentric governance. 
Epistemic Foundations for Institutional Diversity
Vincent Ostrom has published extensively on the epistemic foundations of patterns of order in human societies.  To simplify his complex and subtle system of analysis, I focus here on the three most enduring influences on his work: Hobbes, Tocqueville, and the authors of The Federalist, and especially on the ways in which Ostrom weaves these three sources together into a seamless whole.
Ostrom insists that institutional analysis should begin with Hobbes’ fundamental analytical technique of methodological individualism (Ostrom 1991, 31-41). Hobbes asks us to reason by means of extending our self-understanding to the commonalities shared by all humanity. Unfortunately, in his specific conclusions Hobbes had been led astray by his refusal to accept any partial solution to the problem of the radical insecurity of individual humans in the “state of nature.” Because of the intrinsic human ability to communicate via language and thereby establish and sustain covenantal relationships, some communities should be able to escape from this trap without succumbing to the horrific structure of domination Hobbes advocates (Ostrom 1991, 53-68). 
It was precisely these common factors that Tocqueville highlighted in Democracy in America. Of critical importance are social connections and personal experiences.  The authors of The Federalist demonstrate one practical example by which a new form of governance was established by reflection and thought (Ostrom 1987). The founders of this system knew full well what they were doing as they built an innovative set of institutions upon the foundations of what Alexander Hamilton had called the general theory of limited constitution (Ostrom 1991, 45). Checks and balances between different branches of government, and between national, state, and local levels of government were widely recognized as essential foundations for liberty as expressed in a federal system of governance. 
Ostrom advanced an even more expansive vision of American federalism, by building upon Tocqueville’s emphasis on the social and cultural foundations of democratic governance, and his conclusion attaching primary importance to the habits of heart of mind exhibited by people who can successfully govern themselves. Ostrom generalized Tocqueville’s conclusions to argue that the establishment of democratic forms of governance should be possible in other cultural settings, provided supportive institutions can be identified and strengthened (Ostrom 1997, 271-302; see also McGinnis and Ostrom 1999). The U.S. Constitution is not a blueprint to be applied uncritically to vastly different circumstances. Instead, it serves an exemplar of the process by which institutional arrangements should be crafted to fit relevant physical, social, and cultural circumstances. Finally, as Ostrom argued at length in one of his later books (Ostrom 1997), Tocqueville raised serious concerns about potential dangers that tend to arise in all democratic societies. For Ostrom, the widespread use of the language of Hobbesian sovereignty poses an especially pernicious threat to the long-term sustainability of the self-governing capabilities of modern societies.  Citizens must be educated in Tocqueville’s science of association so they can continue to follow the example of creative artisanship in institutional design set by Hamilton, Madison, Jay, and all the other founders (and subsequent sustainers) of the American republic (Ostrom 1997, 271-302).

The complexities of polycentric governance emerge as a natural consequence of this pervasive ethos of self-governance, and polycentricity in turn provides a sustainable foundation for the continued practice of self-governance (McGinnis 1999a, 1999b, 2000).. In contrast, for most theorists of international relations (IR), the primary consideration remains the establishment of order amid global anarchy. Hobbes was taken to have expressed the fundamental nature of the anarchic international system in his conceptual construction of the “state of nature.” Tocqueville’s Democracy in America has typically been deemed irrelevant to world affairs, even though his diagnosis of the fatal flaws in the ancien régime that contributed to the French Revolution (Tocqueville 1955) continues to draw some attention. The Federalist rarely occurs anywhere in the IR literature, even though it stands as a classic statement of the assertion that political institutions may, in some circumstances, have substantial influence over state interests and  their strategic choices. 

Few of my international relations colleagues have appreciated the relevance of the first nine papers in The Federalist, in which Hamilton and Jay applied the basic principles of international realism to the American continent. These advocates of the newly composed U.S. constitution counseled their readers that, in the absence of a unified system of governance, the separate American states would, eventually, come to blows over some matter of importance, dealing with territorial boundaries, commerce, or popular passions (see Ostrom 1987, 6-7). Beginning with The Federalist #10, Madison and Hamilton laid out the institutional arrangements proposed to resolve that problem, as well as related problems then facing the new American nation. Thus, in this single book international realism and political liberalism were united as policy problem and institutional response. 
In addition, there was much more to Hobbes’ analysis than his portrayal of the “state of nature” as the problem for which a sovereign Leviathan was the only practical solution. Indeed, in chapter 13 Hobbes (1962, 101) specifically concluded that a “state of nature” among sovereign governments could never be as brutal as the chaotic state he imagined was waiting for individuals forced to live outside a commonwealth. Finally, Tocqueville’s observations about the social foundations of democracy resonated well with contemporary processes of democratization, including the problems experienced by those seeking to export Western forms of democratic institutions to peoples from other cultures (Ostrom 1997, 239-245). After confronting the epistemic foundations of Ostrom’s understanding of polycentric order, I have never been able to look at IR theory in quite the same way.

Classics of Legal Pluralism
Shifts in conceptual understandings rarely happen without prompting by an incessant source of tension. Vincent Ostrom is a master at this dynamic rocess of conceptual artisanship, as all of his colleagues can attest. 
In my case, two books that he recommended were especially effective in pushing me towards a fuller appreciation of the complexities of global governance: The Cheyenne Way by Karl Llewellyn and E. A. Hoebel (1941) and Law and Revolution by Harold Berman (1983). Each is a powerful statement of legal pluralism, a theoretical perspective that served as an effective corrective to my graduate training, even though their particular topics, traditional practices of a Native American tribe and reorganization of the Catholic Church in 11th century Europe, seemed very remote from the burning issues of conflict in the contemporary world.

In The Cheyenne Way, a legal scholar and an anthropologist detail a complex system of informal law by which disputes are resolved according to unwritten but well-understood procedures. Llewellyn and Hoebel (1941) helped me realize the extent to which sustainable processes of dispute resolution depend critically on the continued presence of a shared community of understanding among the members of an active group. Furthermore, the system of informal jurisprudence developed by the Cheyenne turned out to be much more sophisticated than might be expected. Both themes reverberate throughout Ostrom’s own work, an insistence on the pivotal importance of shared understandings and a deep appreciation of the irrepressible creativity of people throughout the world. 

From this foundation I came to realize that no formal system of law can hope to survive unless it is supplemented by multiple informal mechanisms (Galanter 1991, Landes and Posner 1979, Moore 2001). For if all the disputes that arise in a society are automatically transformed into legal cases, then court systems would overwhelmed. The many processes that fall under the label ADR (Alternative Dispute Resolution) turn out to be critical to the long-term viability of even the most formal systems of justice.

Ostrom’s favorite example of ADR is equity jurisprudence, a relatively little-known practice that has the advantage of bringing together all of the principal stakeholders to discuss the underlying nature of their shared situation and to devise solutions that can, eventually, be imposed on all of them by mutual agreement. The resulting compromise is then treated as binding by the court system as a whole. In an equity proceeding, the affected parties meet together to talk through all aspects of the issue and try to arrive at a common response, one that takes into account all of their own concerns and interests (see Ostrom and Ostrom 2004, E. Ostrom 1965, Blomquist 2006). The basic idea behind equity jurisprudence struck me as quite similar to fundamental principles of mediation and international diplomacy, especially maxims articulated in the classic text Getting to Yes (Fisher and Ury 1981). 

From Berman’s Law and Revolution I came to appreciate the mongrel nature of Western legal tradition, with legal pluralism as one of its defining characteristics. Berman detailed the ways in which strands from previously distinct cultures and traditions were imperfectly integrated into the less than coherent whole that we have come to know as “Western civilization.” Berman traced the emergence of this distinctive blend of legal pluralism to the Papal Revolution of 1075-1122, instigated by the reforms of Pope Gregory VII. Berman devoted separate chapters to the varieties of legal tradition already in place by that time, including canon law within the Church, merchant and urban law, and the feudal, manorial, and royal laws. Ostrom (1997, 239-245) suggested that this same diversity of legal systems has continued in force until the present day, despite the academy’s obsession with formal legal order at the national and international levels.

One aspect of Berman’s analysis that I found especially intriguing was his discussion of the then-emerging system of informal rules and procedures that came to be known as merchant law. In many ways this same system continues in effect today, albeit changed in significant ways in the intervening centuries. Many commercial contracts between firms located in different countries include specification of which body of laws will be considered applicable to the parties of that transaction, and especially to identify the process by which any subsequent disputes will be arbitrated (Benson 1989, Dezalay and Garth 1995). The members of an elite body of international lawyers support a lavish life-style by resolving, out of court and in an informal and non-transparent fashion, commercial disputes that arise between corporations based in different countries (Dezalay and Garth 1996). Without this system of informal dispute resolution, transnational commerce would be prohibitively expensive in terms of transaction costs. Also, national courts routinely defer to their judgments, because the parties had agreed to submit disputes to particular arbitration firms when they originally signed their contracts. 

I began to appreciate a similar range of diversity in contemporary international law. For example, the contemporary discourse on human rights generalizes controversies that were long under contestation within the Catholic Church (Lauren 2003). Also remarkable are the guild-like rules by which transnational professional associations govern themselves, including institutions of higher education, or the institutions of science. Functional regimes for the collective management of Antarctic resources or the internet are examples of voluntary forms of self-regulation or commons management (McGinnis and E. Ostrom 2007). 
Ostrom (1991, 240-243) argued that the uniquely complex system of governance being built in the European Union shares a close family resemblance to that of the Holy Roman Empire, with its loose collection of diverse political units, including cities with remarkable levels of autonomy and dynamism. Although rarely given much credit today for being a remote ancestor to the EU, the Holy Roman Empire was an especially eclectic blend of institutional arrangements in which it was standard practice, for example, for a free city to host the coronation of an elected Emperor. 
Ostrom’s vision of a polycentric order within Western Europe resonated with observations by other prominent scholars. For example, in his influential study of the development of an international society based on Western conceptualizations of sovereignty, Hedley Bull (1977: 254) makes a fascinating reference to the potential emergence of what he terms a “neo-medieval order” characterized by “overlapping authority and multiple loyalty.” This latter phrase closely resembles the “overlapping jurisdictions and multiple authorities” that define the basic logic of polycentric governance (Ostrom, Tiebout, and Warren 1961; McGinnis 1999a, 1999b, 2000).

Bull points in the direction of polycentricity, even though his own analysis falls short by remaining primarily state-centric. Sovereign states remain the primary inhabitants of Bull’s international society, and these states are primarily responsible for constructing the institutions of war and international law to resolve their disputes. 
Finding more effective ways to resolve conflicts of interest in a peaceful manner remains the central problem for international relations and indeed for all kinds of governance. A pluralistic arrangement of formal and informal means of dispute resolution is an essential component of polycentric governance, in which private, voluntary, and public forms of governance are closely intertwined, all the way from local communities to the global level.
Governance Networks and Missing Institutions
To sustain a viable system of self-governance, groups of all kinds must be encouraged and empowered to develop their own ways of resolving disputes and of working together to achieve whatever objectives they share in common. In their classic statement of the nature of polycentricity, Ostrom, Tiebout, and Warren (1961) articulated a vision of governance in which political authorities, each acting on the behalf of constituent groups of varying sizes and composition, could provide (select) goods and services desired by these groups either by producing them directly or by arranging for their production by private corporations or other entities. In addition, individual members of communities could themselves participate in the production of essential goods and services, in a process known as co-production. Attention must also be given to the mechanisms by which these processes were financed and especially to the rules that specified permissible actions by each type of organizational actor. The authors realized that coordination among all these actors would pose a challenge, but thought that the coordination costs were more than offset by the benefits. In this article published over four decades ago, Ostrom and his collaborators laid out all of the essential components for the policy networks or systems of network governance that later researchers came to realize play such an important role in so many areas of public policy (Goldsmith and Eggers 2004).

The foundational principle of polycentric governance is to make creative use of the complementary strengths of diverse forms of organization: complex networks of nested general public jurisdictions and overlapping arrays of specialized public, private, voluntary and community organizations for the selection, implementation, and financing of policies at local, subnational, national, regional, and global levels. General political jurisdictions at the local, provincial/state, national, regional, and global levels can contribute by specializing on those public goods and services that are most efficiently produced or provided for at their own distinction scale of aggregation. Yet these neatly stacked levels of a federal system also need to be complemented by making sure that citizens have ready access to specialized units of governments that cross standard jurisdictional boundaries. Hooghe and Marks (2001, 2003) call general purpose and specialized jurisdictions Type I and Type II institutions, respectively, and they conclude both need to be in place for a governance system to be effective, especially in the long term. 
In addition, a polycentric system of governance must reach out beyond purely political organizations to incorporate the unique contributions of voluntary associations, community-based organizations, and even private corporations. Hybrid organizations such as producer cooperatives, which cannot be located within any single sector of the public economy, must also be considered when appropriate. In sum, polycentric governance is both cross-sectional and multi-level. 
One key insight of this network governance approach is that no one type of organization can achieve its full potential without the complementary support of organizations from other sectors (Lichbach 1996, E. Ostrom 2005). Just setting up a market in private goods is no guarantee of its efficiency, not if legal protection and supportive social norms remain absent. Nor can any political reformer fully achieve his or her objectives without taking into consideration the ways in which economic, social, and cultural processes will act to reinforce or to undermine these reforms.
Key implications of the logic of polycentric network governance include the following assertions: 
1. Efficient markets require secure property rights, the production of other needed public goods, the availability of voluntary self-regulation, and socio-cultural limits on commodification and exploitation.

2. Accountable governments require the involvement of an informed and vigilant citizenry embedded in dense networks of social capital, assisted by the presence of voluntary watchdogs and private sources of countervailing power.

3. To insure the continued success of self-governance, voluntary associations need to be recognized as legitimate political actors and holders of property, provided they do not deviate too far from socially acceptable norms of behavior.

4. Sustainable communities require easy access to peaceful means of resolving conflicts, reasonable exit options, and at least a minimal economic rationality.

In practice, analysts or reformers attuned to this vision of networked or polycentric governance train themselves to look for missing institutions. For many economists any observed inefficiency in public policy can be explained by identifying a missing market in some particular good or type of information. Institutional analysts look more broadly for gaps in the coverage provided by institutions from all sectors and all levels and types of governance.

For example, Vincent Ostrom drew my attention to an important missing piece in the overall structure of international law. In The Federalist, Hamilton asserted that the central government must be able to reach down to the individual level. If not, then only collective punishments could be enacted and there would be no way to assign responsibility to individuals or to hold each person accountable for his or her own deeds (Ostrom 1987, 36-41). With the establishment of regional war crimes tribunals and especially the International Criminal Court (ICC), institutions of international law that were originally designed to specify the rights and obligations of sovereign states towards each other are increasingly being used to attribute responsibility to leaders as individuals. More generally, the institutions and principles of public international law are now routinely used by a wide array of interest groups, environmental activists, and human rights organizations. All this adds up to a rapidly evolving system of governance at the global level, albeit with important gaps remaining.
Recent years have seen considerable ferment in the area of international law as new institutions of global governance are being crafted. A discourse on potentially universal human rights has emerged through which some shared community of understanding of basic moral values may ultimately emerge (Lauren 2003). Ostrom saw this coming, too, in his portrayal of the Golden Rule, in all its many forms, as expressing a common moral standard shared by virtually all religious traditions (Ostrom 1991, 34-41; 1997, 180-184). As we shall see in the next section, Ostrom has long emphasized that institutional analysts need to more fully understand the fundamental importance of religion in the constitution of order in human societies. 
Recognizing Religion’s Contributions to Governance
In both Law and Revolution and The Cheyenne Way, religious traditions provided an essential foundation upon which these diverse systems of dispute resolution were built. Throughout his written work, Vincent Ostrom stresses the critical importance of religion as a foundation for the epistemic order needed to sustain democratic self-governance (see especially Ostrom 1990b; 1991, 53-68; 1997, 196-200). His view goes way beyond Tocqueville’s well-known appreciation for the importance of religion as a primary political institution in the American republic (Tocqueville 1969, 287-292). 
Ostrom considers Hobbes’ reliance on the natural punishment of God as the sole means of disciplining a sovereign’s excesses (Ostrom 1990b, 169-170) to be much less compelling than the Biblical image of Jacob wrestling with God (Ostrom 1990b, 187-188; 1997, 197-198), which Ostrom interpreted to be an exemplar of contestation. Ostrom uses this image to argue that right kind of religious belief can provide an essential ingredient in the creative artisanship of self-governance. Once we realize that no one person can know everything about the universe, or even be certain about the nature of God, each of us needs to listen attentively to the arguments and judgments of our fellow human beings, if we are to jointly govern ourselves. 
For Ostrom this realization constitutes the essential meaning of the Golden Rule, a moral precept common to many religious traditions (Ostrom 1991, 35-41; 1997, 180-184). In contrast, political ideologues who believe they can see the Truth produce only monumental disasters, as exemplified in the French Revolution and in 20th century Marxist dictatorships, which Ostrom aptly described as great experiments and monumental disasters (Ostrom 1997, 190-193). Our language necessarily shapes the way we see the world, and for Ostrom language and religion are deeply bound up with each other and with the constitution of order in human society. 
Ostrom highlights the role of religion in shoring up fundamental epistemic order, but religious organizations themselves are also worthy of careful consideration by institutional analysts. Whether or not they are ultimately grounded in supernatural forces, religious organizations, as they exist here and now, are human artifacts crafted to facilitate the realization of shared goals by particular groups sharing a common understanding of the meaning and implications of their religious faith. As such, rational choice theory offers a productive way to study the organizational manifestations of religious beliefs and behaviors (Stark and Finke 2000). 

Any application of rationality to questions of faith remains highly controversial. Even Vincent Ostrom (1997, 99) argues that some human values are simply not reducible to consideration in terms of utility. I prefer to phrase it differently, by saying that believers enjoy rewards when they follow the dictates of their faith, or, alternatively, suffer consequences when their own behavior falls short of their religious ideals. As such their daily choices concerning the own expression of their faith convey intangible benefits or costs to them.  Individual believers make choices based on both practical and religious dimensions of utility. Since these two need not always point in the same direction, individual believers are forced to make tradeoffs between desired goals. 

Utility functions can incorporate both tangible and intangible perceptions of benefit and cost (E. Ostrom 2005, 146-148), and religious belief provides a foundation for a more systematic analysis of at least some aspects of intrinsic utility. These perceptions need to be formed and nurtured, which helps explain why teaching doctrine and monitoring the behavior of their followers constitutes such a large proportion of the effort expended by religious leaders. Norms need to be promulgated by agents of an organization, and rules enforced by agents assigned that responsibility. For such an organization to be religious there not be explicit reference to any particular supernatural being, but there must be a shared understanding that certain beliefs, norms, rules, or punishments relate to supernatural factors that can never be fully ascertained in the here and now. 

In summary, then, a faith based organization (or FBO) is an organization for which the intrinsic benefits or role expectations defined by its constituent norms or the tangible consequences defined by its constituent rules have some relationship to an intrinsically intangible dimension of religious faith. 

Political Consequences of Religious Choice
All this is potentially relevant to politics because oftentimes the manifestations of an individual’s faith extend beyond participation in worship to also engage in activities that have demonstrable effects, for good or ill, on others. To use the appropriate technical term, activities of faith-based organizations generate externalities to which other actors might respond. Those discomforted by the activities of religious organizations will naturally complain to their own public officials. These officials, in turn, can try to shape the incentives of the agents of faith-based organizations so as to enhance their positive effects and discourage continued generation of negative externalities (McGinnis 2006). Any manipulation of the transaction costs faced by believers operating in the political realm necessarily affects the shape of the organizations they construct to aid them in their efforts. However, as Adam Smith realized in The Wealth of Nations (1976, 317-322), a certain degree of subtlety is required if the political manipulation of the motives of religious actors is to have any chance of success.

Prominent among positive externalities are benefits that disadvantaged groups receive from the assistance offered them by disinterested religious actors: charities, clinics, and other programs of public service. Many of the largest and most innovative international NGOs involved in development assistance or humanitarian relief are closely associated with particular denominations or broader religious traditions example (Kniss and Campbell 1997; Nichols 1988, Benthall and Bellion-Jourdan 2003, McCleary 2004). Public authorities may enter into contractual arrangements to encourage these activities, and to direct them towards desired beneficiaries. In response, congregations and faith communities of various traditions tend to establish separate service-based organizations to engage in these public services, and it is these organizations in partnership with public authorities that most observers refer to when they use the term faith-based organization (Berger 2003, Ebaugh et al. 2003). Despite the common perception of a cherished “wall of separation” between church and state in the U.S. (Davis 2001), religious and political organizations have long engaged with each other in networks of practical policy partnerships (Chaves 1998, 2004, Ebaugh et al. 2003, Monsma 1996, Smith and Sosin 2001, Wuthnow 2004).
The term faith-based organization (or FBO) incorporates two sub-categories: (1) congregations and other faith-centered (or faith community) organizations and (2) faith-based service organizations. The former category includes organizations directly related to worship, however that core ingredient of religion is interpreted. The term congregation has been used by several researchers to denote primary faith communities of all religious tradition, especially in the United States, where this originally Christian form of organization has been adopted by those of other faiths (Chaves 2004, Ammerman 2005). Denominations are the classic form of secondary level organization among faith communities, but at higher (tertiary) levels of organization no single term seems appropriate (Demerath et al. 1998). Membership and full participation in a congregation or faith community organization can convey a powerful sense of meaning and belonging to individuals. Any form of community can have profound effects on an individual’s sense of identity, yet there seems something uniquely complete or fulfilling about religious faith, according to the reports of believers (James 1997). 

Congregations and other faith-centered organizations may closely resemble community-based organizations, but faith-based organizations engaged in the delivery of public services more closely fit the profile of third sector or civil society organizations. It is this latter type of organizations that act in close partnership with public agencies and private corporations in networks of service delivery. 

This same type of activity takes place in more informal manifestations. For example, Islamic mosques frequently serve as centers for the delivery of community services of various kinds, especially the care of widows or orphans (Kuran 2001, Alterman et al. 2005). Even though formal service organizations are rarely established, the impact on local communities can be substantial. Indeed, it is their attention to the actual needs of their surrounding communities that has made some Islamic groups especially attractive whenever open elections are held (Esposito 1992). Since governments in this part of the world rarely deliver many social services to their own population, further successes of Islamic-based political parties should be expected to occur as democratization spreads throughout this region (Benthall 2003, Roy 2000). More generally, Islamic law has become an increasingly important transnational legal system, even if its detailed interpretation varies widely in different countries (Marshall 2005).
A deep distaste for injustice inspires many believers to support the rights of poor or marginalized groups unable to protect themselves in the political arena. In times of violent struggle, faith leaders may act in the interests of peace, by bringing warring parties together and helping them reach reconciliation of their differences (Appleby 2000). Peace and justice seeking activities are often organized around inter-faith alliances, in order to make their voice more influential in policy debates. In addition, certain faith communities, notably the Quakers and the Mennonites, define the realization of peace as a fundamental component of their system of worship. These and other historic peace churches play unique roles as relatively unbiased facilitators of peace in many parts of the world, and many individual believers and faith-based organizations are involved in diverse forms of diplomacy and peace-building (Johnston 2003, Johnston and Sampson 1994).

Faith-based organizations may also engage in political activism in defense of the interests and policy preferences of their own membership, in the form of interest group lobbying, voter mobilization, or working in alliance with political parties (Wald and Calhoun-Brown 2006). Under conditions of legal pluralism, such as in India (Larson 2001), for example, each major religious community may act to protect the legitimacy of its own system of personal law. In rare but sometimes spectacular cases, faith-based political activism takes violent form. Clearly, religious belief can be transmuted into support for a wide range of political goals and methods (Appleby 2000).
For some believers, the core concern is to spread their faith, no matter what the political ramifications may be. Christian evangelicals, for example, are convinced that their Lord commands them, in the Great Commission, to spread the Gospel to all peoples of the world (Barnett 2005 a,b). Over a span of several centuries, Christian missionaries have enjoyed remarkable successes in many parts of the developing world and, as a consequence, Christianity has evolved into a truly global religion (Jenkins 2003, McGinnis 2007). Yet overly aggressive proselytism can generate negative externalities and potentially intense political controversies. 
Proselytism-driven politics can take different forms, depending on the configuration of relations among proselytizers, their targeted group, other religious organizations, and political authorities in both home and target countries (Grim and Finke 2006, McGinnis 2006). Connections between proselytism and other motives can be subtle and even intentionally hidden. In the tentmaker strategy or creative-access platforms advocated by some evangelical missionary organizations in which individuals covertly proselytize while officially being in country to deliver aid, build a business, or teach (Barnett 2005a,b). Such duplicity naturally deepens suspicion. Two recent cases are noteworthy. First, Indonesian officials complained about faith-based humanitarian aid organizations responding to the December 2004 tsunami by converting orphans under their care or including Bibles in aid packages (Casey 2005). Second, in April 2006 the global news media catapulted to (temporary) celebrity status one Abdul Rahman, an Afghan who faced execution for his conversion to Christianity. Rahman had converted years earlier “while working as a medical aid worker for an international Christian group helping Afghan refugees in the Pakistani city of Peshawar” (Cooney 2006). 
In an especially complex configuration of political interests, evangelical Christian leaders worked with secular human rights activists and other groups to convince Congress to pass the International Religious Freedom Act of 1998, which requires the State Department to issue a detailed yearly report on all violations of religious rights in other countries throughout the world (Hertzke 2004). Since public officials in Russia, China, India and many other countries deeply resent aggressive proselytism among their own peoples, similar controversies seem certain to arise more frequently in the future (Cozad 2005, Fore 2002, Gunn 2000, Marthoz and Saunders 2005, Potter 2003, Witte and Bourdeaux 1999). 

Perhaps the most critical contribution of religion to governance is its role as a source of countervailing moral authority. In an influential critique of the widespread tendency among political analysts to misunderstand religion as a purely individual matter when religions are instead fundamentally communal in nature, Stephen Carter articulates the political implications of religion in a succinct and powerful manner. 

Religions are in effect independent centers of power, with bona fide claims on the allegiance of their members, claims that exist alongside, are not identical to, and will sometimes trump the claims to obedience that the state makes. … A religion, in this picture, is not simply a means for understanding one's self, or even of contemplating the nature of the universe, or existence, or of anything else. A religion is, at its heart, a way of denying the authority of the rest of the world; it is a way of saying to fellow human beings and to the state those fellow humans have erected, "No, I will not accede to your will." (Carter 1993, 35, 41, italics in original)

Precisely because of its deep roots outside the standard realm of politics, religion can serve as a uniquely efficacious constraint on the excessive partisanship so characteristic of many struggles for political power. When appropriately deployed, religion can reconcile former enemies and draw connections between peoples living in different political jurisdictions. In this way, religion can serve as an essential sinew of peace and good governance.

In sum, faith-based organizations make significant contributions to policy at the global level, specifically in the areas of humanitarian assistance, development aid, peace-building, human rights, and the promotion of democracy and justice. Although typically ignored by theorists of international relations, the import of these organizations becomes evident once one looks at global governance from a broader perspective. No matter what our own religious convictions may be, we, as institutional analysts, have a professional responsibility to recognize and appreciate the unique contributions made by all types of governance institutions. As scholars we should strive to help sustain the capacity of local, national, and global communities to devise effective institutional arrangements, including organizations originally instituted for primarily religious purposes. 
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