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Preface
 

The recent movements toward democracy in many areas of the world 
have brought the United States a growing number of requests for assis­
tance from governments that are undergoing transitions to new, more open 
forms of society. Finding the appropriate U.S. role requires addressing 
complex and sometimes controversial questions: Can we identify the major 
elements that characterize effective democratic societies? Can we identify 
the critical steps necessary to support the transition to such societies? 
What are the major threats to achieving and maintaining democratic 
societies? What can the U.S. government, and particularly A.I.D., do to 
help countries move toward a more enduring type of democracy? 

The intellectual and policy challenges posed by these questions formed 
the core of a workshop, "The Transition to Democracy," held by the 
Commission on Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education (CBASSE) 
of the National Research Council with the sponsorship of the Agency for 
International Development. A.I.D. is in the midst of rethinking its basic 
strategies, exploring how its programs can most effectively foster and 
support the development of democratic political and economic processes 
and institutions. This workshop was an important part of the process of 
developing new "democratic initiatives." 

Antonio Gayoso, Agency Director of the Human Resources Director­
ate of A..D.'s Bureau of Science and Technology, conceived the workshop 
and brought the idea to CBASSE. CBASSE invited some 20 experts who 
represent a variety of fields--including political science, sociology, 
economics, and legal studies--as well as people actively involved in 
programs to foster democracy in various parts of the world, for a 2-1/2 day 
meeting in October 1990. The workshop was organized around a series of 
plenary sessions and small group discussions. The plenary sessions 
provided the opportunity to discuss general issues in the transition to 
democracy. The small groups permitted participants to explore these 
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concepts through discLssions of SIVCif;C ir<tilutiOns, processes, and 
problems central to liansilions, and also t examine how well these ideas 
applied to particular regions and countries. 

These procecdings include the introductory remarks from A.I.D. offi­
cials, edited transcripts of each of' the plenary lalks, Srrrllruarics of' tile 
plenary discussions, and summaries of* the rcpolrts of cach of, Ore working 
sessions. Neither ('BASSI- nor A.I.!). expected conscnsus among tihe 
speakers and palicipants, nor did they set ul to discver a miodc of 1a 

"deni( icracV" Ira t would work in the salllt ve iwa,Ccrv s'ict v. ihesem 
issues are the subjctl of inten,c, continuing dcbatc ard redefinition. 
Nonethreless, w., bclieve that the workshop dcntilied irnuaril ;llares of, 
agrecrierir arid illutlrnilCd tie major issucs and a;r,uLicsl, that should be 
part of' any attempt tI understand dllocracy and Io dcvch[p poliLies to 
promote it. 

h'Ie Commtlissioi wiihcs it) cXlic s its grltitude" to staff ri,.tlll ts Jo 
Iluslbands and toclrl NI;lstcika ftu- dCvCloping tel vorkpll mird fo0r pro­
ducing these ,eiris t who worked w\itfh tlicl inl.rocand Mary ThoIm as 

planiliri :arid org-rni/iig the inCCtirg. ,"r.ehec Fisher helped pliclc
the I~rtc.cdil!,,, ll'inc h ' hCditCd and producel tire 1in[':1l rln: u­

script, intd FTugCria (ohrnIrin prv,'idcl editorial superviCion and ifool 
advice. Oii the A.1I). side, Riibert Nlc'('l, uk dvird tire arid re­
rv1CtdOrus intellcctu;l CnCrey to thC t]Csii arid decvlupncit oI tie work­
shop, while Johrn ()'Doniell, -rici Citvyrnd, aid (icrrv lritanr crmlrilurted 
tirIoug iitut tO it, succsSil Cvolurtioi. Withtout theirCfoltt, ire inCclirrt 
would nellict. .irrlVC occureLI nor stUrcdcel. 

Special thainks, are due to coihlairs Chliarles Tilly arid Sidicv \orba, 

Whose wise C(OLrisCl thlrurglrort tic iaMtriring process and sl'lair leadership 
at the woirkslop helpcd fIoster tire candid aind cordial torc rI* tile dis-
CLtSSiOnis illd drawI,ort thie kcy issues. Finally, tire wlrkslo i palticiparts 
dcsCvC specCial thanks Ir comiino to \'asliimtoiii un rclitlivclv sh r nrtice 
to give lalks and ICid wrkirre scsrinis that wc bclievc provided gcrruirc 
insights arid buill iirpotlant brid es bClwCei sCla s ard prlaClilioiCI'rs Wirt 
share a ('011r1r11r1i CrlrClr for finldfirrI%waysI to nltur' arid Sip)ot tire irw 
moVements toward dclrw erax' arroiuld tir WI irld. 

Robert McC. Adami.s, Chair 
Commission o lBehavioral and 
Social ScieliCes and EdUCation 
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Introduction From A.I.D. Officials
 

Antonio 	Gayoso 
Agency 	Director, Directorate for 1lunian Resources, 

Bureau for Science and Technology 

Cavoso welcond tile grou p and comrnmented thai, for him, tihe reasons 
for this workshop were as simple as they were complex. Simple, because 
we are not qucstioning whether democracy, as a form of government, is 
desirable; it is accepted th:at it is. Complex, because the concept of 
demlocracy-N' is not monolilhic.' ratlhcr, it rcsponds in many ways to tle necds 
and desires of' [he people, if freely CxprCssiblC. Political aid Conm)lic 
freedom go hand in hand; political and economic development are in-
Separable. Both are essential for broad-based social and economic 
progress, for just Isprsperilytvwit hout democracy will altoost certainly be 
inequitablc, dcmocracv wilhtl prosperity will almost never be SuStaiI.l 

The last 5 years has aItlcxtr:rillarv serics (d,eveits.all Illiainv 
coutlleis, rallgillg fr"om1 Latin America to Estern l-uI'opc, hii :\fric" wu 
Asia, the will of the people, expressed illdiflrCnlt ways, has resulted ill 
manly countries moving toward more open alld participat1ory political and 
ecllonic systems. These events rccinp;:isi/e the fat that the birth of 
dcmra can on1lv be the result of decisions and actions takell Iw ite 
peoplc thcniscl\Cs. 

There have been similar, allhough less dramatic swings in the past. 
We have learued the hird way, he argued, that democracy, )art icularlv 
when young and new, can he very fragile arid perislubalc as it emerges from 
dictatorship, tyranny, or chaos. Democracies arCnot only dilicult to huild, 
but also dilicull to maintain. The long-term sustainability ()Ithe new 
experiments rCllains uI1n'CItin1. sti.itCsteCd there is still multlCh(;aI,'())SO that.1l 
to learn about how transitions to democracv besth ['be aboutcan fIcilitated: 
hlow underlying social, political, and economic instit utiMns should be 
ltluretlrd; about how economic growth aild political development ire inter­

twined; about which outside interventions will be most effective; and a)oLut 
whal approaches to( dcmocratitation are 0(most appropriate lor which 
settings and in which order. 

The workshop is concerned with the role A.I.D. can play in facilitating 



democratization. Many believc that, as a foreign assistance agency, A.I.D. 
needs to operate wit hin an agreed-upon basic conce)t ual franework of 
dernocracy that clcarly identifies long term and systemic objectives fkrr on r 
efforts in derocrat izalion. Individual interventions in an appropriate 
Sequence, consistent witi that framework, can then be form ulared. 

In ever country and even, region of Ikfe world A.1.D. faces unni(LIC and
difflicult challenges. InI Latin America an the Caribbean, de:pite much 
progress, some countries remain intractably authoritarian. And, ineven 
settings of almost uninagined success, tie transition to democracy remains 
poorly linked tI cconoinic progress, as recent news stories on Nicaraguaand Panamat tltest. In Asia--thc scene of most rapid cononic growlh-­
promising beginnings are evenevident, in such countries is Canbodialand 
Vie.lla lll. 13U t p it icll progress also renmai ns uneven, reverses reimain 
common, and Iradilions of political freedom remain thin. In Airica, on the 
other haiid, politic'.l freedoms remain large)l nMnxistenl, hut ()pportunilies
aid the willinIIgess to take polilicail risks Ire rowirg. I lowever, Ahrica 
also eIIC()IIIpaSS Some o hfe 'orild's most illracltable problems of* po'­
erlv, tribalism, warflare, and statc-dminated economic collapse.

The vorkshop will riot--and canno--try to solve all of the specil'ic 
problers A.I.1). 'ill encounter around the world. It will not definestandard solutions. It Will be hCl)fLl if the workshop is able tolhighlighi
the valuCs, inlherenl in our society, that we are projecting; if it can idenilfy
those precepts that are simply not negotiable as A.I.D. deals will other 
count ries, such as respect for hmlari righs; if the workshop can deline the
broad objectcyes A.l.l).'s program seeks; and if it can build recognition Ihll
 
success and slabilitv in this area are mostly a 
long-term l)roliosition. 

Ricl/i 'd Bissell 
Assistant Admirnistrator, Bu reau for Science and Technology 

The Assistant Administrator began hy commenting on the importance

of remnembering 
 tlie immense diversity of I lie American experience with 
democrac,, from New England town meetings to statewide rcferenda in
 
California. This marlers hecause it nmeas we have tha:n
more a single
American model to offer he world, and becaurse we inevitably hring our 
own varied experiences and biases to this enterprise. 

Bissell noted the :. irnese changes that have taken fileplace ill world 
over the past tll years. \Vhen President Reagan spoke ahouLt tile imroP)r­
lance of encoura ging demo1 cracy at Westminster in 1982, many wondered 
Why [ lie president was taking fle lime to mention such a hopeless cause. 
By the end of the decade, tlie spread of dcnocracy had captured the 
world's imaginiation. commentedlie that "democracy" includes niany 



things--processes, people, institutions--and requires insights from many 
disciplines--econonlics, psychology, political science, and sociology. In 
trying to support democratic development, one mliuSt remenmber that many 
of our goals, such as effective governance, will only be created over the 
long term; getting elected is the easy part. 

Promot ing democracy will be a central part of U.S. foreign policy for 
many years. Bissell commented that he could not imagine a foreign assis­
lailce act without programs to support democracy. The challenge now is 
ito give meaning to "democracy," to find a definition that is inclusive-­
cerlaniy more inclusive than it has been in the past--yet discrete enough 
to build programs around. Bissell then introduced a video with greetings 
and introductory remarks from the A.I.D. Administrator. 

Ronald JV. Roskens 
Administrator 

I can't think of anything more tirnely than tie gathering of this dis­
tinrgu ished group of s.holars and practitioners to rellect on sonic of tie 
most significant changes in and challenges for development since the 
avalanche of African independence il tie 1960s. I regret not being with 
"you. It is perhaps ironic that the reason I cannot join you is a trip to 
review our programs in Eastern Europe. 

The democratic torrent of the past 2 years--from the d ranatic demo­
lition of the Berlin Wall to the grass roots corstruction of Constitutional 
governmient in Nicaragua--has produced changes that are startling and 
profound. What President 13ush has called he 'new wind" of democracy 
both feeds our hopes for the future aind presents us vith Herculean 
challenges. I know many of'(you have worked in depth oii the issues that 
conir'n u.;. 'our work, together with that of the U.S. government, has 
been all imporcint part of the changes occurring around the globe. 

Now our search for understanding inmpels us to ask what Ariierica call 
do to further tie process of democratization ir thee mtiierging dermocracies. 
Certain investments, we know, produce results. Tens of thousands of 
peo)le from developing countrics have been trained in this cotllr-­
hundreds of thousands, if we count privately supported students. We have 
invested heavily arid corn inuC to invest in literacy progranis and in 
education at all levels in developing countries--primary education aind 
ed ucation for women and girls being a partiCulhar challenge today. We 
have worked assiduoursly with the volinteer sector to increase participation 
at tie grass roots level in both rural aind urban settings. We have 
streigtheried legislative systeris aid local judiciary bodies. And, at last 
count, the Agenw has sponsored 137 projects that have, in one way or 
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another, addrcssed the canseL o0fjustice, the rule of law, and tle ilstiluttfonS 
of' den1cracv. 

Beyond Ihese programnmatic accomliplshreii we\toutvts, explore the' 

underlying precepts (4 democracv, to understand its fundainlentls, to 
examine how it cVo)lve's. It iscritical to grapple with the question of where 
to start in initialtini or stre ngilhen ing the de m cr:tic proc)CS. It is 
imporant to know the sienifiClrrCC of working in countries at dillcrent 

lagCes of* economlic and polilical development. And wc know that democ­
racy is not without its threats. Iam pleased to see that you a1e resolvcd 
to idcniif these thrcats and how to avoid or coilfrort thell. 

In closing, Icongralulate tlhe (ommission il lBelavirr:l and Social 
SciencCs ad .11Fucal(01ioad Ihe National Research Colin cil fmr assernlblini L 
such aIdistitlcuikhCd gl1i )fc'xp(Jrts. I also want to offcr an obscrvallion 
and atcoili itinient. irsl,the ohscrvalion: Duriic theI 1()99s, [Ile Unlited 
Stalts A CRT' -ncrtmliona'lI DCvCloleCnl will be involved itt a brolad 
array of' dmocracy-building i t'arllls. Ibelicve we have a responsibillity 
to the dcmocracv-scckcrs aroulld the ghbe to hasc our cf orls and p[o­
cframlS O1l Sonlld, rigroons rese!rch illtthe critical iSSueS and (ILIustiotlS
with wlich you will gr: lph'lill this , rkshop. Alild, tire coMrirllleill: I 
promise vuo111t1a the findin, of, tihis workshop will be widely disseminatcd 
wilhin A.l.l). :rd will be ai1 ill1(lrtatl partl ff Mitr effort to SulIp)rl
(lCllrCratic i)IrrcesS--a p)ocess I intend to purs.uc with vigor. Iwish Von 
SU.CSs ill iportantyuirrll deliberatiotls ald tll:k VOLI for your willirre'iess 
to participate. 



What is a Democracy?
 
Plenary Session I
 

Politics 
Jane Alamsriidgqe 

Why do we want democraq? I can give you one of many reasons: 
this finding is absolutely cxtrrordinary, bu democracies do not fight one 
another. Democracies are not more )eaceful than other political en­
tities--it is just that t'iev do not scem to fight one another. One could, ill 
fact, argue talI since l1I6, no democracy has lo1t11 anotlcr democracy. 
In order to make thlt stalccnt, it is ntcessai'y to plC.sumc that Geimally 
under the Kaiser in W\orld War I \Vas a Iuortrchy., that (Glalll;nv under 
I filler ':ISI dictattofrship., and 11at leha11n in P)07 was.a militailV 
,ovrnnme l.t it accepls IlIC.SC l)rcsJn opltiO)l-, thln ()Ine couldIhow\vccr, one 
sa\ concilusivclv that since 1-1h not a sinelecdmcnocraicy has loutlht I war 
a ainst anot)ther (ICniomicvidi '. 

This finding is quite a Icent1 discoverv abont walrs liong nalions, and 
it is backed up by anthropolotical data on s)cictic: that havc nor polilical 
ofg~allization, bc\ond tlhe local communitV. If you look at the dala Irorl' 
the Yale Illman Relations Area Filcs on IS6 sociCtics, you find that tie 
more people in individual -otuumilics within a society participate in 
Colullitv decisions, the less fighting there is amuong colltulitics illthat 
society. Also, the easicr it is to rcllove Colllitllritv leaders, the less 

II t cotumunities. Yale get 
corr.lations of .7 between decllricy and an absClce of lighlin!, which is 
a \'ery sting relationship in anrlrtropolocical data. But nobody has much 
idea why this rclatio shilp exists. 

This relatively recent discoverv is a sCtcldil)itoLts stnITitbling onto a 
very strong relationship. When it was first discocred about I) years ago, 
it sent eve rybod inlto a ti/zAy; nobtdv could bclievc it. Researchers have 
tried to figure it out a(., as yct, (hey have riot tellll \'ery' far. Tlre Yale 
antlhropological dala are ISVet tunpublished; the scholars \vowrking (t it are 
only hallway through their analysis. 

Because we do not know why this rclariOtship holds, we cannot ask 
whalt the crtcialIinstitutions re in Idenocracy that pir-ducc this result. 
What is it abiout democracy that leads to what I l)ICSLIIIIC is for iOst Of LiS 

fighting thlc is allmong 'los, l Thc-,c scholars 



this desired end? We should he asking what specific kinds of things exist 
in a deiocrat.T that get us what we want. This nay be a miiore helpful way 
of thinking about democracy than the metaphysical qucstion of "'Vhat is 
democracy?" It my be better to ask, "What in deniocrac' brings aboul the 
ends we want?" rather than "What is it in some platonic, ideal wo)rld?" 

What is this second, equally or more imiportant practical reason I'r 
wanting democracy? Because democracy embodies widely held ideals-­
freedom of expression, global equality--and becaMuse it meets deeply fell 
needs--such as the nced to be part of larger decisions contributring to (inc'S 
life, and the need to he listened to--dcnmocra v is able to produce peaceful, 
lecgitimate decisions about a larger number of mattars that might otherwise 
end in disruptive conflict. 

You could say that democracy helps us to lose peceftUlly. Whe never 
there is a conflict, it is likely that somcbody is going to lose. Sorietimes 
both parties lose, bcth parties give something up. But to the extent that 
democracy is about conflict, , hiich it Often is, it is about losing. A good 
democracy will help people lose well, and losing well, to ii mind, includes 
losing peacefully. 

Because we Ihave kmvn fr a long tile that Ieniocracy produces tie 

peaceful resolution of conllict within nationS, we are further along in 
identifying the faCtures in democracy thIit help produce this Cnd. Two of 
those fCaurc, are fairness .and participatini. Even convicted crirninals 
support the system that convicts ihen wheln tley believe the process to be 
fair. If \'ou try to measure support nlong crinimials f0r the Crininal jus­
rice syvsten in thc United States, \ou find that support is ntrch higher 
aIong people who thought the ssneni was fair than arlinic people who 
siply got off. Srmetirnes criminals will even say, "The svs:iLm's no good 
because it let Me 0Tl." PaIrt (fdemocracV's lnCss is that we acceptuseftI Call 
loss if we think losing is fair. 

Ns for participation, let us look at the criminal justice systetii again. 
Americans prefer informal, ot1-of-Court procedures to forma legal ones. 
Why? Because in Ile informal procedures they get to have tlir say in­
stead of a laxvyer speaking for them. Even whenr the case goes ag'.irst 
theni, they are more satisfied because they have bcen licard. They have 
had a voice. Manricinlit studies also show that whiniciplo .vces partici­
pare in making a touh or tunpopIlar decision, they arc more likely to 
accept the results. When manacement makes the decision alone, erii­
ployces are niore, likely to quit or to call in sick. 

Participation works his way for a while, cn in cases of pseudo­
participation where mana gernent has rigged all the riunrbers so that even 
after employee participation, rmnagemen ge:s the answer that they wanted 
all along. But people learn. Citizens in the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia 
do not have much eilthusiasm for tlic idea of participation anymore, 
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bccause they are used to it being rigged. But ,gcnuine participation and 
fair procedures can legitimate hard decisions. It can help people live with 
losing. 

It is largely the ideals of dmocracy that help us lose gracefully. We 
say to ourselves that although we have lost, tile fAirness of the process fits 
our ideal of what democracy should be. 

But we have, I believe, two ideals , " 'enocracy: one based on con­
flict, tile other on commonality. And these two ideals are sonewhat in 
tension; to some degree they are even contradiclory. We need both, but 
we need to realize they are conflicting ideals. In fact, democrac, as it is 
pracliced in the United States and Western Europe today is a hybrid of 
these two ideals. In one vision of democracy, tle system creates fair 
procedures for resolving conflicts of interest. In another vision, somewhat 
in tension with tile first, the sVstCll encourages deliberation abouL how 
best to promote the common good. The intellectuils in (the newly denoc­
ratizing nations of Central Europe recognize this tension betler than we 
do. As East Germany was democratiziing, tile New o'urk imes reported 
a growing gap between "dissidents who had formed groups like New ForUill 
wilh a notion of democracy as a process of well-meaning discussion in 
which tile universal good was the shared goal, and political lprlie , in West 
and East Germany whose prinmry goal was to win the elections." 

Practicing polilicians in America and Western Europe tend to under­
stand democracy in only one of these two ways, the conflict-based way. 
For them, democracy is ar adversary system that aSSUMes conflicting 
interests. The systern sets up fair procedural rules under which each side 
attempts to win. Polilical scientists in tile Western democracies also 
describe politics in this way, :is who gets what in a lair fighi. 

But American :rnd Eu rope:i philosophers who discuss democracy 
usually emphasize it:s delibcrative character. In deliberative democraw, 
citizens talk with one another about public probletls. Their talk can 
certainly be raucous and full of conflict; it can turn on opinion as well as 
fact, it can draw oi e moion as well as reason. But tile talk in deliberative 
democracy often aimis at a cointiioi "How canil our dis­iI good. we work out 
agree men ts?" "I-How can we get this thing that we all want done, done 
efficiently?" Every manager is familiar wilh this kind of deliberation. It 
works through persuasion, not too"er. And in faci, polilicians iln tie 
United States practice not only the politics of powcr, but also the politics 
of persuasio>n for tile contlion good in their legislative roles. Recent 
research in political science is uncovering tile exter r of tIis "Collollti 
interest" behavior, even ann ig politicians who, when asked direcily, would 
probably deny it because they want to be "realists" and to see themnselves 
as strong actors in a conllictual se'tinv. 

Believe it or not, politicians are often .'.:tL.. crating with tihe common 
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good as an end. It is true that rhetoric invoking the common good often 
masks self-interest, or tie interest of a particular group or Ilocality. But 
realism that stresses self-inlerest cannot explain how the concern witli the 
conmon good--which acts as a glue for democracy--came to exist aid pre­
vail in some contexts. 

When we promote democracy in other countries, We nust be careful 
not to duplicate only the West's highly visible adversary institutions 
premised on conflict and designed to agt, regalc or sum individual 
preferences. We must not ignore our less visible but no less real 
deliberative institutions. We mnust encourage others to find within their 
own cultures traditions that may encourage a quality of citizen deliberalion 
that surpasses that in the West. 

The newly denlocratizing namions thus have two tasks: Ihey USt ct 
quickly to foster the aggregalive institutions that settle issues of 
fundamental contlict fai'rly o the basis of "one person one vote," but they 
also inmust provide what is not so co mmon in the \Vest, exlensive forum111s 
for deliberation in which citizens have a voice in determining the common 
good. 

To legJlilale tile very hard decisions that it will have to make, any 
newly democratizing golvernment mlust first prolect its new aggregalive 
institutiotns from the usual folms of corruption: bribcs, sluffed hallot 
boxes, inlimidation, inlctional m1liscoulls. We know hl(w to protect the 
electoral process fairly well, even though solecliles we c:nnot do it. We 
know about mllultiparty monitorino (If elections, neutral investillative 
commissions, and punishments for infractions that are fast and slrong. 
These protections help maintain confidence ilht the adversary pirocedure 
is fair. Such confidelce is absolulv critical in aICOutr\s first elections. 
Faith in tihe electoral irlcess is buill on such confidence. 

Another aspccl of leeitinmacv in adversary den(icraicv is [(Ire prohle­
niatic. In this (iltfliclt;ia], lllit, sutmngn-, agr('ative de1nn cracy, 
legitinuae-v rests (o the ptronlsitin that cach cilizcn should c(iunt for one, 
and none for imore Ohwn lne. But, od course, every democracy admils to 
gross incqualilics in polmcr dCrivCd from unequal, of ten v'astly unequal, 
ccOtllic and social rIC'Olrces. ,\s a resull, cilizets (on tihe bomill (f tihe 
socioeconomic scale often feel lhal, as one survcy in the United States put 
it, people like mC do 01lhave atny say about whal the g"verinlet does." 

In every countrv on ti globc, citizens' political resources differ 
dramaticall,. Dcn(ic'tlic institutions in newly etocratizing nations do 
not have the samlc focc of traditiorl behind thucni that is present iti most 
Vcstern democracies. If th, newly democratizing nalions canunot ciate 

institutions that consciously guard againsl excessive power among their rtew 
elites, if Ihev cannot find ways to spread pover, they may find the 
legitimacy (If their decisiolns severely undermined. 
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In terms of advcrsar\ procedural fairness, w must also realize that 
majority rule works only in polities witll many cross-cutting cleavages. 
Cross-culling Cie)VagCes eXist if, for exarrl e, in mry relationship to you I am 
on your side on soime issues, but against you Ol other issues. When 
majority rule results in certain groups being outvoted again and again on 
almost -all their major points of interest, majority rule deno'racy will riot 
work. It needs corrective measures, such as proportional representation, 
or federalisn, or Somching called "corporate federalism," whiich is 
devolving power to nonterritorial subgroups to legislate oil matters iat 
involve only them, or something that soie political scientists have called 
"consociationalism," which is dividing power and state-provided goods like
 
school and tclevision time in proportion to each ,ro)up's percentage of the
poplation. Those are absolutely necessary correctives if \'iU hav I polity 

that is segnented and lacks cross-cutting cAevi ges. If you )la to use 
straight majority rule, \'on lneed a situation in which some may be in lhe 
lliilOritV this tim1e, but in the Imajority flext lilie. and then in the minority 
again, so(they can feel "Well, win )ne, lose one." "Lose one, lose one, lose 
one, lose one, lose (oie,and Icise one" does not work. Consociati)nal, 
federal, and other supplements to i'tjority rule still (1(o not rx'wide equal 
salisfaclioll to clhnic anid other riloritV groups, bul ilt.vork better than 
winner-lake-all majority rule. 

Advrsa rv dliocracv creates winners and losers, arnd therefolre coImi­
hines quite badly with State socialism where there is only one arena ill 
which to lose, since the stac runs cvetrvhing. As stale socialist systems 
be gin to ad opt advcrisrv dlecratic pmcedures, tihey will need diversified 
political end onric s,,,,t+'nS. Tilcv \\ill need diversified political systems 
SO tllit if vont lose in Me ;:ren, VoU can turn to another arena. They will 
need a diversified economic sstcm so that "apparatlchiks" who lose in 
politics can become "entrcprcncurciiks"--as they are called these days-­
who llaV will illeconomics. 

Nh)\i ng to Wa rd adVcrsar-N' demnocracy irlelais injecting large amliounts tf 
risk into previomslv risk-a-rsc systems. The new democratizing govern­
mnits will havc to learn to live With uncertainty. Accepting uncertainty, 
losilg control ovel OutCOMCS, aiid being unable to guarantee tie protection 
of one's personal interests will require art ideological, political, and 

psychological breaikthrough for ranv citizens and bureaucrats. We all try, 
abovc all clse, to gUara llce 1he little bit of security we have. Adversary 
dennicracv, where von can Win One day and lose the next day, means losing 
that security. Pcople who havC had this sCcurity through governlent ire 
[iot going to bC VCr' Cllthusiastic about losing it. 

Institutiorializing coiltinual conilict also requires toIleralice of 
oppoisition parties. In cultures that are urrfamiliar with the peaceful 
resolution of coinflict, it is hard not to see one.s opponetlis as traitors to 
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the state. If most people with talent and administrative experience have 
collaborated in some way with an old pre-denocratic system, the impulse
to blame may breed a rhetoric of character assassination that is bound very
quickly to crodc the citizens' trust in :tny existing system of representation.
Citizens cannot be veaned from cynicism easily after decades of "facade 
politics" in which elites determined public policy behind a front of 
supposedly democratic institutions. And I refer here not only to the 
countries with which we are familiar, but to our own United States as well. 
Hungarian voters have already grown jaded. "All they do is make 
promises," says one. "Those advertisements on television, it is like a
cabar,,m, I do not believe any of them." This is a cynicism horn of facade 
politics. 

To counter that legacy of pervasive c.nicism, Western forms of aggre­
gation through representation may have to be supplenicnitd. The mostly
symbolic device of recall is important bec,: citizens can remove their 
representatives from tle legislature. There are other participatory
institutions such as national and local refercida. Most important, de­
centralizing decisions to the lowest possible level, inslituling elections and 
referenda in schools, workplaces, villages, cities, and counties would 
provide cxpcricnce in accepting conflict. As those who rULn illlocal
elections and those who vote for ihen learn to lose on some issues but 
win onl others, they should become itmore able to underslatd and bear 
losing nationally. 

These procedural methods of adversary democraci are necessary to 
produce legitimate decisions aind conditions of conflict. But they are 
insufficient to generate the individual Itranscendence of self-iterest that 
hard decisions often reulire. Advcrsary dcmocracy encourages tile partici­
pants to aim at winning rather than finding a course of action that is best 
for the whole. It diScourages listening and lends itself to short time 
horiz.ons. Like an economic market, adversary democracy legitimates tile 
pursuit of self-intcrest. Voters pursue their individunal interests by makingdemands on the political system in proportion to the intensity of their 
feelings. And )oliticia ns pursue their own interest by adopting policies 
that buy thenli as many1llV votes as possible. 

This system oi polilics as a nmarketplace ensures accountiability if it 
works properly, but it also mirrors, and perha ps encourages, a larger 
materialism. Candidates and their policies become commodities, selling
themselves or being sold. The dynamic of adver;ary democracy has tra­
ditionally made democracies incapable of the kinds of sacrifices that many
newly democratizing nations i usi now ask of their citizens. National 
unity and national sacrifice for long-run ends have in,,ead ofteln required 
a strong, even dictatorial, leader. And it would be foolish for us to think 
tnat it is just an accident that in many of these cases countries have come 
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together, sometimes t.tlhusiastically, under strong dictatorial leaders. They 
know that this is one way to produce the kind of unity and sacrifice 
needed for long-run ends. 

But citizens will sacrifice even their lives when they believe their 
sacrifices are for the conimon good. That belief can arise not just from 
deotion to a charismatic leader, but also from faith in policies arrived at 
through delibera tion that command the loyalty of those who participatc in 
creating them. For example, throughout their past struggles, many dissi­
dent groups in Eastern Europe held together through institutions that 
tostered a common colnlmitnent to the national good. One of m1y Aneri­
can friends cane back very surprised from talking to nemnbers of Solidar­
ity, and told iue, "The decision rule there is what is good for Poland." 
Much of Solidarity, in fact, operated by de flicto consensus, making 
decisions only after the members had worked their way through a delibera­
tive process that tried to enconm pass widely different points of view. The 
experience produced uiity in the struggle, widespread pract ical under­
standing of how to ta k', aIniy interests into a1CCOULi, and consequent 
willingn 'ss to live with the results of decisions. 

This bottorn-up praclice in deliberative denmocracy inay give Poland tin 
edge over the iher newly democratizing nations in the use of dilocracv 
to make hard decisions. Now Polaid has entered into a more classic 
adversary process and we will see how they play iOut the tensions between 
their earlier deliheraitive process and their new electoral adversary process. 

I would argue that whenever possible, participato,' institutions should 
bring together citizens Of opposing views in circI nIstarinces that reward 
lulualtunderstanding and the accurate gatllcring of information. Delibera­

lion a niong inltllectutilIs, or even elected representatives, is not enough. 
In the United States theorists have proposed things such as referenda that 
require two distinct votes separated by a period of deliberation. The first 
vote would indicate that you favor or oppose a policy otla scaeIc fron one 
to ten, it space to record [tie various different reasons, followed 6 
nmoulhs later by a seconld, plain "yes" or "rio" vole. Thelctwo-stage process 
would promote deliberation. Othel ideas are workplace assemblies, or 
"polioy juries," where a represenalltive sample of citizens mecets with experts 
ill the sane niannter as elected representatives would do, and conies ollt 
vit h poliLy recommendations tha t then informn tie elected representatives. 

There are many other instilutional neans Of nourishing deliberation at the 
citizen roots. 

Obviously, cach nation inust work out the deliberative innovations and 
the niix of adversary, and delibcrative institutions tlhat fit its own patterns 
of cleavage, history, and culture. What we nced to do in each country is 
find a successful indigenious denocratic institution and documenit how it 
works in that culture. I-How do th people handlc their conflicts? What 
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are their strategies? irass roots democracy is cssenial lbor learning how 
to lose, but it must he a grass roots dcnocracv that mrks, 1ha:t solves 
conflict in a way that leaves losers somewhat, satisfied. 

In i grass roots decIoricy vo laCtrn not oilV how to lose and low to 
iBsten to one another, 'ou cantalso lc:irn how to move f'rom tile deliher­
ative inslittions appropliale 1t itlenOltlClS 01' cominl1onalyilV to tihe aidvCi'Sar 
institutions approplriate to 111ome1CIntS o1 conflict aLd back acain. In the 
long run, deliberative proccsscs may oflfer the tbct hope of fiilding ways to 
handle not only Ite class conflicts, Iut also thle CtiniC disputCs that1 
threaten to split several of the newly dcniocratiiing nalions in Central 
Europe. While consociatjional and federal solutions cai produce 
reasonably just allocations aiong groups, shif'ting ciiitizenl)rskcliyes Ifromi 
class or etihnic interest it) i long-run Comm111on gOLd requircs Iraisforla­
tions of' self that deliberative processes make possihle. 

Leono iloicS 

My presentation loday is about the intcrplay between eclionlic and 
political openings aind how they operate in a nation's t ransition to 
deiocracy. \When about opening. I imean1lI speak polilical political 
ldemocracv. What I mian Iw economic opening, is lot tnccearily economic 
gro\\th, which mav rcsult fro0m11 1 procc'ss oI'dcliloc­conMlic opcniilg, b)ut 
ray in economic decisioin tmaking. The basic thmcine of' this prcscnilatioti 
is ihlat the kind of opening to comieIfiist will depend largCly on national 
circu istaices. I think Ihaltia attempt at a gencral rule about sequencing 
would lead VotI doVn a IalsC paith. 

The nain point here is that economic opening--I l examplc renlvir g
bias against exports, allowing the mimkei lo ake llote dcisions, altd 

giving ilie ciril authoritics c power to maC LCcisioIns--iCCd not lCa 
necessarily to rapid political opening. But if, it) facl, the economic 
open ilIg is stIccess lu , I ain co)ivincned that the pressure will eventually groW 
for greater polilical opening. ()i the other hatd, Iai also cOivined that 
politic'al opening will lCid quite rapidly to economic opening. l'o put it 
differcnltly, a closCd coConty, dominated bv slate pc'r, is incotmpatible 
in most cases with polilical f'recdom of choice. 'his has some policy 
implications, which I addrcss later. 

Itis hardly start ling to note ihil political antid ceolnomic openiig 
interact, and intcraicl quite strongly in wavs that I Ihink are tom neeessailv 
predictahle in the short tcrm. The likelx' dircctions, ilnot the exact 
outilo.es, are predictable, however. I approach these issues is,an econo­
mist rather than a political scientist; whil Jane Mminstridge talked about 
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is quite important. By "political opening" I mean such tihings as the ahility 
of different groups to compete, raise funds, place items on the agenda, 
have an enlightened understanding of issues, access to media, voting equal­
ity at decisive stages, and peaceful tIransilions of power. I was helped a 
eood deal in my understanding by Rohert Dahl's book, Democracy and ifs 
Cri ics. Dahl talks ahout "polyarchy" rather Ihan dcrocracv. and I have 
dravn heavily, belt 1o1t Cxciusivelv. oi thte political discussion , thai book 
for this talk. 

Econonic opening neans tie ahility to take private initiatives, relalive 
freedom of imports depending on price considerations of various kinds, ar:d 
a modest role bor the state. No one .;eriouslv talks about eliminating tile 
state. State enterprises are quite compatible with econmlic opening, I 
think, but not if they result in widespread state trading. Pcrhaps illy point 
would be best conveyed by some -- amples rather than bw definitions. The 
Soviet Union todav is neither politically nor ecotomicallv open. TIhe 
United Kingdom is open in both areas. South Korea is mostlv open ceo­
nomically, since despite some state intervention there is no gr .ca bias in 
its import or export emphasis, but the Cotllllv is only slowly approaching 
political opening. Czechoslovakia is mostly open politically, bill very far 
From being open economically. Agin, my hI)plhsi is t1hat ort:0 'u ire 
open politically. ecotionirc opening will follow. The political opening 
cannot survive hv itself. It is a telling point that while nor all market 
econotmics are dciocracies, I can not think of a single country that is a 
deiocral that does not have a market economliU. 

Let nrc go through tie sequence itidilferent places and propose some 
general contextual rules. In Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, politi­
cal opening came belkire economic opening. We are seeing the struggle 
riht now in the Soviet Union over what might happen on the ecottomic 
side. \Vc are secin it ill (zechoslovakia and I lungary as well. Part of the 
picture is that protest against political suppression dcmanided soile 
opening in that area first. In P0land, Solidirity represens a polilical 
Oplllg, but not vet an ecororic opening. Eastern Europe is experiencing 
Ilat scquenc ing of politics first and expericinCgl itquite Strongly. If 'otu 
look at East Asia anid laln America, the sCquencing is quite different. 
There [te sequencing was economic first, while the political lagged. It 
lagc'd irr Chile, South Korca, "'aiwari, arid Mexico. In this last case, tIhe 
collapse of the econoijic structure has brought about a prolound transfkor­
niatiin in the econoiy, but political opening is lagging. 

Iltowever, neither opening can lag forever behind the other. In Chile 
it tiok 1 years for political denlocracy to he restored, but tihe pressure 
was there. Modest political opening is now taking place in East Asia as 
well. The Mexican govcrnttcrin is delihcrately seekitng to phase in tIte 

political opening slwly urtil the economic opening breeds rcsutIts. It is 
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quite clear from the government's plan that part of fhe motivation is to 
hold on to political power in Nhat is seen as an inevitable political 
opening. The official party does not want to lose power; hence, it is 
holding back political opening. Ifany of you have observed Mexico, 
howcvcr, you know that fihe official party has lost full control of the 
process. The type of activities once used to win elections are less possible 
in the new context. Therftore, I am convinced that Mexico will need to 
move faster--now that it has opened its econoly--than Soutth Korea or 
Taiwan had to move. 

Let me now try to give some reasons behind particular exanples of 
sequencing. One imporlant factor is whet her the initial inipact came from 
above or from below. InI Eastern Europe it came from below, and the 
political opening occurred first. In East Asia and Latin America, political 
opening came mostly from above. In Korea and Taiwan, and in Mexico, 
economics came first. Some of the discussion i n A.I.D.'s papers on the 
Agency's regional democratic initialivcs make the point that economic 
development sometimes an il dictalor. Theretakes place under ciigh tened 
are some cases where this is ttrue, though t hcy are rare. SouthI Korea 
would not have developed tile way it did without Park as leader. Chile 
would not have developed the way it did after tli-Allende regime witliout 
tile Pinochelt government. But there are riot too lalnv cases of enliiliened 
and succcssful dictators. It secms reasonable that tlic particular sequencing 
Of these cases had real impact on the shape of the outcome. 

I think, also, that the degree 0f political supprcssion makes a dif­
ference. In Easteni Europe, where tle political sUpprcssion was so total, 
once tile shackles came oiT, a widespread political opening occurred. In 
Mexico, where tie suppiression was not as great, as long as you lihad eco­
rnomiiic success, the ruling party could hold back the pace of the political 
opening for a while. Inall these cases, a good deal of tile pressure camre 
not just because people wanted democracy, although that is part of it, but 
because the economic system collapsed around them. That is not tie case 
in South Korea. There you are getting, after a long transition, denmands 
for political opening when the economy is doing quite well. Economic 
collapse caninot be cited as the start of tile political sC(luerce in all cases. 

I believe that there is likely to be a transference of some irol)ortant 
consequences from one kind of opening to the other. When an econoiiy 
opens and norngovernmental actors mako major decisions, a forti of 
democracy is already institued. Jane Ma nsbridgc ta lked about poliicians 
treating themselves as coinmlmodities selling ideas. 1 is possible to look at 
it another way: once the state gets Out of tie way, private acl,;rs have to 
make decisions. In the case of Latin American economies, where prices 
and markets increasingly determine tile decisions rather than officials and 
governmental regulations, decision-making power has been expanded frori 
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the center down to thousands, hundreds of thousands, in some cases 
millions, of decision makers making those decisions for themselves. And 
that, too, will have a definite effect on the political structure. A political 
structure may not necessarily open all the way--it may open only for cer­
tain groups within that society, such as the middle class or dominant elites. 
But I do not think that arrangement is likely to prove highly durable in 
the long run eithcr. 

Let me make a few general conclusions, and then draw sone policy 
implications from what I have said. We are obviously no.v in a time of 
both political and ecLon)mic transitions. What happens in one place is 
infectious. When the rest of Latin America began to move toward some 
sort of political opening, there vas no stopping this movement in Chile, 
just as there is no stopping it novw in Mexico. By the same token, once 
Chile demonstrated the success of its model of economic opening, followed 
by Mexico, the infection spread all over Latin America. The only point 
at issue is the speed of the transfer from one place to another. 

I believe that tile speed from political to economic opening is almost 
always more rapid. However, moving from economic to political opening 
depends on the context, the tradition, tile history, tile degree of political 
suppression that previously existed, the general level of education, and a 
variety of such factors. 

What kind of policy implications can we draw from this? What should 
the U.S. government be supporting? What should A.I.D. be supporting? 
The first piece of advice is to conclude that any approach has to be 
colnl tr-speci fic and must depend on tile context of what is going on in 
that country. Sceond, you caui encourage democracy not only by directly 
encouraging political democracy, but you can also promote democracy by 
encouraging private decision making in the economic sphere. Indeed, in 
many countries that may be the best opening that A.I.D. has. I get a little 
nervous when I read in the newspapers that A.I.D. is preparing the type 
of democratic conditionality that must be imposed through U.S. foreign 
aid. I see that discussion coming up over and over again. I do not object 
to tie conditionality; if it will work, go ahead and impose conditions, but 
if it is going to be counterproductive, it niay actually slow down the 
process. On the other hand, if democratic economic conditions are im­
posed, it will, in a slow, progressive way, also be imposing tie political 
conditions. The economic conditi'is may be within A.I.D.'s power to 
impose, while the political conditions may not. 

I think you will find that the conditions for what I am talking about 
are now extremely good in Latin America because of shifts in both eco­
nonic and political openings that are taking place in almost every country 
in the Western hemisphere. The politics have grown far more fragile than 
the economic opening, and therefore, I would advise A.I.D. to focus much 
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of its program on economic opening, as this is where the leverage will be 
greatest. Lcverage is less great, I suspect, in Africa because of the 
different level of economic conditions that exist along with the greater
problems of ethnic diffcrences (compared to Latin Amierica as a wholc).

My final point is that it will be difficult in most cases, if not 
impossible, to encourage simultaneous opening. Push for them, but push 
hardest for that opening where it is clear from tile country analysis that 
leverage is likely to be greatest. 

Society 
Phili)ple Schmitter 

I have been asked to address the qucstion of what is a democracy from
 
a societal and perhaps a sociologicai perspective. I propose to do so by
 
juxtaposing 
two essentially contested concepts, that of democracy and that
 
of civil society. I do not have i lot to say about democracy, thanks to
 
Jane Mansbride, who laid out the fundaniental parametcrs of what we
 
mean iniher presentalion. By "civil socic" I ican the presence of
 
intermediary organizations and arrMmngcments that lie between 
 the primary

units of socicty--individuals, fanmilics, extended falmiliCs, clans, ethnic groups

of various kinds, village units--aid the ruling collcclivc a1d
instiluLtiOnsagen,ices of the society. All the key prp rlies of civil society hinge on tile 

presence of these intermediaries betwCCn the p; irniary units and what could 
be called tile tcrtiary uLitS of tile systems, that is: the governing in­
stitutions, tile all-embracing and coercive of, liet ainstilutions socicy as 
whole. 

It is doubtful whether either democracy or civil so ictcan be attained, 
ard especially sustained, without tle presence of the other, although the 
sequencing of one with recgard to the other seems to provide certain irn­
portant clues for explaining the long-term outcome. Civil sociCv seC1iS 
to be a neccssary, but alas, rot Isulficient condilion for the preseice of 
stablC de(ICracy. That, I think, is ahout as gencral a hYpoltliesis as one 
is likcly to find in the sociological literature. 

Inversely, without at least some even unstable dcmIocr:tic practices, 
civil societv is unlikcl to persist. Eastern Europe and Chile are tile cases 
that have taught us thatl it is possible for elCltlls oh civil society to 
survive, in Case' CCI to1iurish, llldCr protractcd autocratic aridSomeIC 0 
cVcII ttlitarian rule, a1nd ICCC, to precede the advCnt of 1deitcracy. So 
civil sciety is likely to have some precedence that may play a causal role 
in the process For ex we illof denocratizati()n. iple, observcd it Citll­
parativ studv of Soulhcrn Europe and Latin America that it is frequeritly 
only aftcr the previous authoritarian or autocratic regime has bCgun to 
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"liberalize," that is to say to loosen up its most arbitrary and illiberal 
procedures, that a resurgence or revival of civil societ) akes place. It 
precedes democrat'. It is the process or tile phenomenon that links
libcralization, file mere loosening of arbitrary aspects of autocratic rule, 
and pushes it into a democratic outcome. But the existence of civil society
is not the cause of libcralization in and of itself. 

InI Eastern Europe tie concept of ci/il societv serces a double lu nc­
tion. I indicates a somewhat elusive sct of "theoreical" or "abstract" 
conditions that scell to be inCCssy;i\ but not Slff'iCietl for dcnioeracv to 
flourish. That seems to be an accepted central postulate of the Eastern 
European experience. Bt the concept alo serves a sc(nId, much more 
obviously political fullction. The conccpt of civil society that is used ill 
Eastern E-urope also identifies a set of nore concetc historical properties 
that serve to diffcrentiate Europcan fro linon- lcss-European de'clop­or 
tmental patterns. In olher words, for E".astern I-u-opcans, it rcsolvcs in th.L 
mind of its users the ralher difficult issue ( dclitniting the castern border 
of Europcan civilizalion. Poles, I lungarians, Czcechs, and all s in par­
ticular, are sure thcv are On tle "right," that is, lie "civil so ciety" side )f
that divide. They know that RuviJans are lot attd suspect thal they will 
never be. \id they are suspicious abotlI their neighbors Rorntmia and 
Bulgaria. Unforlunatel Im Yor iugoslavia, iI is po',siblc Ihal the boundary 
of civil society ruIs t hrough lhe Middle of ile county'. 

When we lalk about civil socitv and deitocracv, we tmtust Irv to grasp
both wha! is beirg gCnCrically reterred to alld the diversity of possile 
types withbin those generic labels. My major hypolhcsis is that difTcrent 
types of civil socielv will be, illnthe long rutll, associated with differcn types
of dc,:oerae,. Thi:, prescntaiion, ill conibitaiion with Terry K, rl's presetn­
talioll about types of tralnsitioll, lays out I funda',lllell11 tc'2ptual map 
of the plolct. Iit oiiher words, tlhere are dilferct Ivpcs oI civil societl,and thcse civil societies uiderIgo dillcrilg tlypCs of traition, ofteti due to 
IrtiltolS eCventS, incluidilg cottli2ioll fololl all adjacel Cotittly atLId evCn 
from (,lie rciotn of the world to anothcr. Finally, as a dependelt variali, 
one has types of deimocracy. Mv central is Ihat tilelhenC c.uiries of
 
Latin America, Southern I:urope, Eastern Europe, Asia, Africi, and per­
haps even the Middle E_".ast are not just utidergoing i iransition to
 
'democrac.," but thal thcy ire undcrgoing a Iransilion 
 toward various and 
differcnt types of dCoicracV. The t][lure of their civil socielie. , I believe, 
is ()lie of tle ke, dtecrminants oIf Ihe likcly outcomlc. 

The intermed iarv orgamizatinS and arralngetnents lhalt comprise civil 
society have thre gernera characteristics. The first is autino1imly froilm both 
the state and fron prhriy groups. In Eastern Luro0pe, tIhe elmphasis is 
obviously oil aUtOilMy froItn the state. Elsewhere, it Latin Atmerica, Asia, 
and especially Africa, the nail probletli is oIftcn autlonl of civilthe 
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society from primary groups, from family groups, or from what we would 
call in the jargon of various social sciences "clientelistic" relationships that 
link them to primary groups. 

The second characteristic is that the units of civil society have some 
degree of organizalional continuity. They have a "corporateness" that rests 
on rights and entitlements protected by the state; hence there is no such 
thing as civil society v-ithout the state. It requires state recognition and 
protection of that corporate status and also the emergence of explicit 
tolerance between the units of civil society. 

There are two basic hypotheses regarding tile limits of organizational 
continuity, especially affecting the celral problcms of mutualI recognition 
almlong competing units with in civil society and recognition by the state. 
The first is tile problem of social inequality. Is it possible to sustain a 
civil society when there are gross inequalities, either based siiply on 

material distribution of rewards, or oi traditional dislinctions of caste or 
race within the socicty? With ho' much inequality IbCtwceI the pr iMily 
units of the SOcietv is it possible for there to be a civil society? The 
reason some Eastern Asian or Asian societies may have veNy subslanlial 
advantages, not merely economically, bit also politically, is the pre'ious 
existence of land reform in these coutlries that has rcduced some of the 
grotesque inequalities one tends to find, for example, in latin America. 

The second major hypothesis that comes out of the work of Barrington 
Moore and others, is that it is very difficult, and one is tempted to say 
impossible, to imagine a civil society in which coercive fo)rce is a major 
element in the constitution of the productivC units of the society. This is 
particularly true with regard to agriculture. If 'ou have an agricultural 
system based on scmni -serfdoni, not to mention slavery, the possibility of 
developing norrms of reciprocal tolerance between cornpeting interest 
groups or competing intermediaries sceres to be severely limited. We do 
not know exactly what the thresholds lr either of these hypotheses are, 
but we think we know that two factors that contribute to the development 
of civil society are: (I) the elimination of grotesque inequalitics, -nd (2) 
the elimination of coercion in production. 

Another characteristic of civil society is tile capacity Fl,.self­
governance. These intermediary organizations are political tinits that more 
than just aggregate the preferences of their members. They not only 
represent their interests and make collective demands on othrs, especially 
on the state, but they should also be capable of controlling and governing 
the behavior of their own members. In other words, if you have a civil 
society, you have units of private governance and of private 
im plenien tation of policy. This has very important implications for a range 
of possible developmental policies within those societies. 

What are tile major types of civil society? In the theoretical literature, 
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some of which is very old, people have identified the cmergence of (he 
notion of civil society with developn ents within the Clurch around the 
years 1000 to 1200. It is a vcry Eurocentric conception, but there are two 
major themes in this literature. One emerges out of the Scottish Enlight­
cnment and is best expressed by Adan Smitll. 'he author or originator 
is in fact a nan named Adam Ferguson who wrote the first book on the 
histor, of civil society. I call this the "Anglo-Anerican" thene, and I think 
it is cultural as wcll as geographic. This is a liberal conception of civil 
socictv in which the intcrmediarv units are essentially voluntary associa­
tions of iridividuals. They are quite similar to market forces; people 
choose the internediarics that by personal will or interest they prefer. 

Opposed to that idea is a concept, much more associated with Il cgel, 
and eventually Marx and Durkhcini, and a number of continental European 
thinkers, that I will call the "corporatist" conception of civil society. In 
Stresses collective units that are frequently involuntary. The locus clasSicts
for this is tile guild in European cities, particularly continental cities. 

These are units created and very oflten sustained by the political authority 
of' the state, that individuals do0 not choose Ito join, and that have an 
involuntary or scmi-voluntary, in many cases an outright cmnpulsory, 
nature. People are either born into them as sons of guild members or 
must bccoie members in order to praclice various occupations. 

InI the first conceplion, the idea is thai, with the development of 
differentiated social and occupational structures, multiple, overlapping, and 
dispersed units will cmcrge sponlancously from the civil society to compete 
with cach other in highly specialized categories of self-intercst. The second 
conception emplhasizes lie emergence of singular, monopollistic, hier­
archically-ordered organizations that usually emerge in coillusion with the 
state to structure this intermediary space. The code word in political 
science jargon for the former is "pluralism," and the code word for the 
latter is "corporatism." The United States, Canada, the United Kingdom, 
and in a rather different way, lIalv and France, are frequently cited as 
those witll more pluralistic, overlapping, multiple structures. The 
Scardinavian countries, Austria, Gerniany, certainly Switzerland, and, 
intereslingly enough, contemporary Spain are countries that have adopted, 
or rat her conformed to, the second model. Both, obviously are ideal types 
and of course there are mixtures in all of these societies. 

The main underlying messagc in terms of individual countries is iiot 
to antemll)t to force upon a given country a moide or concepltion of civil 
society that is antithetic to how its basic institutions have emerged. A ,cry 
interesting example of this conies out of tlie American occupation of 
Germany. The Americans arrived to occupy Germany and discovered a 
corporatist civil society. They mistakenly thought it was Nazi and 
therefore tried to dismanitle it. It took a while before they discovered 1hat 
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tile roots of these institutions were several hundred years older than tile 
Nazi regime, although the Nazis did a magnificent joh of taking thenm over 
and using them for their own purposes. Here was a classic confrontation 
between a well-intentioned, zealous occupying power determined to bring 
pluralism and delcrac,' t a oCtrly' that was at its InerLv. File end 
result was that the Americans v ere unsuccessful and these (;ernianr rools 
of corporate civil socicty took precedence. The Federal Republic is vt.r3 
different from the United States if -oi compare their interest group 
structure. 

The central problem is whether, and how far, we can take this Euro­
centric conception of what we suspect to be a requisite for denmocracy and 
apply it mutside the European area. We have seen that it serves a con­
venient function in ltstcrn Europe in distinguishing tile ,'isihle, or barely 
visible, Eastern European frontier. \V;t will this c01nccpt have to take on 
t provide the same "'unctional L.quivalent" lr slabl denilocrac in sites 
Ilat are fdr remmed from those in which it origin:ted'? 

l)Cll(LraLV is obv)OLIslv a capacious concept that seems at tihles almost 
formless ind cerlainly contenlless. It has been ovcr-concepluLized, 
misunderstood, and ",]under-uLnderstod." In the past there ha., been In 
incredible prolileration of suspicious adjcClives stIck it. front of it: guided 
democrac, tIela ,' d cmocraev, popItml r democracy, people's demn1ocracy, 
unni tar' democracy, conn.nsualI democracy, even African detnocracy, Lalin 
American ilertncrav, and Asi~til delmocracy. Usuallv these have been very 
tIIIlv-disi, uised attermpts to justify sometlhing that was not at all or only 
remotelv democratic. The intcrsting thing about discussions now is that 
those adjectives have disappea red. That seems r, be absolutely central. 
I think there is a rather extraordinary Consensus dbOI vhat are called Ite 
threshold conditions or the minimal conditions of democracy. 

Another rhine that has disappeared is somching that Eurn pea ns had 
the luxury lOfpursuing throuthoun the tnirneteenth century, vhat could be 
called "partial" democracy. One must not forget that Europeans practiced 
denocracv in this somewhat cantlions manner and at times had notions that 
are much more reslricIive, particularly of tile definition of the eligible 
citizenry. The French had a term, democraiie cenctiire, tha t meant 
democracies lhat were limited to taxpayers. You had wonderful democ­
racies like Great 1rilain withl 2 to 5 percent of tlie populalion eligible to 
vote. At tile lime nobody argued that this was undemocratic, and even tu­
ally tie percentage of voters increased over time. There was also :n French 
term, dimowrati capacilaire, that referred to a denlocracy in which you 
became eligible as a citizen once you beca me literate or met various other 
criteria. 

These are not options available to contemporary democracies. They 
cannot just say that only people over 40 years old will be allowed to vote, 
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or only men, or any of those other criteria that Euopean', manipulated,
especially in tile nineteenth century. Today, thatcrossing threshold 
involves the elimination of a wide range of restrictions that Europeans 
once practiced. There is a Mexican social thinker, who put it very well in 
a book advocating "Democracia sin adjectivos," deniocracy without adjec­
tives. He \a, referring to sonic rather unpleasant practices of the Mexican 
regime that put not just adjectives, but unsavory practices in front to limit 
tile possible uncertainties of outcome. 

I do not have tine here to go into the factors and coHdition.s that are
discussed in the paper that Terry Karl and I have written. I think that 
there is broad consensus on seven criteria defining denmocracy set out by
Robert Dahl in his book Dilemmas ojf Plrali Democrac.,: 

(1) Control over government decisions about polily is constitutionally 
ve:,ted in electec oflicials. 

(2) Elected olicials are chosen in frequent and fairly conducted 
elections in which coercion is comparatively unconimon. 

(3) PracticallY all aduIts have the right to vote in tile election of 
officials. 

(4) Practically all adults have the right to run for elective offices in 
the government. 

(5) Citizens have a right to express themselves without the danger
of severe punishment on political matters broadly defined. 

(6) Citizens have a ri,,ht to seek out alternative sources of 
infornmaio i. More wer, alternative sources of information exist and are 
protected by law. 

(7) Citizens also have tlie right to form relatively independent 
ass.. ,iations or organizations, including independent political parties aind 
intere,;; groups. 

We have added two other conditions to correct one of the problems we 
find with discussions about the criteria of democracy, namely the con­
centration (n tile institutions of dmocracy itself without regard to tie
international and broader national context in which it is set. First, you
cannot have a democracy in a country that does not control to some sig­
nificant degree the content and deliberation of its collective decisions. 
One could have onlys quasi-democracies in clon ies in which the outside 
colonial power controls the basic paranieers and leaves the "natives" to 
deliberate and to decide minor points after the colonial power has fixed 
the essential ones. 

Second, most definitions of dc;mocracy do not pay much attention to
what the Spaniards like to call 1o; podcresf~icticos: the military, the civil 
service, the church, the various kinids of institutions that may condition tlie 
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possible range of deliberation and the possible range of outcomes. Clearly 
an adequate definition of deniocracy implies that the minimal procedural 
rules of fairness that Jane Mansbridge referred to are respected, but also 
that they are not conditioned by, or limited to, those spheres that the 
military or some other socioeconomic institutions will tolerate. 

There now is relative agreement on the defining conditions of democ­
racy. The adjectives have distppea rcd and, at least in terms of the 
definitions of democracy that em phasize procedure rallthcr than dcliberation, 
I think there is a fairly suhstantial agreement on what they are. Then the 
question becomes twofold: first, will democracy get ovcr that threshold'? 
Will those conditions he consolidatcd? Even more interesting in terms 
of my present research, what type of dcmocraLy can one expect to emerge'? 

Let me say something about consolidation simply to lay o1 the alter­
natives, because I think one of them is unfortunatcly not recognized 
enough in the literature. The most probatle outco re, if you simply pro­
jcct previous experiences into the future, would be reversion to autocrac . 
If you simply look at the data and mindlessly say that there is no change 
in these countries, and the probability of Latin America remaining demro­
cratic is the same today as it was in the 1950s and 1960s, you fecl piretty 
hopeless. From such a narrow, positivistic pcrspective, you have to predict 
probable reversion to autocracy. There are a few countries that have done 
this practically like clockwork; Turkey, for example, was on a ten-year cycle 
that you can almost get down to the month. Bolivia was a nother case, as 
was Ecuador. Obviously, if you take the past as your example, that is tile 
probable outcome. 

Second, I tend to discard, although it is proba bly important lir soie 
in terms of their inimcdiate situations, the persistence of some sort of 
political hybrid that does not cross the miniial threshold, like tle various 
restricted democracies that the Europeans practiced in the pat",. Ina book 
I co-authored with Guillermo O'Donnll, we stoic one term and invenited 
another, to refer to these hybrids. We called one "dictabla nda": "soft" 
dictatorship or liberalized authoritarian rule. And we invented fhe term 
"dcmocradura" or "hard" democracies. These are democracies inwhich the 
military, the civil service, or whatever the previous ruling p¢ow,:r was, 
severely control such things as access to tlie ballot box or tle agenda of 
public choice. For us, these are interii forms. Itis very tilikely in the 
present context that this will be a stable, self-reproducing form of govern­
ment. 

The one that unfortunately looks persistent is the possibility of 
protracted unconsolidated democracy. Sonic ciuntrics are likely to be 
condemned to dcmocracy without being able to enjoy it. They are con­
demned to democracy because the alternative forms of domination are so 
utterly discredited that they are simply not available given tlie current 
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distribution of values and power. But these societies cannot, or have not 
yet been able to, coeic up with those famous rules of fairness that Jane 
Mansbridge referred to, that is, with mutually acceptable conditions for 
practicing what we call "contingent consent" as tile central feature of any 
viable democracy. 

The country that jumps into my mind every time people start this 
discussion is poor Argentina. And in fact, in European jargon, people in 
Poland and lungary Itlk about te dangers of the "Argentinization" of 
their transition or consolidation. It is possible t1hat some of these 
countries now in transition will get over the threshold, but the country will 
still be a mess. It does not have conscnsual rule. People do not settlc 
into the routine Of all adversarial democraLcy and they certainly never get
around to very miuch of' a deliherative one. 

Finally, there is consolidated dernocra cy. The important point here is 
what type. What I offer y'ou as a first approximation is the "property 
space" for understanding types of democracy. The literature in political
science on types of dcmocracy is generally quite unsatisfactory because it 
focuses ol single types ard docs nlot reaI ly Irv to lay out the full range of 
p)ssibilities. It seems It)me that ihcre are two abstract properties to
consider in charting the types of democracy. The first is something that 
Jane Mansbridgc stressed: the dominant principle of aggregation or 
decision making rule. At one end, you have majoritaarianism. The idea 
here is that democracy is a systcn that relics on equal and fair couliting
of votes, whether this is tile elcctorate, or the parliament, or tile conl­
mittce room. The inverse, which is much more prac:ticed inrEurope, is a 
form of deolocraccy that America s might not even recognize, in which 
you weight tile intensities of citizens' preferences rather than simply count 
their equal votes. Switzerland would be a model of this. Voting makes
 
virtually no difference; as a niatter of fact, tle Swiss are just as bad about
 
not voting as the Amcrican1s. Switzerland is also the only country that 1 
know of in which tihe iiirriout is greatcr for local elections than for 
national elections. The Swiss arc not stupid; tile only place where their 
vote counts is in communal elections, it counts less at the canton, and 
virtually iot all at tile national, so they do not bother to vote. In 
Switzerland, it is the intensities that arc weighted and aggregated, and that 
makes Swiss dcniocracv the ultra-stable system that it is. 

The other dimension is civil society. What is the balance in the 
system between the state as a source of initiatives and structuring as 
opposed to a bottoin-up conception of democracy based on the complete
predominance of civil society over the state? Each country has a different 
historical mix. Some countries ire simply more statist; France jumps to 
mind if you are thinking about Europe. Switzerland, the United States, 
and Great Britain to a certain extent, conic to mind as countries that are 
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fundamentally oriented around tile institution of "privatismf" and civil 
society. 

Let me conclude wit h two "bottorn lines." Countries tra nsit to 
democracy. Countries conlsolidate into dilTrcrit type.s of tcriicrac\. 

Morcover, tile type of de mocracy fIIr any givcii cout .'I'is,in Ios tCaseIS, 

likely to be the oulcole of a compromise or anl cxIlvCIIltI complex set ofI' 

compromises, and it is likelyp of dcniocracy tli0*,otilv ,'antLed 

in the first plcC, that is to sa', not the original l'rfC'Cncecs of"an'' of tile 
actors. Early in the transition somc nia.' wanl an1ullra-iajoritarian lrill 

others ma' be f)rc'cLIjIied with tile p tcction of ilinorit eitsy \nd if 

things work otlt well, aid CtotiOlidatedou, . [!Ci a corll­dCltlClacv is v Will 

prolise. Frequently, the outlcole is oftcn aI sccond-best soltolioll,- 1
 
,compromise nobid wanted illtile first Il)icc, hlt tha:1t pleCOI)l. are willing 

to live with and Ihalthev subfuentlxy conie to delinc as fair, even lhough 

at the becginning the'. would have ill silid, "no, Ihat I)artiMtilar set of 
institutions and rules is unfair." 

The second bottom line concerns the fi 'llW'eCl tIhe type of civil 
y.ou try 1t pl0trllte 

a type of deficr.i lhtl is fun1damentall'' at odds with the natUre of civil 
societv in a given countrv. I rcconiniend starriuc with civil socic,', tryilg 

to undcrstand whether there is the pos.,ihilitv fI'r one, and if ,o What its 
unitsire, . hat the distribution of various kinds oIfresources acro.s these 

inicrlendiarv org.ani/zalions is going to be, no nmatter hliethr they' arc 
unions, tsiness associations, proffessirial trotups, or religious brother­
ho,,ds. 

elure is an important dislinclion betcVen the litelaturc (in dellocra' 

and the litcraturc oil dentocratiialion. The liteltlurc on dnlmocrav fills 

a library, the lite-jurc ,)l demuocratization fills a shelf. We have libraries 
full of books about how tiiorc or less stable democracies Iunction, repro­

duce themselves in fa irlyx regular ways, and occasionally change throu.I; 
realigning elections. Sc usible ideas abotit how cointries got where the\ 

are, en'cn well-estahlished and settled ones, are exlrclly scarce. 

As ''c work on the problem of demtocratizalion, trying to understand 
the dynamics of' bCcoming aTdemocraly, there is a grow.'.ing suspicion anlong 
many 'who work not merely in many (liftercnt cotintries but CCn in dil­
fecrcnt areas of the world, that tihe particular characteistics of institutions 
within the United States do not provide a viable model f'or iist transi­

tional cases. It is interesting that if you work in countries that are in tihe 
niidst of a transition, and you talk to people 'ho are making choices, 
there are two countries to which they are paying much more attention. 

The one institutional setting that interests people iti Easteri Europe, 

Southern Europe, and even in Latin America tlie most is fite German 
constitution. There are certain features--I will not call it a model 

societv ald demlocracy. You are w.asl irlyonur true if' 
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denlocracy--about tie nix of institution:s of the Federal Republic Ihat is 
very appealing. Moreover, the Germans are out there promoting that 
model, too, so it is not justirely phenomenon.just a demand 

The other country they pay a lot (;.attention to, and which in some 
\,,:ys provides tihe dominant Model for regime transition in coi tent porary 
terms, isSpain. Spain is emcrging, in terms of its reputation--and I think 
it is a dcservcd one--as the model transition. Latin Americans, Vcnezuela 
for cxaIiplc, w.\'ere pioncers in the use of social pacls. But if you are 
looking for shortcuts to figure out what people are thinking about, then 

fook into the German constitution and the Sr -.ih transition. If you are 
fooL ing for a "crash course" in finding out how this relationship between 
civil society and denmicracy has worked out and wl tkind of institutions 
itis likely to produce, Germany and Spain are th: two examples that I 
recoinllie id. 

Discussion 

In the titme remaining after formlal presentations, tie three speakers 
responded to questions from the chair and fron tile audience. 

Ch,i*es Tilly suggested that democract , could be conceptualized either 
tile way one thinks of a skyscraper or as one thinks of tie weather. The 
"skscraper" model of d,.eocrac' iSSUMLs tIt tile ph)IMieolle0t1 of delllOC­
racy has very clear, recogni/able characteristics that vary within certain 
linliled panmcters. A sky.,craper (or Ocmocracy) is easily recognizable, 
wh'thicr in Mivanhallan, Nairobi, or Cairo; one knows a skyscraper (or a 
democracy') when one sees it.There are only a limited number of ways to 
build a skyscraper, and a general set of rules for correct colstruction call 
be specified. In addition, there are certain conditions that make a given 
place unsuited for a skyscraper. Democracy, in this view, can be readily 
identifie6 and pronilied. 

At tlie other end of a spectrum, Tilly proposed an analogy with ihe 
weather as a model for grasping tile phenonienon of detnocracy. This 
model looks more skeptically at the prospects for outside intervention to 
pronliote democracy. We can more or less understand tie weatlher and its 
wide vari a tion in differcn t times and places, perha ps even affect it in small 
ways. However, the most one cn easonably hope to accomplish is to 
show some ways (,f copinv with variations; no one seriously talks about 
protnoting good wcatlher. It is possible to regard the development of 
democracy as similarly unresponsive 1t outside intervention, as something 
that develops based on tremendously complex and largely internal factors. 
Front this model, tile logical conclusion ;s that outside intervention makes 
little sense. 
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Tillv then attempted to rank the three speakers based on his sense of 
how each would answer the Illowing questions: "Can dcmocracy reason­
ably bc produced short of transforming everything else in the society? 
Or, in other words, how realistic is it to expect results from outside 
intervention?" I le interpreted the Weintraub presentation as the most 
optimistic, since a policy promoting ecolomitic opening could lead to 
demanllds for political participation, protection of nuinorilics, and other 
political opportunities. Tilly saw Niansbridge's comments as the most 

caulioust.Hcr distinction between adversarial and deliberative demciraev 
raised a number of potential pitfalls for outside agents trying to promole 
democracy and highlighted the difference betwecn adopting democratic 
forms and actuallv producing democratic participation. Tillv placed 
Schnitlcr between Ihc olher two, as m11ore allbivallnt, kcenly, awarc of flow 
the specific history of a given country's civil soicty affccls prospel's for 
and the shape of' democracy. At the same time. htccr, Tilly lllld ill 
implication that care'ullV contBsructcd onts idc interViCtioii could promote 
traditions of' civil soicty that \ould ill 1turn1 pr1ot0lc dClllcratv. 

Tillv then ranked the three paCnClist based onLhis pcrCptIlt of their 

valryillg answels to another queslioll: "To \\hlt cxtCnl do wC Ibclicvc that 
there are mavn dillcrentlfortlls of dclllcracv?" If detlelrlacv halr, e.Sc.ltiallv 
only onelorm, it is considerblv csicr to decide w\hich CttoUllirte,, are 

Moving to\ard dmcniocracy and \\hich are notl. A aictv of illlCrVCitioItS 

1al.could be dcvicd to promote 1C1nC 1 th ald IhC If. ot1h oliC 

are iILc-ru - m odels of dellorac., it bc)Olcs 11rC difficulthand, therellC 

CVe to iden ltifv co(umtric.s approaching dcllocra ', let ahle promote 

dcmocrac' as a goal. Tillv co mented Hltit Schmitlcr ,ccned to Irpose
"one country, one form of dmnocr:cv;" that Mlashridge apparenlly belc'cs 
ill SomelC wCll-defincd colditiOls rccognizalc a, dcmocraic; and that 
Wcintraub \was cssctttiallv skeptical, not l1V ofIthe idea lhtonC universal 

model could explain democracv everywhere, but also Of the idea that 
denlocrac.' Iruly exisis in nyriAid frnls. 

Nlalsbridg, responded first to Tilly's comments aid clarificd a nunlhCr 
of poins. She largely agreed with Tilly's characteri/at ion of her position, 
but stressed that it was inadtvisalc to come to a place with a realy-madC 

pattern fr denmocr;ill, to it "the" plan. example, sheand trcal as For 
com1mcntcd that the adIvcrsarial institution of elections sCCted to tap into 
a very basic, even "pan-cultural" understandingtl lfairnes. She ioted how 
people throughout the world would oftln risk death to votc. I lowcvcr, she 
cautioned that once new elites assulite power alcr clcctions, it becomes 
leCCSSarV tI find wa's of Cotllinuing to prololc a perceptit ()' Iairncss. 
I cr advocacy of various "deliberative" or "consociational" solutions was 
iean1t to address this problem. In response to another qucstion frmll 

Trilly, she was less optimislic about using area specialists tt coni up with 
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specific programs to promote democracy. She worried that such endeavors 
could simply produce "thousand-page brochurcs" for how best to promote 
democracy in cach country. In rcsponsc to .1 later qucstion from the 
audience, Mansbridge stressed that grass roots solutions ought to be 
favored over state-imposed ones and thought she dctected an implicit bias 
toward statc-run solutions in the question. 

Weintraub, too, essentially agreed with Tilly's characterizations of his 
presentation. Noting that his task was to focus on tile economic aspcts 
of delmocracy and A.I.D.'s role in [tlc economic arena, lie emphasized that 
in his view, meaningful political pairticipation of any kind--leaving aside 
entirely the finer distinction of adversarial versus deliberalive 
deniocra .-- would be ve r,unlikelv witi a state-dominated ccmnomv. As 
for the likelihood of successful ou tside efforts, he stated that tile United 
States could definiNcly cxct i.,iuci:c, fical but ticexpressed 
doubt about the abilitv of the Uniied States to determine outcomes.
 

Schlinitter's comments the tremendous dvnaimnism
first stressed of civil 
society and the complexity of niechanisnis of collective atclion. lie under­
scored that lie did not ncan to convey a static model for civil sociely; thereality was vibrant and always chnging. Civil society responds to a variety 

of internal and outside forces and is in constant riolion. Second, civil 
society influences the siatc, bu tlie nature of the state, to a very con­
siderable extent, affects the naturc of civil society as well. He expressed 
skepticisni about tlie ability of' outsiders to determine oulcomes, stating 
that the majority of choices are mainly endogenous during transitions. 
Furthermore, exogenious variables are frequently "endogenized," that is, 
focused through the lens of local condilions. 

Schnliter commcnled that to him it was clear that miiore than one type
of democracy exists, but that it is generally accepted that some limited 
number of basic characteristics can be identified. I lowever, lie noted these 
iinimal conditions lend to be procedural and adversarial; there is far less 

agrecmcnt on the coninmon deliberative elements of den ocracics. He 
expressed optimism about the abilily of countries to le:i from one 
another and noted the existence of nutmerous "clusters" of new democracies 
as evidence of this abilily to trislale and share experience from cotnity 
to country. Finally, Schniliter noted that a remarkably coriinio language 
about democracy is now being slharcd around tile world in areas under­
going quile different iransitions to denocracy. 

One participant commented that tile general advice to select inter­
mediary groups with care in order not to force an inalppropriate model of 
civil sticietv onto the host countrv was good inprinciple, but extremely 
unrealistic inpractice. She observed that conditions in many countries 
where A.I.D. works aic now ina state of extremc flux. It is often next to 
impossible to identify fundamental, unchanging societal elements ill such 
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upheaval. Next, she noted a special type of unthinking cultural hias in all 
support dcciions. For instance, as Americans raised on the "pluralist" 
conception of civil society, we have an inhercnt tendency to support these 
types of organizations, regardless of whether a more "corporatist" model 
might offer a better fit in the host country. Schmitter agreed with this 
observation. 

Another participant noted that much of the theoretical li:erature oi 
the importanlce of "cross-cutting cleavages" in divided societies had not 
been written for areas as deeply divided as those where A.I.D. is now 
working. He ciled African tribalism, Middle Eastern confessional Oif­
ferences, and Asian ethnic divisions as extremely deep, vertical divisions, 
and questioned the validily of applying theoretical literature largely wrilten 
about northern Europe to such cases. Manshridge largely agreed that it 
was correct to question the validitv of :;uch approaches, but noted tile 
necessity of first allempting to apply the theory to sce how well it fits a 
given case. Schmitter then noted that the literature originally written for 
the Netherlands no longer even applies there loday. Ile stalcd 1111 no 
model could realistically expcci to remain valid for many decades, precisely 
because interests in democracies chan !eover timc. 

A participant made a final comment in the session, urging everyone 
present to be sensitive to the language bcii'g used to discuss democracy. 
Much of the language used in this session would1lrgely mean the same 
thing to elites in host countries as it means to the people at the workshop. 
She cautioned that the satme words might have very different meanings for 
people at the bottom ol those societies, however. 
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Getting to Democracy:
 
Plenary Session I1
 

A Research Perspective 
Terny Karl 

The qucstions that are on the table all over the world right now that 
interest us can be put quite simply: will the reccnt demise of authoritarian 
rule around the world, combined with certain efforts at liberalization that 
are also occurring, lead to dcmocracies that are durable? In other words, 
will these new experiments last? Second, ill those cases where we cannot 
say, according to soeic basic definition, that a full-blown democracy exists, 
such as Mexico and certain parts of Eastern Europe, will those liberaliza­
tions coninue into some real foini of democratization? The third question 
is will previously consolidated democracies be able to extend the principles 
of political citizenship and political equality into the economic and social 
realms in their societies and be able to perpetuate themselves? I a m 
putting forward several propositions that suni up what we do and do not 
know about democratic transitions. 

(I) What social scientists once thought were preconditions for 
democracy are no longer regarded by many as preconditions and may 
instead be outcomes of democracy. 

(2) The "rules of the game" in democratic transitions may be very 
different from the rules that operate during periods of "normal politics. 

(3) There are many different ways of getting to democracy. 
Historically, some ways have been more successful than others, but this 
does not mean that ways that have been least successful in the past are 
ruled out for the future. In fact, they may become some of the more 
likely modes of transition in the future. 

(4) The way you get to democracy, the "mode of transition," has a 
great deal to say about what type of democracy will or will not evolve in 
the future. It has a great deal to say about whether democracies will 
endure or collapse. The old vision--that evcrything good comes along with 
democracy, including economic development, peace, all kinds of civil 
society--is probably not tie case. Modes of transition are characterized by 
some very rca and often painful trade-offs. 
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(5) The role of external actors in ihc overwhelning number of 
democra -izat ions is in fact quite limited. The centrality of local actors and 
circumstances cmerges very clearly from comparing denlocratizations. 

Having put forth these propositions, let me elaborate oi each of them. 
The first issue concerns preconditions. As cconomists, political scicntists, 
and social scientists, we have put forward a nu1imber of preconditions, one 
of whicl, is that a cerlain amount of wealth is necessary for democrac,. 
One studv of Central America concluded that democracy will int occur 
until everyone has a per capita income of approximately S251) in 1970 
dollars. A countlr must reach that threshold before it can have political 
democracy. A wshlc school cvolvcd that said "IlTc.sc are the economic 

conditions/preconditions that you need ....... hese conditions included 

literacy, urbani/ation, education at different levels, and they came as a 
package. 

A second precondition was a certain type of political culture charac­
terized hy high degrees of trust, tolerance, civil behavior, and so forth. 
If countries had those kinds of cultures, they would be more likely to 
develop democracies than if they did not. 

A third set of pieconditions was based oil the historical sequencing of 
events. on particular historical conditions. In Barrington Moore's version, 
for example, the argument was that without a landed aristocracy in decline, 
democracy would not develop. Of course, there are all sorts of other 
social arid historical colnditiolns alld sctlunces that havC been put forward 

as preconditions of democracy. 
A fourth, and final : t--although there are many more exa ill ples--was 

that external influcnccs matter cnormouslv in1 the process of dlemocratiza­
lion. There are two different schools of thought on this. One group, 
"depcndcyi," theorists, would say that external influences were in ta.ict no/ 
conducive to dcmocrati/ation. The more that developing countries became 

linked to the international economy, the morc dcpcndcnt they became on 
the systcll of inCrnational t.adc and other tratisnational and international 

systcms, then the morc likelv that nation would bC pushed toward military 
rule. 'hese beliefs \cre very stron , palrtictlarlv in the lac ]1)6()s aid 
1970s. Another school said, on the contrary, tlhat it was not increased 
integra'non into the international system that led to authoritarianism. They 
put forth a different interpretation that is strongly associated with Samuel 
Huntington. Th'c argued that external influences ,crc important and 
most important was the role of the United Stales. If the United States 
was strong, political democracies would emerge around lie world, but if 
the United Statcs was weak, you would be less likely to find this taking 
place. 

One of the things that we know now, after watlching this enormous 

30
 



wave of recent democratizations, is that virtually evern, one of Ihesc 
propositions has bhca disputed by the evidence from Some country. In 
other words, they just do not hold up. The hypothetical links between 
wealth and democra,., for example, cannot account for ite fact that 
transitions to i,,dltical democracy occurred in cunntries unLergoing very 
severe econonic crises, whosc per capita incomes were dropping ralher 
than rising. Economic crisis itself, as we heard this mornineL, may in flact 
be one of the push,'s toward political democracy; Iherefhre the link 
het\\een wealth ;tiard democracv is not ais clcar as it was believed to be. 
The arguments about political culture make it difficult to understand why 
nations with .'ltures tlat were hicraircllical and Ctlholic--Ihe same culltures 
we used to explain the rise of authoritarian rulc, such a Brazil and 
Argentina, for example--now tend to be producing polilical denocracies. 
The cuiltle.s; and cullural values are the s;ame1C, hit the CouhtriCs havC 
switched frotm one forml of rule 1t anotFer. I low can cullurc; ilhat looked 
authoritaria and hierarchical suddenly become "civic?" 

The preconditions for delocratic outcollcs based oi international 
ilflucnces have lot up very \well I dcpendClheld CihCr. (iglrIv,,1 colltics 
are Somnetiriles democratic and soellricll's ahrlilriall. The pattln of ile 
enlergcelC of1 denmocracy in Latin Anrica, ill parlcuhr, raises very real 
(lueslionSs about relatlionship a strorng I. Stales andIhc beteen United 
political dcnlocracis,. in the l..tin Aniericrr conlcxt, those comntries in 
tlie Soutllhcrn ('one, where United Stales influence ias bceu \vcakest, have 
mlovCd mluch furtlher ahcad ill tlhc dCloClaliZalion1 process ihll tire COtli­
t.'ies of Central America :irdtihe ('aribbean, where the LUited Slates is 
much stro;iger. Tla! p:mticular relatitmship is trickier tian manyrpeople 
initially thouLght. 

One prcconditirn haMs held up rclatixcly well, and I want to highlight 
it because it has a Lrcat deal to say for transitions in agrariatn societies. 
Tlt, is Barrington loore's notion that it is vcry difficult to get political 
democracies ill c nlrics where lir lalndcd class, which is ellmrally the 
mo1(st rccalcilrant of interests in a society, has tlc dominant ecoro(nlric role. 
This is not just a landed clhss--oligarchs, landlords, plarnttion owners, and 
So Ol- htl ilsO (le Ilalt uses w\hat wc call "labor repressive formnns of 
p,,vcrnrrincIt." Ill such COUltrics, it is vewry difficult to build SuStaillCd 
dciloncracies. lhiC prbleCn is obvious ill places like (i:itllala arnd 171 
Salvador tlda,, where those types of ararian relationships ire still very 
inuch inl play. 

All these prob lems \kith prcconditions suggest that we need to relhink 
[lie entire issue of what is necessary to start a )rolcess of derniocratization. 
They suggest two argunenits 1that m1any ( us are now ptoling forward. 
First, there may be no single necessary condition, and there is certainly no 
si;.!'le sufficient conditior for producing democra y. Second, whtat we once 
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considered preconditions for democracy--a certain level of wealth, certain 
kinds of economic growth, civic cultures, and so forlh--may he the products 
of a long-running democracy. Long-running democracies, through their 
political institutions, can build over time habits of trust, habits of 
tolerance, notions of compromise, and political behaviors that are different 
from the bchaviors that led to the construction of the democracy in the 
first place. 

In fact, in my study with Philippe Schmitter, it seems that democracies 
arise not from these forms of trust an.I tolerance, but specifically from very 
uncivic behavior, such as warfare and out of internal social conflicts. Even 
though many transitions happened relatively peacefully, there was an enor­
miboUS amnit of conflict involved in many of lcm. Some of these denoc­
racics, such as Costa Rica, are the products of' warfare. Costa Rica had 
a civil war in 1948 in which one side defeated the other militarily, and 
that war was the basis (f the kind of democracy that exists th-eC today. 

If, indecd, there are no precoanditions, and what we oncL thought of 
as preconditions are OutComes, the result is that mal,ny of us are turning 
away fr(om large, strcltural argulments about how to get to democracy anrid 
beginning to look at specific calculations, processes, and patterns that are 
involved in moving from authoritarian rule to democratic rule. Specifically, 
we are beginning to realize that there are a number of ways to get there, 
and many iof these ways have to do with the kinds of strategic interaction 
that happen between political actors, military actors, and economic actors, 
on the left, on the right, and in the center. We are now spending a lot 
of time on those strategic interactions. By use of lie term "strategic 
interactions" I want to underline something that Philippe Schrnitter stated 
in his prcsentation: transitions are usually second-best options, they are not 
wri a peopcl pianr. A group wil) another agenda, that wants something 
else--to restore autlhoritarian rule, for example, or to protect their 
property, or to have a rcvolution--realizes in tie process that it lacks the 
strength to impose that vision on tlie whole society. So, it falls back and 
acccpts a game, if I nriay put it that way, in which it can win sonic of the 
time, but in which losing does not guarantee that it will lose all of the 
time. If you do not win in the first round, you have a chance to conlie 
back and try again and push your vision in another round. Denivcracx' is 
a second-best opti.mi; it happtfns on the installment plan, which means that 
there is no grand design. Instead you make your way as you go. The key 
to that process of building democracy is the notion of stalemate. In other 
words, no one group is strong enough to impose its vision and will on the 
society as a whole. There is staleriiate, which means you must coriprornis,: 
about tile ultimate outcome, and that compromise is the basis of demroc­
ratization. 

I am now going to talk about why transitions are a time of struggle 
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and uncertainty. What is important here is that democratic transitions are 
characterized by enormous amounts of uncertainty. All tile rules of the 
game are in flux. Property rights, the role of the military, tile role of the 
political opposition, who will be the political leaders, the existence of 
labor unions with the right to organize, tile existence of peasant org'ni­
zati ns are all suddenly up for grabs. We do not know what is going to 
happen. The absence of predicable rules of the game is key in a transi­
tion. Indeed, the dynamics of a transition, what marks it as such, is 
bargaining between competing actors to begin slowly to establish a ncw 
pattern of rules of the game: who gets in; who gets out; which resources 
will be allowed to be brought into the political process, and which will not 
be allowed; what happens to winners and losers in round one, and whether 
the losers will be guaranteed some way to come back later. These deci­
sions, made incrementally in bargainig processes along tile way, often in 
the heat of the moment, will have enormous con.,equences lalcr for what 
type of democracy is built. 

Another very important point is that these bargains and rules are rlot 
made in a vacuum. Even though everything is in a sense up for grabs, cer­
lain groups have more power and resources than other groups because of 
their historical position. Some may be wealthier or have more political 
support. Groups nmay have all kinds of resources to bring to bear; you 
cannot begin with a clean slate. These bargains take place in institutional 
spaces and settings that are inherited from the past. They are particularly 
influenced by the nature of the authoritarian regime that was in place 
before the transition. This mca ns that not all potential hargains can be 
struck. There are certain things that Will not l,,' up for grabs, no matter 
what. 

Let me give you sonic examples of how this political space is defined, 
and how it is different in the areas of ihe world that I am most familiar 
with: Latin America and Eastern and Southern Europe. The overriding 
problem that constrains all Latin American transitions to dcmocracy is tle 
nature of civil/military relations in South America. The big problem, the 
sword of Damocles, that hangs over the L itin American trasitions is 
whether or not the armed forces will tolerate a return to dcniocracy, par­
ticularly one that seeks to limit tile privileges and prerogatives of the 
military. That is the question in Latin America. 

In Eastern Europe, the overriding problem is quite different. It comes 
instead from the nature of state/civil society relations. Will the state anid 
party apparatus permit elected governnments to undermine their monopoly 
on administrative roles and structures? Will they undermine the possibility 
of transferring substantial productive resources to private citizens? It is 
a very different political space, a very different problem. In Eastern 
Europe it is often referred to as tile nomenklatura problem; in Latin 
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America w\e often call it the "gorilla" problem: what to do \w'ith the arnied 
forces.
 

In Southerr Europe, the cases lie in betwcen; transitions face different 
problems. I,- ,jreece and Turkey, for example, the probleni was a Latin­
America-likc f,:ar of whavt ttie nilitary would do. It Spain, Franco had 
already ass !,-red civilian control over the military. This did not nicai that 
tile military posed nlo threat to the democratic transition; the threal did 
indeed come from certain groups inside the military. But the military as 
an institution had already been subordinated t(. civilian rule. 

Economic contexts are also extremely different a mong these regions. 
In La tin America, tie overriding issue a cain is the enormous social and 
economic inequalities under which democratization takes place atid within 
which dCemocracy lias to operate. InI Faslern Europe, social and economic 
inequalities are less There the issue is how to howmuch harsh. priValize, 
to get to some of the growth issues that Latin America has been dealing 
with for a lo ger period of time. 

Now let me turn 1o a discussion of different modes of Iransition, which 
can be thought of as lying,along two different axes. On the horizontal axis 
is I continuum from force to compromise. By force, I mean transitions 
that come from above, in which sorrie authoritarian actor or actors already 
in power tries to design tlie rules of tie ganle, and say, "This is the way
it will 1,e, an'] if you don't like it, we hive force behind us to make sure 
it will he that way." Other transitions are much riore ne.otia led, riot set 
up unilaterally. On the vertical axis a conlinuuli betweenis transitions 
largely designed by elites at the to1) and transitions more deeply ard 
heavily influenced bv tihe iasses. My intentr was to design four different 
modes of traisition to delocracy (see Figure 1)and to say that each of 
these modes has a particular set of problems accompanying it that will tell 
us a grcat deal a'ioul what we should expect down tie road. 

I amr now goirng to talk about each ole of those modes and state sonic 
problems associated with each. Praclilioncrs can think about whether the 
cases they are paticularly interested in actually fitthis model and whelher 
it is a helpful 'ay of co)nceivinrg different kinds of transitions. My first 
point is that sone transitions cannot be neatly located in this space. 
Poland, for instance, started at the box labeled "refornr." With lie rise of 
Solidarity, they moved toward the "pact" box in 1981, tlie[i "imposi­into 
lion" whel tile military regime said, "We dor.'t like these rules," and back 
to "pact" in 1989 when tile military regime bargained with Solidarity for 
restricted elections, and finally once again back to "reforn" at tile hotton 
when those elections produced a more reformist regime. 

The most frequcnt modes of transition in the past have been some sort 
of transition from ab(,ve, either elite transitions or bargains among
contending elites. In these transition from above, tlie "pacted" transitions 
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FIGURE 1 Modes of transition 

SOURCE: Karl, T. (1990) Dilemmas of Democratization Comparative 
Politics 23:1-2. 

have beneath them not just small deals struck by politicians, but big, 
foundational pacts. In most cases, these pacts revolve around four types 
of agreements. The first is a military/civilian pact, which is the bargain 
struck between the military and civilians regarding the prerogatives of the 
military and how the military will be treated after democracy. Amnesty is 
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a very important issue in that bargain. What happens to military officers 
who have committed crimes? A second extremely important bargain is one 
among politicians on what the rules of the game will be. Will the game
be presidential? Majority rule or sortParliamentary? some of propor­
tional representation? What will tile rules of party interaction be? If one 
party is clearly dominant, will it give up a little piece of tihe game to a 
lesser party, as happened in Venezuela? A third set of bargains is socio­

concernseconomic. This the rules of property. Will you confiscate or 
not? If you arc confiscating, will you give back? What are the relation. 
ships between capitalists and labor unions, between private sector associa­
tions and labor unions, and so on. Understanding the socioeconomic con­
ponent of the transition to democracy is absolutely essential. FinlIly,
there are often religious or ethnic pacts that concern how to deal with 
religious and ethnic cleavages in society. 

The conibination of these four types of bargains, all interacting, all 
set simultaneously or at some point along the way, and all feeding back on 
each other in different ways, are the kinds of bargains that have historically 
led to durable democracies. Let me stress that clectioais, as important as 
they are for transitions to democracy, are not the way the bargains are 
struck. The elections themselves cannot strike a bargain; ow, of the har­
gains comes the decision to have an election. When elections are finally
held, certain rules of the game have already been decided outside the elcc­
toral arena. The notion that you can simply have elections and resolve 
the conflict is false; it will not work. What happens along the way is that 
mechanisnis are needed to reduce the uncertainty that characterizes the 
transitions in the first place. Because elections are so i liercn tly uncertain, 
you need something in these transitions that guarantees sonic certainty 
outside the electoral process. 

This in turn means that there is something inherently undemocratic 
about these pacts, in that they remove certain issues from the electoral 
arena. In Columbia, for example, a political deal was si ruck at the end of 
the 1950s to decide who would be president, who would have political
office over an 18-year period. Even if they had elections, it was already
decided outside the electoral arena who would be the head of the country. 
In Venezuela, the political parties signed an accord in which all the 
political parties fighting for office agreed to implement the same kind of 
economic programs. Contestation was thus mediated prior to tile election 
since they had all agreed to essentially tile same economic program. This 
reduced the uncertainty of the transition itself, by providing certain 
guarantees so that the military and economic elite, who may not have 
wanted democracy in the first place, had enough protection for their vital 
interests to remove the threat of attempts to undo the democratic process 
itself. 
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The "imposition" model has an inherent problem. While it is often tile 
smoothest transition, strangely enough successful authoritarian rule may be 
the hardest to transform. When there has not been a need to bargain, the 
rules of the game are set up in such a way that the continuing ability of 
political institutions to transform themselves is very circumscribed. This 
ncans that transitions from above, incliding, to a lesser extent, "pacted" 
transitions, share a fundamental dilem ma. The vei y decisions that ire 
made to guarantee having the transition in the first place may make it 
extremely difficult to deal with tile equity issue, with questions of 
socioeconomic justice, and so oil. Tryinl, to bring everyone along so that 
no one will undo ihe process and giving sufficient guarantees that vital 
iterests are r'spected may prevent you from continui ng to transforn the 

economic and political ruiles of the game in a way that creates a more 
open and just society for everyone. If that is so, and you get what I call 
the "freezing" of tile democra tic process, those democracies will be tile 
weakest, the least durable, and the ones that increasingly are less capable 
of transfortming tliernselves in the direction of greater equity. These are 
likely to be cases that we will be looking at as democratic breakdowns in 
the future. 

I now present an hypotlesis: democracies that are tlie least likely to 
survive tend to be those in which no clear strategy off transition is apparent 
at any given time. By that, I mean cases characterized by some mix of im­
position, pact, or mass action with no clear mode dominating at any one 
time. I do not liiean movenment from one iode to another, as I talked 
about earlier in tle case of Poland. 

Finally, something about tile hotton of the graph. In the past, at least 
in Latin America,t lhe "refori" conmponent of these nodes of transition has 
been least likely to succeed. In lie history of Latin America, reformist 
governments have been the most fragile and have frequent ly been over­
thrown, usually by their militaries. This is in tile past, in tie following 
sense: an important component of the failed "reforni" cases Philippe 
Schmitter and I investigated in Latin America was the identilication of 
mass movements with comunismi, with Soviet-inspired actions. 'File 
vinding down of tlie Cold War means that it will be more difficult to 
make an automatic assumption that no;s niovcMeits pcScl ai e ihnkcd to 
cxterial actors that have imporlant security implications for the United 
States. Cases like Guatemala in 1954, or Chile in 197() and 1973. may or 
may not be seen as desirable types of transitions, but the fact remains that 
there is a very important link between those cases and the Cold War. This 
link may be increasingly drawn into question, and that may create more 
space for that reformist model in tile future. 

Let me conclude with some implications. First, what does all this 
mean for what external actors can or cannot do? I want to read the 
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conclusion of a book that is soon to hc puhlished enlithed, The Unifed 
States and Latin iAmerican Democracv: Lessons frvn' fIstory, thai looks 
at transitions to democracy aid U.S. cflorts to export democracy from the 
192)s to the present. The final cmpter, written by Abraham LowCnt hal, 
concludes: 

s 
il ,illilAI h htCtun slt'dCCNStfl, iId t lil INl iI I 1:1111Mw I'I 

Rlcctirell ctlorlty (ti gtm ,rmicni 11 ic Ulnited staics to 1Vl tIOlC dc.'illt)ticv;]C 
rica .AVIJ;ItIv 

of cicIcIll slIa[ices. h: lilt ,"t ile.. I' n i ti tie) ti i r ccil 11u 1980).s, ovcrall 
impact (ifU.S. plIicy oiiLatin Aimeric's ahi lity to achice deiiitcrat ;lsic poHilic.,, 
usuallh, llCglig ltl. (iten C tii c iltll rt tltul ic , ind olllVoc.tsiitm;lllv positive. 
Aolthoutgh it is to ,~~lhI ftl, this 2clilfll ¢(ollcluimil Illmi 11llll wit hto lhe Itl 

or iteeighties and linctlis s %Cll. )espite \Vtstiigtti's ciurlCii Itipt isn 
hor tilu'l(KIACt'..,, CNI)CIM Ct_ h1)(l;llCcnilhlusai~,l 'xpomnhlg I i ll AlIlt~lICAl'S Ntq o .sl.s 

lht etxtect;titlls shImtld he illdt.s. 

Let m cexplain why I think lhis is probtably true. First, my cc nclusion 
conics from our understanding ol' transitions. In order to establish a dur­
able transition to dcmocracy, the imajor local forces must be given suffi­
dient roomi) maeuvetivcr. In other words, wlit WC see more and more is
that the scll'-org't/,ii/;t of'o-oups into internediary units that Philippe 

Schmittcr talked aohut earlier is very important inbuilding a durable tran­
sition to decralcv. Thcv need to lavelctheir own room to mInuvcr; they 
need to act ol their own bChalf, oftel Cve ctIounter to [tie desires and 
wishes of bigger powers. Thev need, in a sense, t) be ablc to estahlish 
their credentials isanthentic groups and nt :isclients somehow m:ipu­
lated or directed by external acltors. One important implic'ation is what I 
call a "self-denvinig ordinancc." By this I mean thai it is often ve'ry 
important to sit back and refrain from doing the kinds of things that ,ou 
actually could do at the moment, in the sole interest of allowing the local 
groups to build certain kinds of mthentic credentials on their own. 

That does not iea that external actors should do nothing, wth It is 
a pessimistic conclusion of this last implica tion. If von look at the figure, 
there are sonmc guidelines ahout what can and cannot be dhone. What we 
think we know aohut dem cracies is that the ones that hmc the greatest 
capacity to endure, and tire greatest Capamcily to transform themselves, will 
pcrmit as much local expression ispossible. That means that to tile ex­
tent that m todesof transition hippen an1d1first, by compromise, second, 
with as much mass particilmtion as possible within legitirmalely organized 
intermediarv organiatiions, durable transitions are more likclv. TwoveVR', 
inlportanlt questions for am,, attempt to help fkoster deniocratization are: 
(1)whl can cxlcrnatl actors do to) encourrage compromise over fo0rce aid 
(2) what can external actors do to encourage the iarticilmtion of groups 
that have not been prcviously incorporatCd into the l)olitical systemIrau'cr 
authoritarian rule? 
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Discussion 

Karl emphasized that she opposed both overly simplistic "necessary 
preconditions" approaches to understanding transitions and the equally 
fallacious strategy of assuming "all is choice" in periods of transition. For 
example, she , the term "structured contingenty" to describe a bar­
gaining situation in which different actors bring very different resources 
and strengths to the table. In Karl's view, a successful pact is predicated 
on the idea that not all issues are up for grabs in the bargaining process. 
The first bargain of most democracies is a "pact to make pacts," which is 
ii essence n agreeient to rc'nmove certain issues from the arena of debate. 

Karl disagreed strongly, however, with a su ,gcstion ithat democracy is 
primarily a "procedural" issue. While the initial pact may be largely 
procedural (a recognition that different aciors will bargain over certain 
rules), later pacts are frcque nily substantive, with einorm(ous consequences 
for the shape later taken by the new democracy. Examples of such sub­
stant ive pacts are agreements oti property rights or labor relations. The 
key idea is that the mode of transition to democract l rov,'ides very inipor­
tant information on the !ype of' democracy likely to result. She presented 
a number of hylpothcses about the relationship between the initial bargains 
and Ilte forms of democracy that emerge later: 

(1) "Imposed" transitions would likely result in what she termed 
"coiservative dcmicracies" in which the prerogatives of the dominant 
power ire so pervasive that the emerging democra-v's abilitV to continue 
transforming society and provide increasingly Clal cilizeoshil rights is 
severely circumscribed. 

(2) "Pacied" transitions, resulting from bargains struck anong a 
number of actors and organizations, would be more likely to result in a 
"corporatist" form of detnocracy. 

(3) Bargains involving a significant "mass actor" component would be 
morc likely to result in a "coilpetitivc democracy" operating under 
majoritari.. a rules. 

Each type of bargain has implications for the durability of the democracy 
and its ability to cope with internal social problems. 

A number of participants questioned whether Karl's model had implicit 
preconditions for democracy. For instance, questioners suggested the 
necessity of (1)intermediary groups with sufficient strength to discipline 
their followers, and (2) at least one strong competing group with whom it 
was possible to strike a comprnmlisc or reach a "stalemate." Using 
Venezuela as an example, Karl responded that at the tine of transition tile 
Countiry had neither a well-organized collection of intermediary groups nor 
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strong competing oppo,;iion. She :rgIuil that the process of deal­
making enabled organizations to bargain without . strong Constituency, 

building their own followings simultaneously. One participant suggested 
thait Slain also supported Karl's point; at the time of the Moncloa 
Agreement there were no real Iradc unions or viable business associations, 
allowing politica l parties to sign the agreement. The evcntual oulcome of 
the pact was the emergence of a very vibrant civil society in Spain, 
including some of the most influcntial trade unions in Europe. 

Karl also disa greed that successful ira nsition pacts necessa rilv req uired 
at least one strovg competing group. Again citing ihc \"enczuelan 
example, she commented that a powcrful group there had shown wisdom 
and political insight by not fully utilizing its powers, actually giving up 
control over portions of the labor unions and ministries to compeling 
political parties. Such far-sighled behavior helped a successful transition 
by giving outside groups a stake in the system, prevctting disillusionment. 
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Issues in the Transition to Democracy:
 
Reports of the Working Groups
 

The Rule of Law
 
JohilNorton Moore, Chair
 

Three major points emerged from tile working session discussions. 
The first is the important new trend in tile international arena toward 
acceptance of many obligations that go beyond basic human rights re­
quirements to things that are very much part of democratic governance. 
These have been discussed internaltionaliv as "'The Rule of Law," which is 
very broadly conceived, and hence relevant to the workshop's discussion of 
delocracy and assistance in democratic processes. For exanple, little 
noticed bv the media, this summer the Copenhagen round of the Con­
ference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) reached agreement 
on ii extraordina v Cxlensioll of huiman righls guarantees. These new 
guarantees, uner the rubric of the rule of law, are really a series of 
fundaniental principles of democratic governance. \ logical next step ili 
human rights erngagelent is now to look seriously at what governiental 
institutions are necessa, to achieve those guarantees in tlie real world. 
At present there is a rather extraordinary consensus, wilh Western and 
Eastern Europe and tlie Soviet Union all agreeing in essence to sipple­
ment the human rights guaranitees with a basket of rule of law guarantees 
that may prove of great importanrce for transitions to delocrac'y. 

The second point is: "What is lie core of this rule of laxw'?" Moore 
acknowledged that every scholar will have a different list, but argued that 
most lists would include: 

(1) The notion of contiiiaionalisnz--constitution., embody the 
fundamental compact with the people. They are tile highest form of law, 
to which all other laws and governireital actions must conforri, and they 
should be taken seriously. 

(2) The general principle )I accouhntahility--govicxrnnils should be 
democratically accountable to thl peoplc. Lcgislatures and chief exccutives 
should be popularly elected under a system that will ensure competing 
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electoral tickets and frequent accountability on the part of government 
officials. 

(3) Separation o'poier" and checks and balances--Anericans take 
this for granted, yet there is great interest internationally in the concept 
of separation of powcrs and checks and batlances, not solely anong the 
exccutive, legislative, and judicial branches, which is the core, but also 
through such notions as ombudsmen or )icameral legislatures. 

(4) A series oJ human rigts ggaaratees--i iimui guarantees that 
canno!! be altered even by a legislative majority. These would certainly 
include preserving a climate of !ree discussion and opinion, fairness in 
criminal process, protection of religious freedom, protection of civil rights, 
accountablility of governmcntal officials, protection of the integrity of 
governmental processes, protection of the rights of workers, civilian control 
of the military, protection of the ctivii-onrnent, and protection of econonic
 
freedom and entitlements.
 

(5) Finally, imitetd govertirct andfidcralisnm--aind as a scparate point 
that takes different f'irms in different dchlocralic societies, a strong 
julicia,. Inthe Aricricai cxpcricn,:c, an independent judicia ry is capable 
of acting as a check on thc other branchcs with respect to fulndamelll,11 
constitutioial concepis. the separatioa of powers, the rights of individuals,
 
and the integrity of the overall clectoral process.
 

The third and final point is the core of the policy debate: To what 
extent should a govern ment have an active prograinl to slarc its experience 
in rule of law Or democracy-building with other countries? Participants 
agreed that one should iot simply crusade "to make the world safe for 
democracy," and that there arc a varicty of naive prograr, s that could be 
proposed in this area. One needs to be careful to avoid simple cultural 
inipcrialisi and imposing dysfunctional structures in settings where they 
may not make sense. However, sonic also argued that there is a strong 
case for well thoughi out programs as a significant part of U.S. foreign 
policy to share on a volui;ary basis the American experience in rule Of law 
and constitutionalism. Criticisms that efforts at rule of law and d'mocracy­
building reflect peculiarly American values may in fact themselves be a 
form of' disguised chauviniisl. That is, in some cases they may not reflect 
accurately the CXtraordinarv range of internatiotnal support that exists for 
many of these principles. For e.'"-,W, the principle "of the people, by tile 
people, and tor the people" from ie Gettysburg Address seems peculiarly
American, but comparative '-on;titutionalists know it is a funda mcntal 
principle, in exactly that language, of the French Constitution. The 
concept of' property rights that Americans stress is a fundamental principle 
of the French Declaration of the Rights if Man. In short, there are 
fundamental principles of good governance that are internationally shared, 
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just as the international community has found a variety of broad conimion 
principles with respect to human rights. 

A second point in support of the same general conclusion is the extra­
ordinar, interest around the world in the American experience in rule of 
law and consiiulionalism. Moore described his experiences in participa­
ting in the constitutional draftling process in Nanlibia, noting tie strong 
interest in the American experience from virtually every faction involved. 
I Ic concluded that if one regards this as technology transfer, it is striking 
that the United States should he willing to transfer agricultural or steel­
making technology, yet at the same timne be reluctant to share on a volun­
tary basis what it regards as tlie funldamentals thatt actuaiv make its systein 
function. 

Institutiois and Processes for Debate,
 
Consensus, and Conflict Management
 

Alicluel AIe'ZL', Chair
 

The working group discussed national p0Olilical institutlions that ill most 
countries syirbolize commrlinlitmrlenit to dernricracy: legislatures and political 
parties. Illdiscussinrg tile fu nCtions of lCgisaitutres, tie grou p addressed a 
traditional question ini polilical science: how much power does a Icgisia­
ture need iii order to be viewed as a true legislature? The particular 
question concerned budgetary power and v hc her it was neccssa,,r for legis­
latures to have tie power to restrain the ext active power of tle state aind 

to restrain tle capacitv of' lhe executive branch to tax andito spend money. 
Nleze argued that not all legisialircs had such powers, arid that such 

powers were not required to deem a legislature "real." Other participants 
thought that legislatures needed to have exactly those sorts of powcrs. 
They agreed that U.S. strategies nced to involve both strengnhning 
legislatures, pcrhps throtigl activitics sUchi as support for training 
legislators and developing greater degrees Of public policy expertisc. 

File group discussed politica! parties and their particular role as a 
democratic institition illencouraging democracy. In particular, it discussed 
the functions of political partics, their role in represcrnting thc ".C... 

interests in partiCUlar countries, in recruiting new ClitCs to governrient 

power, in public ductiliOll, and illIegitiriizing political decisions. Ideally, 
poliltical parties eriibodv the idea of collective responsibility for public 
policy, encoirage processes of coalinion-building, and reduce tlie incidence 
of political oplortunisri. The group observed tha t ininany countries, 
strong political parties were the major institutional alternative to military 
domination. Such parties have the capacity to restrain military elites. This 
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raised a number of questions, such as whether it is appropriate for 
organizations such as A.I.D. to support political partics, and if so, what 
form such support should take. For example, programs might help parties
develop basic skills--organizational development, candidate education, or 
issue research, or work more broadly to support the mechanisms that per­
mit parties to develop. Some argued that supporting particular political
parties raised aIrange of difficult, sensitive queslions, whereas suppo)rting 
a recognized governmental insliltulion, Such ISa legislature, is an casier 
task. 

Participants also considered whalt typCS Of political partiCs shotuld be 
supported. Some political parties, narrowly orbased highly ideological, 
reinforce ilet nal divisions within tilecountr and mlav make nation­
building and dCmocr:atizationI more, rather than less difficult. While it is 
reasonable to believe that supporting political parties can serve an 
integrative fuLnction by bringing people togelher and that broad-bascd 
parties may have a very posilive influence, some :irgucil that in Ilany
countries it is nt lcar that such pall\ organi/atiots exist, thalt they call 
exist, or hfow they catn be su]pportcd. 

The group ended with tle intcrcsting qustLion of .suppotling nonlgov'­
crimcntal organizations (N(;Os), such as interest groups. Some partici­
pants qunestioned whether (his w ld be a wise strategy, suggesting that 
interest groups, to the extetit that hCV CthCeluagIc iearticulation Of, 
narrow, parochial, spccific itnterests, or make the aggregation of inicrest 
into public polk- , mtore difficull, may not be the best organizatiots to 
support. TFie :roup did not recomneid that Ihev be discouraged, but that 
resources mighi be beler spent ol crcaling itistitutions of what political 
scientists call "interest aggrcgation" that can bring people together behind 
public policies. ,lczc, commented that lic felt life current American poli­
tical woes--rapacious interest groups, Opportunist legislalors, a Congress 
that seemed unale to Make ftIdtiiCntal dccisions about governing-­
influenced their discussion, lie felt that this had a healthy impact theon 
group's discussions as it considered whet her to recommend transplanting
tile American model or holditig it ip as a paradigm. The current stale of 
American political problems encouraged greater openness to thinking 
about other nat ions' nodels. 
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Institutions and Processes of State Power:
 
Police and Civi,/Military Relations
 

Louis Goodman, Chair 

Undersmanding how (he military, police, and judicial systlms function 
as institutions is critical for advancing democratic processes. This group 
conselSus can be seen as I recon mendation for A.I.D. or ollers to sup­
port research as well as direci program activities. The group endorsed 
Terrv Karl's point about thc need to have a civil/riliitary pact to enable 
the process of democratization to continue. Goodman argued that there 
are numerous examples of cxplicit pacts forming the foundation for 
progress in democratic ia nsitions, all of which had to do vith relations 
betwcen political socicv and the coercive element of the stale, namely, the 
military. The group disagreed about mechanisms of how to continue this 
civil/military pact and keep thi military in check. Somc , including 
Goodman, thought that it would he useful to have training for civilians in 
oversight of military, such occurs in the ccengressionalthe as!, American 
system. Others argued strongly t!t this wais ina[)propriatc for many 
hislorical and cultural reasons, and that the United States should support 
develo)pmcnt of a self-governing professional military, as now exists in 
Europe. 

Participants agreed, however, that the most appropriate ro)le for the 
milit.,ry in any country is to provide for external security. Itis a seriotus 
mistake to look for nonexternal security roles into which the military can 
expand, such as the pro, ision of educatioln, building of roads, providing for 
public healtlh, and public works. The group also concurred Ihat it was 
important to rcinfo)rcc the separate roles (ofother elentoill' oSlt power, 
such as the police, vhich play a vc-v different role than thc militar'. 

The group discussed how to Ie'ent the military from taking on in­
appropriate roles and Irom reassuning explicit or de faclo ,control of' 
government. Participants thought it xas important to extend the basic pact 
to include discussion abMt how to reduce the size of military forces, and 
felt it was essentii Itoconsider how to move existing officers away from 
positions in which "they could think about inappropriate role expansion."
Participants agreed that it was important to encourage the military in its 
most appropriate role--preparing for future wars that one hopes will never 
be fought--and that it was useful to look for regional international security 
roles or other collective security arrangements that might duplicate 
Europe's success with NATO. 

Some participants suggested that an appropriate role fior military 
officers would be to manage quasi-stale organ izat ions, since many officers 
have very impressive managerial skills. How to move officers into the 

45
 



private sector, perhaps \v a "golden parachute," dcserves more exploration. 
Gioodllan cIllICmented thaI there are many cases of miliLary officers moving 
honestly and succes~fully and playing very important roles in fhe 'owering 
of private sectors in developing nations. He argued that people tend to 
florget that sonie significant eitre prnceu rs once were military officers, and 
that their skills are often readily transferred. One way to Convince the 
military to do this is to defeat them. Another is to buy licni ot, a litle­
honored process that has been used with many kinds of civil servants. 

The group also discussed file importance of tie judicial system in its 
relationship to state power. Participalnts agreed that tile judiciary cannot 
possibly operate effectivclv withoult a strong civil/mililar, pact 0tiai permits 
tile judiciary to exercise its functions. 

The group next discussed internal and external influenccs on civil! 
tilitar, rclations aid airced that internal, doieslic influenlccs were 
genlerally more irlportant. Goodian suggested Ihat bolh internal and cx­
ternal inluences lliihl be nIccessary but inay11ot be sufficienl ini particulalr 
circunisrances. A vcrv ilportant point ti reiiembcr for effective external 
inl]ueriCC is consistlicy. SOniC suggcslcd this has been a problcnm wilh 
U.S. policy in the past. This licans not just incorlsistency over lime, but 
inslancCs in Mliich Ihc SaIICl host-counLryilrationals received different, 
contradictory iicssatges in thc sm:rnc year. While the group agiced that one 
should be very leeryv of the role of Cxtlerlal influences, arid be vCry hIliblC 
abou tel porCillirl illpacl IhaLt Ic Uniled States might have, Goodman 
nItcd hIr Cxterrial illuCices nav, frorn liile lo time, play a crilical role 
in tipping the balance. The policy dileiiiria for file United Slates, is when 
it should and should not try to exercise that influence. 

The Rehitionship 3etween Approaches to
 
Democracy and Economic Development
 

Carl) LancaSr , Clair: Tavn Round, Rapporteur
 

The first isstIe addressed by the group was tlic definition of deiocracy. 
Flow should it be nrcasured an( operationaliizd? Among file imeasures 
suggested were il opeti an d jLISt sociCty witih a Ifocus on rt les and 
procedures, a culture (f opellCSs, and the elcients of tovrriarlce. 

The next (pueCslion discussed was why A.I.D. should be concerned with 
denocrac' as opposed to conltinulg with its CCOrtonliC devCloplenl 1r­
grams. Tlie group agreed that there were links between democracy ai(h 
sustairted economic development, and that although they are not recessarv 
conditioils for each oitlier, they are reinforcing processes. Democracies 
tend to keep markets more honest, thc, are more fair and just, and therc 
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are human rights reasons to support them. Moreovcr, as Jane Mansbridge 
has pointed out, democracies seem to be involved in less war, lighting, and 
aggression with each other. 

One important point was that although dcnocracy and economic dcevel­
opment nti.,h t coniplicnini each other in Ihe long run, during a Iransilion 
there could be severe short-t-Irn conflicts between them. For example, 
economic stabilization and structural adjustelCnt lend to be very painful. 
In a demiocrac,, there is more likely to be resistance, and it may be more 
difficult for the government to cope with tile opposition and carry Out ius 
policies. 

The group addressed how to support democracy, and wheilher there are 
trade-ofts between economic dcvclopment programs -.nd wayLs to promote 
denocrac,. lyarticipanis generally agreed that tllce are not necessarily 
trade-off's between trying to dio both. Participants also recognized thai 
A.I.D. is an external influence, with real limits oii what it can do io 
promote democracy. Moreover, dcLCracy' is not the only Amcrican objec­
tive, but One oif Many, and economic development will remain first and 
foremost in wlal A.I.ID. is Ir'ing to do. 

The gfof()) discussed promoling democracv by supporting iutcrnucdiarV 
groups, parlicularly indigenous noilov'rniicnall organizalions (N(COs), but 
was scnsilive to the ieed to distinguish allmlg such olgallizalions as 
candidates for American assist~ice. Support fr the g wth )I procecdural 
rules, constitution-building, and specific democratic initiatives anotherwas 

option. This Can be diffictll, becausc it rc(luircs host-coulry support,

which those curreitlfy in li i' might be reluctant to give. The group also
 

agreed that A.I.1). could pr(nlote democracy through its otgoilg programrts 
by focusing on specific democratic objectives. One p'rticipani citcd 
education programs ihat empower people and have a posiiivc impact oni 
both promoting dernocracv and the economy. The gro up agreed that the 
United States could trv to distribute funding based on forimal citeria ()f 
a countlry's nmovemniCn toVard dcniocraLy. Again, howcver, participants 
questioned now A.I.D. would measure de mocracy, ar1d It(w this5 objcCtivC 
squares with others. Another suggesiion was to supporLt policies and 
programs to improve cqluiiy--CvC Ihough it may Cnlail ecoii(niic rad­
ofW--becausC it could pOlo10!r a 111ore slable dCmlocracy. 

Finally, the group agreed that any actions by A 1.1). mUtS1 be sittiatioii­
specific. For example, in Eastern -uropc political reform is already
underway and the urgent need is 'or help with economic development. 
Other countries, such as Chile or Korea, ,re gOirg through ecotomic 
reform, but political reform has bccn slow to follow. On a finll note, tile 
group agreed th1at it is no a (ueslion of whtcher there is a rclationshil 
betwecn ecoiomriiic development ;ali] democracy, or if the United States 
should promtiote democracy, but how aid how riot to Iccolllplish that goal. 
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Market-Oriented Economic Reforms and Democracy
 
Joan Nelson, Chair
 

The group began with the premise that although in the long-run there 
may be strong complemncrtary relationships between political pluralism and 
market-oriented economies, the process of moving from statist to market­
oriented economics, and from more authoritarian to more open political 
systems, creates the potential for significant conflict between these two 
processes if they are occurring simultaneously. 

Overall, the discussion covered two broad sets of ideas. The first 
concerned the potential and the limits of markct-oriented reform for 
promoting democratic development. In many countries, the development 
community in general, including the United States and A.I.D., are pushing 
market-oriented reforms. The group discussed some of the mechanisms 
linking markct-oriented reforms to the process of opening up political 
systems. Moving from a situation where governments monopolize or 
heavily dominate jobs, contracts, and production in a great many areas to 
a more diffuse pattern breaks the link between livelihood or economic 
security and support for the current politica! regime. This also opens up 
the possibility of financing both for autonomous interest groups and for 
opposion political parties. It may also shift the emlphasis of' interest 
group activities from trying to look for special favors from bureaucrats to 
engaging in a more open public dialogue directed at altering policy. 

This shift also changes the nature and the extent of corruption in 
societies. A great deal of corruption in many developing countries is 
linked to the pervasiveness of government controls over, and political/ 
bureaucratic manipulation of, resource allocation. Nelson commented that 
it had occurred to her later that reducing the level and pervasiveness of 
corruption also has a great deal to do with increasing the legitimaLy of 
government. 

This particular set of mechanisms that link market-oriented reorms to 
promoting democracy has sonic clear limits. Participants noted that the 
groups that are most likely to benefit from market-oriented reforms are 
those that are better-off--in general, the elites, semi-elites, and at best the 
middle class. Economic benefits are not cqually shared and that clearly 
has poli ;cal implications for democracy. 

The _roup explored whether the particular design and pattern of fiscal 
reforms hkve implications for democratic openings. That is, under the 
bioad umbrella of market-oriented reforms ani of measures needed to 
stabilize economies that have been suffering from inflation and from 
persistent and very severe budget and balance of payments gaps, the 
precise design may make a big difference in terms of repercussions for 
democratic development. One can start with the goal of economic reform 
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and economic stabilization, but still refine the means to try to take into 
account implications for democratic development. Charles Tilly, in an 
earlier discussion, put forward the proposition that means of raising 
rc fnue that are "transparent"--whcre cilizens sec very clearly what they are 
paying and to whon, such as income' ta.--are likely to create Situations 
where governmenis must bargain with lthe people represented through 
parties, through interest groups. or in legislatures. This led the group to 
tile proposition that the inca,;ures that are perhaps economically most 
effective or administrativelv easiest for solving particular economic 
prohlens may not be those that are most conducive to democratic develop­
ment. That thoughil seemed particularly important in light of the fact 
that natnv transitional govern ments tend to be weak. Hfence, in weighing 
these various objectives, one must oflten take into account the weakness of 
governmeni, ralher than its sir,_'ngth. 

The group's second set of issues dealt with the ways in which tihe 
simultaneous elboris to consolidate democratic transitions an( mlove toward 
more narket-oriinied economics nay contlict. Nelson made the pensonmal 
observation that she sensed a real questioning of the notion that politi al 
opening atmost alwaiys leads to economic opening. Rather, she fell the 
group discussed a nubner of wavs in which democratizaion might pose
obstacles to promoing market-orienled reforms. For example, the point 
was made in the sulimarv of Carol Lancaster's session that market­
oriented relorns, as well as macroeconomic austerity measures, create 
hardship for niany groups thby i can be threatening to fragile governments. 

Another ivpe oll conflici arises from the fact that market-riented 
reformis often have or appear to have the effect of undermining equity or 
equaliiy. This is clear in Eastcrn Eur.))pc, where one of the major political
obstacles to going ahead with sonn: market-oriented reforms is the incqual­
ities and insecurities that , ould he created. But the same kinds of 
concerns are also true in many other paris of the world where, for 
example, removing subsidies on basic commodities, or price controls more 
generally, are viewed by some parts of tile population as threatening 
equality. 

A third kind of' conflict concerns ihe process of ::onsolidaiing demo­
cralic o enings, particularly decentralizing power. Nelson offered one of 
the conclusions from research that she and a group of colleagues have 
been doing on tle politics of adjustment: virtually all effective economic 
reorientation and adjustment prograis in the 19,t)s entailed a high degree 
of executive centralization and a rather autocratic style of decision-making. 
That was true even in the several democracies that have carried out con­
siderable market-oriented refcorns. There mlaV thus be a tension between 
the short-run political requiremenis for certain kinds of economic reform 
and pressures for decentralization as part of the democratization process. 
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The group's discussion underscored the need for not conilortatly 
assuming that all good things go together, for looking closely at inter­
actions, including potential conflicts between democratization and market­
oriented reform. Such an examination could have implications for A.I.D. 
programs and also for broader U.S. policy with respect to issues such as 
debt, trade, and other aspects of forcign economic policy. 

Intermediary Institutions That Operate Between the Citizen
 
and the State: Unions, Associations, Interest Groups,
 

Business Organizations, Political Parties
 
Michael Bution, Chair
 

The group discussed the range of institutions that operate between tihe 
state and its citizens, in the realm that has come to be known ill this 
workshop as "civil society." Thu first point to make is that civil society is 
a contested territorv, with a number of competing visions of what civil 
society can be like. One is the corporatist vision, in which the state gives 
structure to the representation of interests. Another is a pluralist vision, 
in which a diverse body of citizens express their interests. And although 
never explicitly stated, the dist-ission revealed that there was also a 
conmunalist vision of civil society, in which basic social solidarities 
structure organization and affiliatins. For example, ti,- group discussed 
the influence of clans and palron-ctien t networks in organizing the way 
Ihat people come together and associate. 

Bratton suggested that a debate was emerging in tie workshop between 
the ideas best represented by PhIilippe Sch mitter and John Norton Moore. 
Sclimitter offered a sort of culturallv relative view of civil society and 
democratic processes, while John Norton Moore advocated a universalist 
perspective that cuts across different cultural co.ep ions. Participants 
were ambivalent about the :wo arguments. On tie one hand, the group 
discussion reflected a belief that a plural civil society, one based on 
individual self-intercst and cross-cutling ties, is most likely to contribute 
to a democratic transition. This included assocft ions that display certain 
key characteristics: open, volun tary nenbership; a membership base that 
cuts across existing social cl'a''awages; tt( election of leaders within 
associations; deliberat: n about .roup action, universalist, rather than self­
serving goals, such as human rights as opposed to a particular economic 
interest; and a sustainable institutional structure, especially at the local 
level, bu! also possibly federated up to the national level. The group's 
general discussion was within the framework of tlie pluralist model. 

On the other hand, the group also discussed tie paradox of luralism: 
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that in fact pluralism, under certain social and economic conditions, can
be a threat to democracy. Embedded in the promise of pluralism is also 
the threat of particularism. Pluralism promotes contestation; democratic 
processes thrive on contestation, but where states are weak, and where 
soctIecs are divided, pluralism can be a force for political instability,
rather than for political development. Particularly in the context of Sub-
Saharan Africa, the big question is "Car the center hold?" 

The working group members did not agree about whether intermediary
associations should undertake political advocacy. One view was that there
is a natural progression from "iearticulation of particular economic 
interests by a group through policy advocacy ii,that particular economic 
sector, to broader concerns with governance for the political unit as a 
whole. Another view stressed that horizontal linkages amnong organizations
within civil society wer'e more important than vertical linkages between 
local associations and national policy. These could be people-to-people
linkages at tile grass roots level, or linkages between citizens and
intellectuals, for example through promoting independent policy analysis 
centers. 

Some participants expressed concern that if associations became active 
in policy advocacy, the middle classes would benefit first since the 
wealthiest are the most likely to organize. The mass of people would be 
excluded yet again. Some participants also argued that intermediary
organizations shonlu. bc considered primarily as alternative mechanisms for 
service delivery, rather than as agencies for political advocacy. There was 
agreement, however, that intermediary organizations are the building blocks 
of political parties. Some suggested that it may be better to encourage 
political parties to undertake the advocacy role, echoing Michael Mezey'searlier argument that it may be more conducive to democratic stability to 
have aggregate policy platforms, rather than a caccphony of special 
demands. 

Finally, the group discussed the appropriate role for A.I.D. in relating
to intermediary associations. Participants considered both the policy level 
and the project level. At the policy level, the point was made that A.I.D.'s 
strength is really in government-to-government relations, rather that gov­
ernment-to-NGO relations and that there was room for A.I.D. to broaden 
the policy dialogue with recipient governments to include more explicitly
the question of strengthening the environment for civil society. Issues that 
might be raised in government-to-governnent negotiations include: the
enforcement of existing constitutional guarantecs, particularly the freedom 
of association; the simplification of registration and reporting procedures
for various types of association, whether they are cooperatives, welfare 
societies, or nonprofit companies; and the creation of tax incentives, for 
example to encourage corporate and individual giving to associations. 
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At the project level, participants put forward a number of suggestions. 
One participant suggested that public opinion polling was a relevant 
activity since polling gives an independent voice to an otherNvisc silent 
public and has the added advantage of strengthening local research insti­
tutions. Others argued that pre-elcction polling in the third world has 
turned out to be notoriously inaccuratc, citing Chile and Nicaragua as 

recent exampIcs. Morcovcr, intermit tent polling cannot substitute for 

permanent associations that can speak for themselves over the long run 

and between elections. Participants also expressed interest in subnational 
political units, both governmental and nongovernmental. Some of the 
discussion revolved around whether support to improve the administrative 
capabilities of municipal councils might be appropriate. Participants 
agreed that A.I.D's best approach to intermediary organizations was to 

continue working with U.S. private voluntary organizations (PVOs). Some 
suggested more exchanges and grants made in the cultural area, for 
example in promoting sports and artistic endeavors. Associations need not 
be explicitly political to accomplish a contribution to the transition to 
democracy. The mere existence of associations populates and pluralizes 
the institutional environment. They provide citizens with a choice in 
selecting \vhcle to affiliate themselves, and choice, "he participants fell, was 
at the essence of democracy. 

Special Problems of Divided Societies
 
Eric Nordlinger,Chair; Jo Husbands, Rapporteur
 

The group limited its discussion to a particular type of divided society: 
those countries in which political participation and political contests tend 
to take place along ethnic, religious, cultural, or racial lines. The group 
considered only those societies in which the different competing groups 
were actually participating, in contrast to societies in which some groups 

are completely outside the political process, such as the Indians in 
Guatemala. The distinction was important because it meant the group 
started out with bad news. If one looks at the approximately two dozen 
transitions to denocra,' that have been attempted or completed since the 
mid-1970s, at most only one quarter of those have been deeply divided 
societies. By and large, deeply divided societies have been left out of the 
recent wave of democratization. 

Trying to understand what it might take to foster democratization in 
divided societies led the group to discuss a number of issues and problems. 
One problem was a genuine dispute about the importance of cross-cutting 
cleavages. A participant offered the widely accepted idea that it is better 
if people have a variety of identities, so that no single identification 
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dominates. Someone countered, based on research by Donald Horowitz 
and others, that there is strong evidence that it is extraordinarily difficult 
to break ethnic identification as the primary and most powerful identi­
fication. Promoting cross-cutting cleavages as the basis for eventual 
democratiza ioi may be thus much easier in theorv than in practice. What 
would it take to create other kinds of identities that could mediate or 
mitigate the primary identification of tribe, race, religion, or language 
group?
 

The group speni considerable time talking about divided societies that
have been relatively successful in moving toward democracy. All of these 
transitions have involved ways o!7sl:iring power among the major social 
groups. This emphasizes the importance of creating structures to provide
rules of the game" for divisions of power. These arrangements have taken 

a variety of forms; in Nigeria after the civil war, for exam ple, tile new 
federal structure deliberately tried to create balances of power among the 
groups. Whatever tile formal arrangements, sonic cautioned that what may 
matter most is various groups' perceptions of their power relative to one 
another. 

The group's final set of arguments concerned whether it is possible to 
create these power-sharing arrangements in anything but a "top-down" 
manner. That is, was ,onenecessarily talking about elite bargains? Some 
participants argued tlat one could see negative roles for individuals-­
communal strife, violence--but that without effective organization, it was
difficult to envision individuals playing a positive role in moving toward 
political arrangements or bargains at the social or political level that would 
allow representation and ease ethnic strife. The idea that the only hope
might be to strike hargains at the elite level was not a comlortable notion 
for sonic people in tile group. Participants agreed about the need to 
explore what, if any, kinds of bottom-up mechanisms and inclusive policies
would best serve the interests of fostering democratic processes in these 
kinds of societies. 

Where to Start in Promoting Democracy: 
The Relationship Between "Top-Down" and "Bottom-Up" 

Development Strategies and the Role of Traditional Cultures 
Pearl Robinson, Chair 

The group began by offering a new analogy to add to the "skyscraper"
and "weather" models proposed by Charles Tilly-creating a green belt in 
the desert. This process would begin by stabilizing the sand dunes,
planting scrub brush as a first step in creating an environment that can 
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sustain larger species of plants. Next would cone bushes and small trees, 
then larger trees, and eventually forests could be created. In tile process, 
cliliate clanges increase the hunlidity and truly begin to create a forest 
environment where there once was a desert. Robinson suggested that one 
ought to look at (hc process of demlocratizatlion as one that requires the 
creation of an environment that can sustaini different kinds of institutional 
behavior. 

A major question for the group was whether A.I.D. has a comparative 
advantage in trying to involve itself in bottom-up approaches to denoc­
ratization. Sonic people suggested that A.I.D. was not vcry good at
"retailing" its services, and that the agency has been in tile process of 
shifting from project aid to program assistance. If that is the case, 
bottom-up approaches would be better lelt to other agencies. That led to 
another question: Since denlocratization is a new initiative, is A.I.D. 
compelled tc do business as usual? If not, serious consideration should 
be given to tile management implications of botlonl-up approaches. 

Tile group decided that successful democratization would require a mix 
of bottom-up and top-down approaches. Participants agreed that it was 
more useful to think about multiple points 01 entry for the initiative. 
Work might be needed to support grass roots organizationS, but at tile 
same tile, one should address basic policy issues such as tile adminis­
tration of justice, access to the market, and what could be done to create 
an ampropriatc legal firaiework that enal'ics grass roots groups like water­
users associations to survive and function miore effectivelh. 

Participalts agreed oti tile need to broaden the unlderstandine of the 
roles and functions of NGOs insocieties with which A.I.D. is concerned. 
Historically, A.I.D. has tended to see PVOs as a service deliverv systen to 
nicet economic needs, but iltthe context of civil societv NGOs have a 
crucial role in democratization. I !ere the group drew a distinction between 
U.S. NGOs, which are usually called PVOs and indigenous notigovern­
mental organizations that are involved in development \ork, as well as 
other areas such as hunian rights and "know-Nour-rights" legal work tlhat 
are relevant to democratization initiatives. Participants agreed otil the 
itlportance of not assuming all NC;Os are equally worthy of support and 
on tile need to examine internal decision-making structures and what these 
organizations are doing lhat may be relevant to democratization. 

The group talked specifically about the crucial role that religious 
organizations, such as tile Catholic Church in a 1iLa tin America, play ill
 
htie Islanm, tile other hand, tends to have
process of democratization. on 

a bad or antidemocratic nanie in the American press, since people tend to 
focus on Islaunic fundamentalism. Robinson argued that in maniy societies 
Islan is playing or can potentiallv play an important role in fostering 
democracy. She cited the example of Elma Gali froni northern Nigeria, 

54
 



a Muslim scholar and teacher who settled in Kano in IA92. Ie%wrote a 
treatise on how a good Muslim ruler should govern, titled "The Crown of 
Religion and the Obligations of Princes," that includes discussions of the 
leader's obligation riot to separate himself fron the people. In northern 
Nigeria, this treatise became very important in the creation of political
parties, in efforts to get the right to vote for women, and even in con­
vincing the government talt it should encourarge education for young 
women. In Niger, when lie nilitary government decided to start pro­
moting Islam, it had scholars translate this document from Arabic and 
encouraged discussions in universities and in Islamic associations. It 
became a basis for evaluating the performance of the military governmeti
in a languagce that the military government itself had salncrioncd. Islamic 
organizations thus can also be a vehicle for promoting values that support 
democratization. 

The group brielly di.scu..sd cducalion in terms of hottllom-up stra­
teLsic.. Certain tp'Cs of' cducational programs are nmore likely ihan others 
t() sLp)port deCrli wrlAv. lorl CMilh.,Cting eliteh, o Will bC able to 
function in the ncw institutions. Liicrv' programs, freqlently in 
indigenous languages, give people at the bortorm level skills and tools that 
allow them to communicate p)diiic:,llv and in such \ways that may' con­
tribute to supporting democracy.
 

This discussion led to the issue of ownership: 
 "Whose democratization 
is it." If A.lI). adopts a demlocratizalion agcnda, what are the incentives 
itcan offer to persuiade the leaders ofia COUIIy toSupport if? As with 
cconolic refOrni, demniocratization mv icanthat the leaders theirlose 

jobs. Again, the group+agreed that one needs to think in terms of points

of enitr, of 'hcre to build some sense of ownership of the ilitiative within
 
tle coutrr'. Without 
 that, itslife span will he that of A..l.D.'s initiative.
 
Some participants commented that opting for a otltom-up approach to
 
dCvC]o) a sense of' Ov,ncrship riiight restrict A.l.D.'s points of intervention.
 
In the NGO 
 community, a series of north'south dialongues is currentlk 
under- way between American and Euro peanr N(;Os on the one hand a rid 
southern countries' PVOs on the other. In tiesc dialogues, pacts are 
being nieotlaled about tie nature of the relationship between northern 
and Mouthri NGOs. oic paCts include stipulltions that aid to southern 
P\VOs should iot conlie with political sirings atlached. For exaiiple, in 
Latin Aiierica many NGOs want nothing to do with political parties. The 
re.Suils Of IhesC nCgotlinioins lmav pul significant constraints oil a ollll­
ip approach to heuiliocralialion. 

Participants ia\ored hiikinio aid tocertain plitical conditions, so that
 
if' the country violates lhoe conditions, aid is Cut off. There was concern 
that political conditiotnaliny might undermine any poeilial for the success 
of a democratization initiative. If the United States is defining the 
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conditions, then it hecones verl difficult for the country to feel ownership 
of the democratization. The United State:; also becomes open up to accu­

sations of cultural imperialism. MIreover, if a country, fails to meet the 

stipulated conditions, and aid is cut off, it is not clear that democratic 

outcomes can be anticipated. Participants finally agreed that the goal of 
criteria that must be met is important, but U.S. policy makers must 

address the question, "Ilow do ,)tcreate the desired elfect with different 
tcchanisnis?" Several other suggestions emerged, such as relying on U.S. 

citizen lobbies Iopuh for aid cult-otis, to countrics that have Icn involved 

in especially egregious abuses. Another suggestion was the impirnce of 

supporting a proliferation of human rights monitoring groups within 

countries so Iliat one has internal groups working in landen \wih external 

groups such isAnniestv Intrnational. Overall, soilc suggested the best 

goal would be an cxternalintcril "pincer" movement for dealing with 
political conditionality, ratmcr lhain Agency check list. 

The group debated the 'advisabilitv of ca1pitali/ing on tladitional 
institutions a. a \way of promotin dclilicrati/ation. There \were ver" 
stroing objections or at least reservations riscd i;it these institutions Imay 

be operating with values that are antithetical tt the ones that the Uniited 
Stares would like lo plolllt. Others cautioncd that, IsAtnlcricanis alnd 

\Vesterners, outlsiders somiietiuiies look ittraditional institutions and miss 

the implicatiois of \.lat is occurring for social translrnations. Rohinson 

endorsed Jane Nansb ridgc's call fir comparative field research on deliber­

ative democracy to attemipt to (document, in a InLml of societies, h1ow 

people resolve conflict. What institutions do the have, what arc thyc 
doing? A better undrstandirig of these sorts of' institutions and mechan­

isms could provide a sense of how botton-up, indigenous institut ions can 

link up wit t his initiative and begin to lay the scrub brush lor 
democrat ization. 
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Comment and Synthesis:
 
Plenary Session III
 

Overview 
Charles Till), 

In case anybody thought otherwise, we are not going to leave this 
meeting with a clear, illuninatcd, unambiguous set of rules for idcntifying
dcnocratic processes, much less for promoting then. We who have not 
been involvcd in A.I.D. activity have probably come to a realization that 
was not as clear until these discussions began: there is a very sharp
dilemma that faces any pul tic ageny involved in the work of promoting 
dcmocratization. Clearly, the conse(luences of any intervention, given the 
present state of our knowledge, are limited and partly unpredictable. This 
is an uncomfortable position to be in, although a comnmnon one in public
policy. If there is anything that lie discussions of the last day or so have 
pronioted, or ought to have promoted, it is some sense of hulilitv about 
the extent to which we as American experts and activists and agents of tlie 
state can actually nake i difference and about the extent to which we can 
predict tile outcome. That is one side of the dileinia. It is a genuine 
dileninia because it is also true that tile American state, arguably the m1ost 
powerful state in the world militarily, diplomatically, and econonicallv,
continues to act in the world arena in wavs that will significantly affect the 
prospects fo; democracy in different parts of the world. While it is 
convenient for us acadenics to say, "Well, we don't know enough, let's 
forget about it," or "Let's do more research," it is more of a problemn for 
A.I.D. that the United States continues to act. Trade polic'y, tile writing
of constitutions, military assistance, diplomatic initiatives, especially those 
involving others than the current representatives of the state, as well as 
assistance programis of various kinds, all have a significant, often indirect 
effect on the prospects for denocracy ill the future. At a mininmun, by
undertaking ani initiative for democratization, you have taken it on your­
selves to think through and perhaps even act oni the effects on democracy 
of a wide range of American actions. The kind of understanding of 
democratization that we are coming to in this tneeting implies looking 
closely at the consequences of actions of other divisions of the goveriment 
over which A.I.D. itself has little or no control. 
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Nonetheless, this is actually a.Irather good time to be talking about 
democratization. It is a good time because changes in the inltcrnational 
system are aggressivelv and inevitably placing tile political futures of a 
large niumber of states iltic agenda in the way that Ihe\y were not 20) 
vears ago, or even I(0years aigo. l)CcisirnS tmLdC ill the next few ears il 
Eastern Europe, in l.atin America, in the Middle East, and elsewhcre will 
significantly aflfect the prospects for democracy inl those areas. Again,
those ire not A.I.D. decisions, but tiey ire one., abouL which all o1' US 
have to care a great deal. This is a moment of v',olatilily; tho(se of us that 
have been thinking allut and dealing with Eastern Europcan changes dis­
cover our Eastern E-Huropean counterparts cager to talk about tle ver 
same subjects that we have hccn discussing here, far removed f'roil Pra.gue,
and Warsaw, and lBudapest, and Moscow. Not only are they eager to talk 
about them, but eager to devise policies, trI' experinetsl., reorganize their 
governments in ithe li h t Of ideas dirawn from other experiences. Indeed, 
one of tihe problems itat we have Iced repeatedly is tile socetimels over­
eager readincss of otur EaSICrn ELUrop+]+eatn Coullterparls to import I model 
of organization tit lhc' think represents tihe inmedi'atc substitution of an 
American, or at least \aesl-n parliatnicnarv alternatic, riot to mention 
a \Western market ,selt, or tile ogiiization that occUled under statC 
socialism. Il sonic sensc, Our rtto, pruldent IOle ill tle'sC ca.Sc\ is first to 
warn and then to advie; that in itsClf could be a major servicc.
 

Nevertheless, for all tile worry about making tile wrong

recommendations, intervening wrongly, supporting naive initiatives tha;it \will
 
then have catastrophic contsequerces, we ire at a wolderful llmeIllntl in
 
sonice sense because tile world is volatilc arid there actlally is all
 
opportunitv 'or chanue. That means that as 
 the State s'sterm goes through
 
a remarkable Itanslornalion, )nc of the main 
 thinls we otigh0t 1 be
 
thinking about is how to accominlodare Aminerican policy Io what is alrcady

happening to 
 these opporturutics for dramatic intervention. So we have 
a kind of convergence in oppounirics for public policy, public concern, 
and academic interest. We are at a privileged mniorment for collaboration 
coriipared with almost an\, time in the last 25 years.
 

My particular expertise has to do with 
 European experience oivcr a 
very long period of tirie. I aminot going to treat vou to a lecture oti 
democratization in European history; much of it would be irrelevant. But 
I do want to emphasize sonic conclusions that are clear from Etopean
experience ovcr tire last 50(( years or and that areso, german to our 
discussions. 

The first conclusion is that democratic institutions emerge from 
struggle. They emerged fromni con]ict, struggle, and contest within Euro­
pean States. They took shape as w\'ha t you might call "bargains" between 
different segments iI the popilation and those that are trying to keep tlhe 
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state going. Bargains may he a misleading word ifit suggests sitting 
around a table and deciding where tile interests of each party can best be 
met. These bargains took place at tile conclusion of revolutions, of 
rebellions and their settlement, or of major regional struggl.s. But it is 
particularly through massive struggle and the settlcment of struggle, 
through accommntodations in which the pat IS tiht survived tile struggle 
eacl' got some recognition of their claims on tie state and on tie political 
process, that democratic institutions' protection of ninorities, minimuni 
guarantees of' human rights, representative institutions, judiciaries that had 
a certain amount of autolonlv, and so on through our standard list, came 
into being. 

And that background of Struggle has two furlher implications. First 
o1 all, the mowellcnt \was, not in the whole a continuous incremental 
mnovemenit, but one that occurred in fits anld starts: long tmotmtenits of 
acconmodation, continued but now constrained struggle, momnllts of crisis 
and very rapid change. A second implication is that tihe loIells of 
settlementn stood out for their great importance in the creation, tnain­
tenancc, and implantalion of democratic institutions. 

A further lesson of tile Europc,i experience, into which Terry Karl 
and Philippe Sch mittcr gave its more insight from recent experience in 
Southern Europe, is that far from converging on a single palh to denlo­
cratic development, the F'uropcan states, and I would say this more 
generally for \Vestern stales, arrived at broadly democratic situations by 
imanv different paths. The implications are that anyone trying to anticipate 
or promote deinocratization cannot do it by treating it as a kind of rail­
road track and watching whelher a country is on that particular track. 
There are niultipic, quite different paths depending on different countries' 
prior class structure, elinic structure, economic organization, and position 
within the geopoliticai complex of the world. 

A furtlher implication is also one that Terry Karl atnd Philippe 
Schinitter brought out: a series of alternative provisional settlements, tihe 
ones thev desctibed as pact, iilosilion, reform, and revoltt ion, all have 
historically produccd partly, or even strongly, dcmocratic outcomes. 
Pessimistically, this means that no single formula islikely to help us very 
nlu; !but ioplimislicallv that we have the chaince to use the enormous area 
cxpeori.,,c that A.I.l). has accunulatcd as a basis for thinking through 
alternative paths to democratic institutions. 

What we have done is to sharpen our sense of the kinds of choices 
facing any government soeking to promote democratization inrthe world. 
This includes the U.S. government and A.I.D. as an agency with an 
initiative for democracy. 

It seems to me that there are implications with respect to six different 
choices that come from the discussion so far. Each time I name "A"and 
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"Z"as alternalives, remember that wwc ire not talking whether we want to 
choose A or Z, but what the distribution of efforts along Ilhis continuum 
ought to be. The first we might call the choice between infrastructure and 
mech n isns. T,,is is the choice between promoting those conditions that 
in discussions here we have called elementis of civil socicv or inteimcdiarv 
institutions, and in olhcr contexts the economic circunslanccs that pro­
mole delocracy, as opposed to the specific promotiol of nc'hanisms ihat 
are manifcstlv democralic in tlcniselves. All of these choices turn out to 
be tough choices, hoth of relative emphasis and of making, our choices 
politically viable. lint these choices are difficuli bcc;usC everycbet oilinfrastructLure is chancy. It is orteln easier to sav that we will promoc the 
appearance of juries, or pariiicular democratic institutions that \wc know to 
operale in differcll WcSlll ContlCXts. tllailltis to bet on) the existence oforganizations that have their o\1 agendas and whose shorl-lerill interests 
and perhaps even dominant values are olies that make us iiIClistunl0om1­
fortahle and perhaps even angry. Yet the weight of he cxpcrtise thatl has 
heen aired so far sav's tt):ilthe investment in manifeslv democratic 
Illcha nisms is likely to he less cffcclive t11an1 the ;nvcsimlent in 
infras rucl tLire. 

A second choice is betcl democratization and dcmocracV, that is,
the difference between choosing to forward a process and the alternative 
of imoving directlv into the realm of denmocracy issuch. llphasizing 
process includes taking ie chance toito stahilize the rights of minorities 

speak in opposition, even if thc inincdiatc step of supporting ihosc
minorities is to cemnt in place ideologies of which we 'o 
 nlot approve.

The discussion so 
 far h: - sharpened thc recognition of an uncertain ant
 
varied process of dCIII_:ailiZa 
 l)I that does not simply consisi of a little
 
more each v'ear of each of fifltecn clements of democracv, but Ihil is likely

to lead through vcry pcculiar pailhs, sonic of which 
 look like steps iway

fron deinoc:acv. This is one 
where a serious collaboratiotn between the
 
area expertise already accumulated within AI.D.an1d expertise oulside may
 
he particularly helpful.
 

The third choice is between external intervention and internal pro­
nlotion. Our choice obviously is limited in this rct!ard; if wc are talking
about projects in countries Olhcr lhan Ihc UnlitCd States, we will alwavs e 
cxtcrnal. Nonctlicless, the choice lies hc cn cssentially offerint 
inccnlives that we apply ourselves--offering ourselves as the judgcs of the' 
success of prograis--and the solidificalion, support, promotion of groups
within ni,particular Coutllr lhat we think will take initiatives for 
denlocracy,. This is a terrible choice for any operating agnicy because of 
the many horror stories of belting on wrong horses, letling money go to 
waste or to corruption, and lhe slicer possibilily that we have analyzed 
incorrcctlv who will do what. Yet the cost of a strictly external program, 
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by tlhe very reasoning Ihat we have laid Out during this workshop is 1ha 

tile impact on democratization in tile medium- and h)ng-run is likely to be 
slight. 

That brings us to a lourih choice between "'tutoni-up" and "top-down" 
programs. One d ifficulty is that, to sonie extent, one can better control
the top-down approach. One can make a bargain witlh those who hold 
power and one has soic means of enforcing thal bargain internationally.
But, Irom the analyses presented here, the chances are that, over the long
run, other intervetlions below the governing elite will have a substantial 
impact on democrat/alon. 

An obvious fiftlh choice that follows rom tihe previous ones lies
between a regioinl approach and a general approach. [herc see tie 
great advanlage of*havirig an agency-wide program, not least because it issolliillill one can conmmunicate to [lie lcgislalure, to the administration,
and to otllrs will) providC support r tile programs of the agcncv. Bud­
gets, to some extent, depend on the ability to launch programs ihat areCOIIrInt and CollneCted, or' it letS appear to be. In tile studies and 
arguments and theories we haVe been discussing, hnwever, the weight of
the evidence lies on the other side. It argues that interventiotn is likely to
have more pocr y takill ill,) aCCOtlll thie particular cirullnllices of 
One arCa of the world o- even ()I t)lie particular coutttrv. 

Finally, one choice that we have not talked lblItl niuch, and tl;at
fhdlows from lwhat savinI was earlier Ahour the current world siluation,
is betweenI crisis intervention land routine inetio l. rlIast soMe of
lie evidence and reasoning we havc followcd, and my reading of tie
luropean experience in gener l, suecsts that tile point 1twhich an

ttnitiative Or dcmocracv could make a diffelrice is whetn a crisis las

occurred and whet 
 p'atics arc open for soic kind ol sctllmlent, whnen
 
they are negotiating whal will 
 happen next. lhowever, if vou are goit. 1t)
design coherent progranls, there is nLuch to be said for themmakine 
Jll~rncrlltal--sonliirt g vou can do this yW.ll, StIMlChling vo)u can do rcxt 

year, sorlerhing vo can dot) file ear alter tlal. You can then watclcl tile 
p c.ss f prolgralmlls 01 Cducatioll, (d Itralsborn ing polh'ic f)rccs, om cd
pirmiding support to political pary svstems. B~ut wC ought to consider
(1.11 scriouslv the possibiity of providing aid to Slates that ha've arrivedat I le llonlieill t hlwentihey arC Oill, to dCchq)I a COllSliltllil , ..lLlC a ciVil 
war, end a rebellion, make a iew arrang ilent among cl hiic groups, SoiIie­
how set into place the treatV that ends o)le era of political struggle and 
p)roduces the next accomodalion, But the obvious diflicully is that as a 
program such fil approach does not fall into neal seta of' increintlaliniialives or consltilule a progran. Rather, ofit consists preparing a'rapid strike force" Ir intervction thila would be available as aidviscrs 
a lime of crisis, the way 

in 
that John Norton Moore has been involved in 
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writing the constitution of Namibia. 
You can read what I have to say as another declaration of how com­

plicated the world is, but it does seem to me to provide opportunities for 
all of us. Certainly it provides opportunities for the obvious recom­
mendation that a significant effort go into monitoring what is happening 
in different countries with respect to the infrastructure of democrac,: 
sheer watching, comparing, indexing, reporting back. And the obvious 
recommendation from an inveterate academic: an opportunity for colla­
borative rcsearch oi such questions as Jane Mansbridge raised about 
deliberative democracy and for followine Pearl Robinson's recommendation 
to look at the resources that any particular people, any particular state, 
any particular area alhcady has in ,-xistence for deliberation and conflict 
resolution and protection of minorities. Other opportunities include 
feeding the hunger of m any slates for clarification on what Ohe rue of law 
implies and spending more time and more ingenuity on reorganizing coer­
cive institutions, tile military and th,: police. Another opportunity is to 
risk analyses of tile different paths by which countries in different parts of 
the world have aIready gingerly stepped toward democracy. We need to 
explore whether there are ways of intervening, or counseling intervention, 
or assisting processes that are already going on that will not immcdiately 
install the precise replicas of American or even Western democratic in­
stitutions, but in a more general way will institute the infrastructure, the 
social organiza lion that will lead one countn, or another toward human 
rights, the protection of minorities, consultation of the public, integrity of 
the judiciary, limits on the self-enrichment and aggrandizement of those 
who hold political power, and guarantees of articulate opposition that we 
put together as a general sense of "democracy" and of valucs for which all 
of us are willing to sacrifice something. 
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Regional Perspectives:
 
Reports of the Working Groups
 

Asia
 
Selig Harrison, Chair
 

One of the most interesting recent developments for Asia is the end 
of the Cold War. Now the United States, instead of finding itself 
promoting the growth of miiitary-dominated politics in many countries,
which put it in the position of working against democratic reforms, may
find that fading uperpower tensions greatly reduces the conflict in 
objectives in some Asian countries. Some participants suggested that the 
United States should begin to exercise the leverage provided by its 
economic aid to achieve political liberalization. There was a general
feeling, with some differences in emphasis, that in most of the countries 
where the United States could be exercising this influence by making aid 
conditional on political liberalization, it is not taking full advantage of this 
potential. This is especially true for American work with other donors and
aid consor:'a in the countries concerned. 

The group found the six choices posed by Charles Tilly a good basis 
for its discussic;n. First, on the choice between emphasizing democratic 
infrastructure and emphasizing mechanisms, participants felt that both were 
necessary. On the one hand, the United States has to work through and 
strengthen intermediary institutions. Private voluntary organizations 
(PVOs), and organizations of all kinds in countries where PVOs are not 
the norm, could serve to activate social and political consciousness, broadly
defined, among many population groups. At the same time, however, par­
ticipants felt that A.I.D. should not neglect clear-cut cases where there 
are opportunities to promote specific mechanisms in the countries con­
cerned. Any choice between infrastructure and mechanisms should be 
grounded in a hardheaded assessment of the viability of particular options. 

The second choice was between democratization and democracy, in 
other words between modifying ahid refining systems, incrementally moving 
to make the systems more responsive, or attempting, through more direct 
appix,',i.is, to influence the redesign of systems. Participants generally
agreed that in a crisis the United States could attempt to go beyond
democratization and move toward trying to influence the creation and the 

63
 

http:appix,',i.is


redesign of institutions in a democratic way. In order to do that, however, 
tie United States has to have resources and capabilities that can be 
mobilized quickly. In most cases the United States should be moving in­
crementally, but where it has leverage, for exampe through a big economic 
aid investment, it would now have ai greater opportunity to position that 
aid money to obtain Ihe niaxinium liberalization. 

In tile choice between external versus internal intervention, there was 
definite agreement among the group that. as much as possible, the United 
States should be looking to tile groups and places in a society where iocal 
initiatives have already been demonstrated. This includes Sulpporting 
in termed ia, organizations that niight not fit A.I.D.'s dcfined obje,: vc., 
but still represents initiatives and motivation already present in th: Cotllnirv 
concerned. Participants felt that this was more promising than attcnipting 
to adopt a graind design and then search for peoplL or groups willing to 
try the American idea. Al the same time. some members of tile grou p tel 
vcry strongly that the United States should keel) in mind the basic oppor­
tunity to intervene externally that is a result of A.I.D.'s government-to­
government contacts. Again, the end of the Cold War provides an oppor­
tunitv to use this leverage in ways that have not been attenpted before. 

In tile choice between holtotn-up and top-down developmnn strategies, 
the group tilted slightlyltoward the "bottonl-up" concept, but with tile 
caveat that this does not necessarily mean that A.I.D. should work at the 
bottom. That led to a further discussion about how to aid PVOs in a 
foreign country, given existing niechanisns. Some sugeested the agcenc 
might have to channel funding or work through organizations in tile 

.private sector in particular countrie Several participaits cautioned 
against attempting to intervene at the bottom through iny U.S. govern­
ment organizations that go directly to tle local level and become visibhly 
involved with local intermediary groups. Others argued that most coun­
tries arc so large that this type of interv,tion would not have a 
meaningful impact, and therefore A.I.D. should use its "top-down" leverage. 

The group did noit flrit the choice between regional or general
approaches difficult. The p.rticipants agreed that one needed courtry­

specific approaches tailored to varying situations. Similarly, tile group 
agreed that the choice between crisis and routine intervention must be 
decided on a case-by-case basis, but again recommended enhancing A.I.D.'s 
crisis respon,e capabilities. 

Apart from these six choices, tie point was made that donor coordina­
tion is needed internationally, not just at the level of govcrnment-to­
govrnment aid. Sonic felt it would be more beneficial to target certain 
countries where the opportunities and challenge seem to he greatest, rather 
than infusing money into a lot of countries where, in sotne cases, it may 
be money less well-spent. Finally, the group discussed Michael Bratton's 
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question: Can pluralism threaten democracy? He had expressed concern 
that pluralism may strengthen particularism, so that "Can the center hold?" 
is often the most important issue. Participants found this very relevant to 
the multi-ethnic societies of Asia. The group's feeling, however, was that 
in Asia, institutions are more often too strong than too weak. The prob­
lem is thus not whether the center can hold, but how to make strong, 
militarily-supported centers responsive to democratic pressure. 

Harrison expressed his own concern that more emphasis needs to be 
placed on the sociology of individual countries. In the multi-ethnic 
countries of Asi!-, the social landscape and social divisions are fundamental. 
Hc expressed fears that linking open societies and open markets would 
exacerbate some of these cleavages. In every Asian country certain ethnic 
groups have a head start, because in most cases they have traditionally 
been the mercantile and entrepreneurial groups long before the beginning 
of modern economic development. Moreover, they often achieved that 
position in unpopular ways. In attempting to apply the concept of open 
markets and the promotion of an environment to provide entrepreneurship, 
one has to be sensitive to who has the money and who will be able to 
profit from a more open market environment. Otherwise, one could easily 
end up making the rich richer and aggravating inequities. Programs that 
promote new entrepreneurship, that target diverse groups, and that are 
careful not to create an environnent more favorable to existing cmncen­
trations of economic power--which are the essence of tile politicIl contest 
in many of these countries--would be the most appropriate way it; imple­
ment this objective. 

Near East and North Africa
 
Robert Bianchi, Chair; John Mason, Rapporteur
 

This discussion group was not as optimistic about the Middle East as 
a potential place for transition to democracy as Harrison's group was about 
Asia. To start the discussion, Bianchi depicted a continuum of possibilities 
ior democratization in the Middle East. On one end is cynicism: political 
parties are not really possible; they are just facades. At the other end arc 
the apologists: people saying that there are genuine openings, such as the 
improving opportunities for women in some countries and the existence of 
intermediary institutions that could be the base for civil society. 

Bianchi's own view was essentially optimistic for several reasons. He 
argued that the religious movements that journalists and the State Depart­
ment focus on are marginal, and that they might be brought into a more 
pluralistic social and political structure. Bianchi also argued that political 
sophistication is much greater in the Middle East than most people 
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assume. He drew encouragement from the willingness of soeic Middle 
East leaders to spread the benefit or the blame, the case mayas be, in 
terms of economic development. These leaders believe that in this way, 
if there is failure, it will be shared among other groups of people in the 
society. Ultimately, this could he a stepping stone to greater democracy 
if those who are being given that role are also given some role in political 
decision-making. Finally, Bianchi commented that there is always a lin­
gering threat of revolution in tile Middle East, and he did not preclude tile 
notion of conflict as a basis for creating a context for democracy. 

The group's discussion also centered on A..D.'s role in promoting 
democracy. Participants agreed Giat A.I.D. has been undertaking such 
initiatives for a long time, ird that tile Agency reinvents its programs 
every 10 years or so. The current interest is the third apparent re­
invention. 

One major issue was the qucstion of intent versus consequence, with 
decentralization in Egypt as an exanple. The original idea behind de­
centralization, inlwhich A.I.D. invested heavily, was to improve tlhe 
distribution of benefits and services to rural people. One of its 
consequences, however, to strengthen of the centralwas the hand govern­
ment 
in controlling these populaions. Sonic in tile group suggested tliat 
A.I.D. personnel may not be fully aware of the consequences (if certain
 
actions and raised this as a.warning fla, 
 lfr tile work in democratization 
that is occurring across the Agency. 

Another point was the question of the competence of A.I.D. to 
im plerient democralizalion. Parlicipanis raised tie question, "What do 
Americans rcally know about dcmocracy?" Americans assume they know 
what it is and assume that their values are shared, but A.I.D. should be 
careful not to present American-style democracy as being better or as an 
improvement over other models. One participant commented that in dis­
cussions with Niddle Easterners, lie found them fearful that the United
 
States would not accept their different version of what constitutes 
democratization. 

One of the discouraging conclusions reached by most participants was 
that unless the political equation of the whole region--that is, tile Arab-
Israeli conflict--can be resolved, tile United States is probably not going to 
have much opportunity to promote democracy. Overall, the group ended 
its discussions oti a rather pessimisic note. Bianchi noted that some 
Arabs feel that perhaps people like Assad in Syria constitute forces for 
deniocracy because lie has gotten General Aoun out of the picture in 
Lebanon, opening up new possibilities there. Similarly, if the current crisis 
ends without war, Saddam [Hussein will have affected the situation in 
Kuwait, ensuring that Sheik Sabah, if lie returns to power, would very 
likely choose a more open form of government. 
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Eastern Europe
 
Daniel Nelson, Chair
 

The group discussed what A.I.D. could do with limited resources to 
confront the enormous problems of a region that is just beginning to 
emerge from decades of totalitarianism and authoritarianism. Nelson 
began by suggesting that it is a region of high threats and low capacities 
for most states. Among the domestic threats are fragile or nonexistent 
institutions, rising nationalism and ethnonationalism, the continued 
presence of the old nomenklatura and the secret police, the unresolved 
issue of civil-military relations, privatization and market reforms versus the 
social welfare expectations of the population, and finally what he called
"antipolitics politics," or a purposeful apathy in some of these populations. 

The discussion addressed the very hard choices that would have to be 
made among the different emphases that A.I.D. has selected, including
ameliorating the nationalistic divisions within these societies, promoting the 
rule of law, improving the media, and aiding social process. Participants 
tentatively agreed that some of the threats facing Eastern European 
nations could be ameliorated or at least attacked by some of tile things 
that A.I.D. is capable of doing. For example, on nationalism and et hno­
nationalism, some suggested a mediation or arbitration center that could 
be started with A.I.D. sccd money or efforts to provide third-party in­
tervention between and among cthnonationalist groups. 

There was considerable discussion about training administrators and 
legislators to reinforce the weak existing institutions and also to weed out 
the old notnenklatra. One participant talked about the need for a social 
welfare emphasis, particularly providing work relief, housing, and retraining 
for people dislocated by moving to a market economy. Such programs re­
inforce the performance of these systems and show the population that a 
democratic, nontotalitarian system indeed does work. 

There was quite a bit of discussion as well about civic education and 
the potential for A.I.D. activity. English language education, for example, 
is a basic step in helping people avail themselves of Western expertise and 
experience. Civic education could obviously be much more broader; for 
example, A.I.D. could help to introduce the experience of Latin American 
countries such as Chile that have made the transition to democracy. 

Overall, some in the group saw a fundamental choice between empha­
sizing either the institutional operation of the new systems and their 
performance--encouraging and training the legislators and administrators 
to do their jobs better and enhancing the performance of the systems by 
housing, work relief, and so on--or emphasizing social process and citizen 
education. The group disagreed about the degree to which this really is 
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a choice. Some asked whether A.I.D. and other Western efforts should be 
creating that dichotomy between institutions, between the "superstructtire" 
and the "base," and argued for a more general effort. 

Participants recognized that, given the problems of Eastern Europe and 
the enormous threats to these systems, the chances that A.I.D. efforts are 
going to make a significant impact on the worst problems, such as holding 
Yugoslavia together, are slight at best. Across the entire region, however,
there are states, such as Czechoslovakia, that havc far greater chances of 
democratization. At the end of the discussion, there was no easy con­
sensus on whether A.I.D. efforts should go toward the neediest--but per­
haps more doubtful--cases or toward those with the greatest potential
payoffs. The group nonetheless considered some specific programs, such 
as mediation centers, training legislators and administrators, work relief,
housing, and English language training that seem to be tangible and 
realistic program options. 

Africa
 
Michael Clough, Chair
 

Clough offered the observation that one of the problems of dealing
with Africa is its immense diversity. One's view of what democratization 
in Africa involves will vary radically depending on whether his or her latest 
venture has been in South Africa, where there is a process that looks
 
somewhat like what can be seen in America
Latin and Europe, or in the
 
Horn of Africa, wherc it is difficult even to conceivc of anvthing in the
 
short run tha. resembles democratization.
 

The group generally agreed that tile future of the state system in
 
Africa is uncertain. 
 Questions of borders and forms of government are
 
probably much more open in Africa 
 than in many other places, which 
obviously clouds any debate, It makes a big difference whether one thinks 
that 25 years from now Africa is going to look roughly like it does today 
in terms of its borders. 

Second, there was agreenent that for Africa the end of the Cold War 
has had a major impact in opening up possibilities for changing the overall 
structure in which the African states operate and for U.S. policy options.
One participant made the point that Africa is and has always been 
extremely marginal to U.S. interests. This meant that the Cold Var had 
greater impact on the superpowers' Africa policies than it had in other 
regions. A second important point is that, although events in Eastern 
Europe obviously have had an impact on Africa, it is mistake to assume 
that the collapse of communism in Eastern Europe is what has given rise 
to democratization in Africa. One participant made the point very strongly 
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that Africa has strong indigenous opposition groups, popular discontent, 
and dissent that are largely independent of what is going on in Eastern 
Europe. The end of the Cold War has certainly allowed more opportuni­
ties for the opposition movements, but this is quite different from saying 
that because of the collapse of communism in Eastern Europe, Africans 
aire suddenly looking for other models. 

There was a general agreement that in Africa, where states are rela­
tively weak, the emphasis ultimately has to be on the nongov'ernment 
rganizations and the internmediary associations, rather than relying on 

states. Participants disagreed about the question of "Can the center hold?" 
Somc argued that, in Africa, the question instead should be: "In designing 
U.S. strategies and policies for democratization, how concerned should wc 
be about the ways in which what we do will affect the strength of the 
center?" Others argued that the United States needs to focus on programs 
that in one way or another ultimately will lead to the building of a strong, 
capable center at the national level, whether through aggregating interest 
groaps or reinforcing state ca pacity. In the process of supporting NGOs, 
one -ould still be concerned about the center. Another vicw arg s that 
in Africa the center is the problem, so that the policy focus should be on 
supporting intermediary groups, almost regardless of the consequences for 
the center's ability to hold. 

On concrete policy issues, the group agreed that a variety of policies, 
responding to the realities of various countries, is essential. In more 
practical terms, this translated into a recognition that there is considerable 
difference between those African countries in which there is very little 
room for associational activity and those in which there is already a range 
of associational groups that A.I.D. can support. In the former, where civil 
society is quite weak, there is a correspondingly much greater nced to put 
pressure on governments to create openings, particularly in the areas of
civil and political liberties. Here the United States will need to rely more 
on gaining the support of external agencies and NGOs. In the latter 
countries, almost everyone agreed that the effort should be focused on 
building up internal iniermediary organizations wherever possible. 

Another very important practical point was the need to focus on 
human resources. Africa differs somewhat from the rest of the world due 
to its tremendous crisis in human resources, one which is accentuated by 
the spread of acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS). One partici­
pant noted after tile year 2000 actual dcpopulation might occur in Africa,
therefore this is a very practical need and priority. 

Clough added his personal concern about whether it is possible to 
develop a policy for pronoting dernocracy in Africa when democracy is 
only one of several American objectives. In the clash of rival interests, lie 
fearcd democracy would ultimately be at a disadvantage given the 
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bureaucratic structure of American foreign policy making. He argued that 
in the African case in particular, if the United States is serious about 
promoting dcmocracy, then dcmocracy has to be almost the only objective, 
or it must bc so clearly accorded priority that it will quite easily 
overwhelm other interests. The internal forces inAfrica pushing toward 
dcmocracy arc so weak and fragile and the time period for the develop­
mcnt of democracy is so long, that unless the United States has a clear 
and consistent cmlphasis on democracy as the predominant goal, it will lose 
out. If that happens, the United States will end up looking quite 
hypocritical, with a policy that talks about democracy, but in the final 
analysis ends up supporting other objectives. 

Litin America 
Gay J1',nia, Chair 

The group concentrated very heavily on specific policies for A.I.D. 
Participants felt that the main point to be made at the outset, particularly 
bcc;,use of the way legislation is written and discussed, was the necessity 
that democrac' be defined in Liatin America on a county'-by-country basis, 
as well as generally. That is, one starts with a basic definition and then, 
in trying to apply that definition, looks at the specifics in each Cotlrty's 
political practice. Promoting "elections," for example, offers a wide range 
of different possible policy recoinenida rio ns. The Argentines are sending 
people to the United States to look at the ,\merican electoral systen as 
an alternative to proportional represe ntation in their congress. They argue 
that the parties that create the lists for their congressional elections are so 
elitist in their choices of candidatcs that people in the Provinces nave 
virtually no inllucncc over tle selection of candidates, since primary 
elections are virtually nonexistent. The Argcitincs are interested in single­
member distri is,so that they will know the person that they elect, even 
though Americans worry about lie risks of ent renched incumbents. 

Nor can one assume that tle institutions generally associated with 
democracy will be welcome or easy to support. WVynia commented that in 
the recent presidential elections in Peru, Brazil, and to soic extent ill 
Argentina, people voted against political parties and for individuals. Even 
if the I Inited States believes parties are important, it may not be realistic 
to think of counseling Brazil that it needs better-organized political parties. 

The group spent considerable titrle on long-term and short-term goals. 
Many people stressed A.I.D.'s difficuItly in fostering and sustaining long­

term thinking, largely beca use of budgeting and evaluation cycles. l)emoc­
racy is a long-terii process, vet most of what A.I.D. does focuses oti 
immediate projects that may have litlc or even perverse long-term impact. 
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The group discussed local versus national focus in policy. This is 
important in Latin America because these are very centralized regimes, 
much as in some African countries. Participants suggested that A.I.D. 
might encourage these states to become more decentralized, allowing more 
dispersion of power throughout the countries, which could build founda­
tions that will be conducive to more consensual, open, and democratic 
process. Some argued that this may be nearly impossible, but agreed that 
it should be explored, rather than just ignoring or accepting what the 
central authorities wish. 

When the group turned to institutions and processes, it addressed a 
frequent dilemma. What should A.I.D. do in a situation where members 
of a L.'tin American legislature ask for aid to build a library and purchase 
materials such as computers, even though this congress may never hold 
hearings before its committees and legislation passes virtually automatically. 
Should they be judged undemocratic and these new computers used as 
leverage? Participants disagreed, with some arguing that A.I.D. must make 
those evaluations and set conditions if it is trying to help create 
democracy. Others said that is going too far, pushing too deeply into a 
society's practice. 

In talking about the armed forces and policc, two very important issues 
in Latin America, the group addressed the issues in several ways. It 
agreed that currently the police are in some ways the most difficult issue. 
Democracies need law enforcement, but the danger remains that law en­
forcement is being used against particular groups in the political process, 
rather than people who commit crimes. Should A.I.D. be instrumental in 
trying to improve law enforcement, especially since the drug problem will 
likely compel us toward some involvement? Or will that get the United 
States into difficulties that it has tried to avoid for some time'? 

As for the armed forces, most participants agreed that "civic educa­
tion"--nrFi, to turn the armed forces into a professional, apolitical 
institution--is unwise. But others raised the question of whether the U.S. 
military should attempt whatever it can to teach La .in militaries about the 
democratic process. The group 2oncluded, however, that reducing the need 
and opportunities for a military force would be more effective if these 
efforts were initiated and carried out by internal forces within that 
particular nation. 

The group discussed the judicial process, wherein A.I.D. and other 
American projects have already begun and continue to operate. One 
important issue was the need to consider not only how to staff courts and 
better prepare judges, bin to raise the larger question of whether they are 
working in a legal system that allows them to adjudicate in a reasonable 
way. In some Latin American countries, participants argued, the process 
is fairly restricted and judges may either have too much power in which to 
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operate or have little genuine opportunity to function. One cannot assume 
that if thcre are wcl!-educated judges and staff assistants that the country 
will have good courts. 

Finally, Wynia commented on the stress on private enterprise and free 
markets and the problcm that is beginning to develop in the minds, if not 
in the actual policies, of some Latin American governments. As they 
piivatize, removing enterprises from government control and turning them 
over to the private sector, the question arises of whether the governments 
can continue to regliatC those new enterprises as necessary. Or will the 
governments be trapped into a new dependence? It is unclear whether 
there are even any training programs on how to regulate private enterprise. 
Of course, private enterprise does not resolve all problnis. Governments 
will always need to provide some public goods, and that is not something 
that Latin American governments have done very well. They have experi­
ence in distributing private goods by government authorities; they will no\ 
need to discover ways of achieving public goods. 

Discu ssion 

Workshop cochair Charles Tilly began the discussion with an obsc'a­
tion and an admittedly contenritious question. He noted a consensus that 
different regions varied tremendously in how likely they were to undergo 
successful transitions to democracy. For example, at present, U.S. efforts 
in the Middle East seem to have a relatively small chance of promoting 
democracy successfully. In contrast, certain parts of Africa appear to,offer 
significant opportunities for the United States to promote denocratization. 
Tilly asked where it makes most sense to invest efforts and funds, given 
the reality of limited resources: in areas like Eastern Europe that appear 
very likely to succeed in moving toward democracy, or in areas like the 
Middle East that appear least likely to move toward deriocracy. Related 
to the key issues of limited resources and difficult choiccs, three basic 
themes emerged from the discussions. 

First, several participants asserted that the choices facing A.I.D. were 
not a "zero-surn garnle." One commented that framing tlie debate as corn­
petition between Eastern Europe and Africa was unfortunate. He argued 
that the real issues in Africa concerned not whether to give more or less 
money to a given country, but how that money was used. He particularly 
urged support for conllict resolution in Africa, and noted that investing (or 
withholding) even small aniounts of money could have a tremendous irn­
pact. 

A second important theme was new opportunities for pronoting demo­
cracy brought about by the end of the Cold War. Someone observed that 
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the United States now has less reason to support authoritarian regimes 
based solely on their anticommunist stance. improved superpower rela­
tions provide the United States with an opportunity to ccnditioll aid to 
authoritarian governments on political liberalization. The group stressed 
the need to coordinate all U.S. efforts, including niiitarv aid, to ensure 
that this new leverage is used effectively. 

The third and broadest idea to cmerge from the discu.sion centered 
around attempts to understand more precisely the nalu,e o A..D.'s 
commitment to dcmocray. The discussion resulted in productive dis­
agreement as workshop participants identified potential dilemnmas in 
promoting dcmocracy and ('ffercd suggestions for A.I.D.'s pioper role. 
One participant cited a dilim ma for Americans in the Middle East: the 
groups most interested in the sorts of political openings that Aniericans 
call "democratization" are usually the groups least interested in any formal 
relationship with a U.S. government organization. Associational life is 
flourishing in the Middle East, but these indigenous groups have a life and 
a mind of their own. Though in many ways "democratic," they do not 
necessarily support the United States. Someone else expressed concern 
that participants too easily assumed that democracy was one of "our" 
values, ,ilniost eqatling support for democracq with support for the United 
States. He suggested it was bhci'r to seek points where U.S. interests 
converge with interests of independeit groups, rather than identical goals. 
In a similar manner, another participant observed that the focus in Africa 
has frequently been on achieving ,.certain political form, "multi-party 
democracy." Hc suggested that this emphasis on form is misplaced and 
urged devoting more resources to promoting certain kinds of processes 
instead. 

Finally, regarding A..D.'s role, a participant suggested that A.I.D. 
should regard democracy not primarily as a goal in itself, but as instru­
mental in achieving the Agency's larger mission: development. He cited 
several potential benefits of democray, such as increased access to health 
care, increased equality of opportunity, and increased autonomy at the 
individual, family, group, and national levels. He also noted the potential 
problem of short-term commitment to individual projects, since democra­
tization is a long-term, ongoing process. However, his suggestion to regard 
democra.y as instrunittal produced disagreement from other workshop 
participants. 
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Threats to Democracy:
 
Plenary Session IV
 

A Research Perspective 
Sidney flerba 

I am going to talk about the threats to democracy that can still exist even after democraty has been installed. As with people, tile threats tolife really conic in the early years. One's life expectancy, particularly if*one is born under circumstances whcre there is poverty or ill heallh, isbetter afltcr a nunbcr of 'years Ohan it is at birth, and I think that i.; irucof democracies. l)cniocracies begin with a great burst of light, but as oneEastern European said recently, "At tile end of tile light is tile tunnel."And I think ihat indeed is what ri -w democracies are faced with--mostdemocracies, if they can survive 20 years, scem to survive forever. At least,
historically speaking, this has been true. 

The questioti this raiscs, Af coursc, is what one call learil lir newly
developing democracies, newly democratizing countries, from tile ex)erierice

of those democracies that 
 have been around for a long tinie. This is tieold question of what it is one can learn from history; are tile circumstances
toJay so differernt that one cannot really generalize from tile past? Most
of us who think about tile lessons of history accept Sai ayana's fanious
aphorism that those who do not learn from history are forced to repeat it.

There is, un fortunairely, tile opposite alphorism 
as well--that those who do
learn from history are forced to make tile opposite mistakes tie ncx' time.
It is not easy to learn from history, but we have to learn from something.

Democracies have been defined half a dozen times in this meeting, and
I assume here that we mean th, 
 niost rudimentary definition: a society inwhich there is some kind of control over the rulers by tile ruled. This 
means rule by the people, and that involves sonie kind of regular proce­dures whereby citizens can hold their leaders accountable. This )robablymeans regular free elections that are meaningful, in which almiost allpeople can parlicipate as voters and as potential candidates. It means,also, tie auxiliary features that are necessary for meaningful elections, such 
as freedom of speech and tile freedom to organize.


There are several implications of that definition. 
 One is that democ­
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racy is not everything: democracy is not free markets, democracy is not 
an effective set of social welfare policies in a society. It may be that these 
things are useful for democracy, it may be that they are necessary for 
democracy--these are debatable propositions--but they are certainly not the 
same thing as democracy. The corollary of thrat is that democracy is not 
necessarily positively related to al! other good things. One of the main 
things that everyone needs to face is the great tension between democ­
raty--rulc from below--and other things that we light value. Let me 
mention two of them. 

One is that the very term "democratic government" is internally con­
tradictorv. There is a tension between fostering democracy and fostering 
governance. Democracy comes from below; governance is making cflcctie 
decisions from above. And as we know, the two may not easily go to­
get her. An old theme in democratic thinking is "arc the pleople really 
capable of ruling?" File answer, of course, is "no" if one is thinking of tile 
people directly running tile government. With the exception of very, very 

ill social units, that seems to be imlpo;sible. Are the people capalble of 
selecting rulers and influencinrig theii in ways that lead to effective, 
coherent policies? On that, tile answer is by no means clear. Democracy 
bv its nature frees and expands tile nunber of conllicts ina socicty, it 
releases selfish and sho(rt-sightcd interests, it creates and allows factions. 

A question people ask is "Can one have a democracy in a iulti-party 

svstem with many conflicting factions?" Some studies have suggested that 
overall economic perforiarice in countries is inhibited if there arc too 
niany special interests bccause these interests, out for their own benefit, 
impede the development of coherent national policies leading to effective 
performance. One might make tile argument that this is tlie case with 
American economic performance. If you iumply look at fle budget process 
as it goes on in Washington these days, one can certainly see that 
democracy and effective governments do not easily go together. 

A second tension is that between democrac , and citizen welfare. This 
is clearly related to the first tension. To put itin Lincoln's terms, we can 
raise the question of whether government by the people is lie best way of 
getting government for the people. Most of us can iniagine circumstances 
under which we think the world would be better run, certainly our own 
country would be better run, with an intelligent, rational, bcncvolent 
leader. If we had someone to make those kinds of decisions, wc would do 
better in dealing with tile homeless, drugs, our weak economy, our bad 
schools, and the like. 

That idea has two limitations. First, it is hard to know what it is to 
be rational, to make intelligent policies. Policies always are contested and 
therefore the problem is not with doing something; it comes even earlier, 
with knowing what it is that one should do. The second problem, of 
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course, is thewith term "benevolence" when speaking of a benevohitleader. Are le;iders likelv to be benevolent; more inlporta ntnv, once theyare in office are thcv likely to slay benevolent if they are not under control
of the citizenry? The experience with governments around the world cer­tainly supports one generalization in political science--Lord Acton's famousaphorism that power tends to corrupt. And looking at tile experience ofthe communist regimes in Eastern Europe, we see them as evidencethe strong version of' Acton's aphorism: absolute power 

for 
tends Io corruptabsolutely. So it is hard to think of citizen well'tre, though it may not hedealt with efficiently, being dealIt with for a long period of time by leaders

who are innot sonie manner under the control of tile citizenrv.
What that ncans is not that fhe citizens are particularly eIfeclivedeveloping the right kinds of policies, but 

ill 
thti they ire effective in beingnearyive, il blocking bad policies. And I think that perhaps hlat neCgaivecheck was a major philosophical impetus behind American government,and tiha it is one of tle major reasons Ior having democratic governmenl.

Let me turn to tihe theories of demlocracy, and what knowwe froriidemocratic history to see wliat it is wc might possibly learn. One issuethat is not often dealt wilh, hlat we do not know very much about, and donot have ver good theories aboti, is the basic, olten unanswered issue ofthe politic:1 units \ilhin which denocracy should take place. Tierc is alot of writi about wavracy. Should they 
the in wlhich decisions can be niade ir a democ­he made y nlajoriry rule? Should rhey he made by 

some rules of proportionalily? Sho:id aimwe or consensus? Ilow r n1%
people should participate? What are tile consequences of more or fewerpeople being given rlie franchi,? But there is little oil whlat is the properunit in which those decisions can be made. Majority rule is a wonderfuldemocratic rule, it is one of tile best--hut there is nothing in the theory ofnmajority rule, its strengths and its weaknesses, tlat says majority of whai.
And obviously that is crucial. It 
 makes a dilfe-ence for language polily in
Canada. for example, if it is tlie majoritv of Quebec, or 
 lie majoritv ofCanada. There is nothing that can tell you what that is supposed to be,
and as we know, in most societies the nature of the unit 
 is contested.

We think of the United States as a democracv for the last 200 vears,and vet one-third of the way into those 200 years, we had to tight one of
lie bloodiest wars inl history to decide tile size of tie unit. And inalmost all cases the answer--should it be many separate states or one bigstale--is sonielhingt lha is qu ie morally ambiguous. In retrospect, theCivil War was a great moral crusade because slavery was an unambiguousevil. But in erms of Lincoln's initial goal, to preserve the Union, if notfor the issue of slavery we might look at that con flict in an ambiguous,way. Was worthit fighting a war that large in order to preserve the

Union? Maybe yes, btll mavbe no. 
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Democracies all over the world are facing challenges to their 
boundaries. Usually these are subnational challenges, the desires of 
separate groups to break apart, but there will also be supernational 
challenges to their boundaries, whether dccision units should be larger 
than the nation-state. Usually it is the nation-state that we focus on, but 
the nation-state is to some extent an arbitrary institution. 

One easy answcr to what the proper unit should be is wrong. The 
easy answer is that we should look around t.c world to find natural units 
in which people are homogeneous, that are small enough so people can 
work together easily, share the same language, share the same culture, 
s'.are those things that we think of as qualities of nations in some general 
sense or of societies. Such natural units de,not exist. To find them one 
has to go to units so small that they cannot possibly survive in the real 
world. And ,ccond,even the smallest political units;c really extremely 
h,:tcrogcncois. Boundaries are mixed, populations are spread out, the 
possibility of the small, easy-to-govern, homogeneous political unit is a 
romantic ideal of the past. I visited Estonia in May, one of those small 
rcp'i"ics where a homogeneous population is trying to set itself off as 
separate from the Soviet Union. But 40 percent of the population is 
Russian, half of the capital's population is Russian. There is no possibility 
of its becoming that kind of old-fashioned, Rousscauian ideal of a homo­
gencous political unit. 

What that means is that we are unavoidably dealing with large, com­
plex political units. It also means that when we talk about democracy, we 
probably have to talk about representative dcmocracy. The notions of 
direct, participatory democracy, of consensus decision-making, do not make 
sense in the modern world. And when we talk about representative 
democracy, we talk about elections. When we talk about elections, we 
proha'ly talk about political parties. It is very hard to imagine democ­
ra ies with elections without organized political parties. But this 
illustrates, again, one of the great tensions of democracy. Political parties 
are divisive. It is their job to battle with each other, to exacerbate 
differences in society. They create conflict. Nevertheless, they may indeed 
be necessary institutions. 

This shows one of the dilemmas of democracy, that it is by nature a 
conflict ridden system. The main problem in democracies, I would argue, 
is not achieving the common good, not finding a just policy and efficient 
government. The main problem in democracy is managing conflict, 
avoiding conflict that becomes so great it tears a society apart. James 
Madison's great achievement as a democratic theorist was turning the 
earlier view of democracy upside down. The earlier view from Rousseau 
was that democracy would only work in small homogeneous societies where 
there werc no great conflicts of interest. Madison said that was 
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impossible; people have differences of interest and will always have 
conflict. He tried to make the differ,znccs of interest into e basis of 
democr.'cy, arguing for a large, diversc society in which peoplc could battle 
it out for success. It means that democratic politics is not rational 
decisicn making, not balancing costs and benefits, not planning for 
development. Democratic politics is conflict, it is coalition building, it is 
log rolling, it is messy. And above all, democratic politics involves, almost 
always, lots of unsavory characters, pcoplc whose views one finds unattrac­
tive, even antidemocratic, certainlv unp-Ilatable One of the glories of 
American dcmocracy is the First Amendment and the protction of free­
doms when the First Amendment works. If you read the history of the 
First Amendment, the sleazy characters that are defended by it overwheln 
you, but that is the nature of dmocracv. 

What can wc learn from the history of those fortunate nations that 
have learned how to manage conflict peacefully and democratically over an 
extended period of time? Is there general knowledge about democracy, ,i 
do we understand democracies only in specific pllaces in their individual 
contexts? This is an old problem in the social sciences and in comparative 
politics: we search for general knov,ledge, we search for reusable know­
ledge fiora one place that can ther be applied to someplace else. "Yet 
when we look at each specific place we always find things are different. 
This is an issue that is too cornpl,-. to work out here; I suppose the 
answer is a little bit of ('ach. We cannot go around the world in pure
"ad hocery," dealing with each coLtry totally on its own terms. We have 
to have sonic general sense of wiere we are going, but we cannot apply 
it blindly and niccnank,:ally in diffzrcnt places. 

How did the democracies we recognize today develop? It is relatively 
a new form of government. There were some democracies in the nine­
icenth century, but most of today's democracies began in the twentieth 
century. There is no single answer, there is no single feature that makes 
a successful democracy. For a long time those who looked at tihe failure 
of some democracies before World War II argued that it had something 
to do with the nature of ;he electoral system. Proportional representation 
was highlighted as the reason for the decline of tile Weimar Republic, for 
example. It turns out, however, that there are many democracies that do 
very well with proportional representat ion. Sometitnc. it does good, and 
sometimes it does harm. 

If there is no single feature, there are a few general things. One is 
clearly that political leaders, if they could get away with it, would probably 
suppress opposition. I have a feeling that runs through George Bush's 
mind daily as he looks down Pennsylvania Avenue. Why not suppress the 
opposition--the leaders are trying to accomplish something and the other 
guys are standing in their way. Therefore, one of tihe things one needs for 
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democracy is some limits on the autonomy of coercive power, soic control 
by civilians over the military, some ways in which the threat to democracy 
from those people who control coercive power can be controlled. 

There are rn'y other features that clearly underpin or seem to go 
along with democratic government. The list is fairly well known: high 
income, economic growth, an educated population, a divec;e econonly, a 

relatively free and autonomous economy, many autonotious interest 
groups, high leves of well being, long life expectancy, and on and e-. It 
is a syndrome we label as "modernization," "development," or what have 
you. And it is clear that it does foster democrac-y and that it is very 
important for it. For a variety of reasons, it creates wealth and people's 
satislaction. It creates the kind of diverse society that makes it more 

difficult for any goverminienti, group to dom inate, that allows the formation 
of groups that caln then be part I' a complex political process, and that 
fosters the civil society on which democrac'v rests. 

Education is probably still tile single most important thing that 
underlies and ensures democracy. Most of the literature shows that illany 
place, at any time, educated people are more likely to be politically active, 
more likely to be committed to democracy. One ought not to overstate 
this. A long. long time ago, I wrote a book cal!cd Civic Culture in which 
we found that educated people were tnore corn n;tled to democratic values. 
And we wrote a conclusion s:aving, "Isn't it wonderful that the world is 
getting more and more educated, therefore we're going to get a citizenry 
that is going to participate more, be more satisfied because they'll 
understand what's going on, and they'll play a greater role in society." But 
that was a long tinle ago, and since then tile citizenry, certainly in this 
country, and most democracies, has become much more educated. Has it 
led to democratic satisfaction? 0f course not. What education does is 
teach you how complex the world is, that a lot of what you think should 
be accomplished cannot be accomplished. Education does not necessarily 
lead to a more satisfied citizenry, but it does lead to a more democratic 
citizenry. It leads to a citizenry that is more active in politics and that is 
less likely to accept violations of democracy. As a colleague and I, 
paraphrasing -:n old cigarette ad, wrote in the conclusion of a book 
looking at how people in the United States were participating in politics 
that was published many years after Civic Culture: Americans were 
participating more and enjoying it less. 

There are other features that are important for democray. One is the 
absence of deeply antagonistic subgroups or subcultures that do not trust 
each other and are not willing to turn over power to the opposition. We 
who ire Democrats probably do not fully trust Republicans, we who are 
Republicans probably do not trust fully Democrats. Nevertheless, we are 
basically willing to turn over government to the opposition because we do 
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not think our interests will be that substantially harmed. A great problem
and puzzle for newly-formcd democracies is that they are filled with groups 
so antagonistic that they are unwilling to alternate or share power.

There are many techniques to try to have a democracy that is not 
majoritarian, where the fundamental interests of minority groups are pro­
tected with the possibilities of mutual vetoes, with the possibilities of 
having certain areas of social policy--about language, about religion--kept 
out of the governmental decision process to allow for the autonomy of 
groups that do not want to see someone else exercising power over them. 
Federal arrangements that maintain sonic local autonomy are also a way 
of dealing with it. 

One very important way of dealing with the probeni is the existence 
of plural institutions within the government. Not pluralism in the society,
but plural institutions in the government, so that various groups have 
alternative mechanisms by which they can get sonic governmental response.
Imagine a society in which there is a permanent minority, which because 
of the social tcnisions and issues in the society cannot form a coalition with 
other groups and therefore in some way, at sonic times, share political 
power. Those circumstances are vcry, very bad if there arc no alternative 
ways in which tho,e minorities can get their way. 

A simple comparison may he between Northern Ireland and the United 
States. Northern Ireland, with a government that is roughly parliamentary 
(and therefore where almost all decisions arc made by one institution),
becomes a society in which the Catholics really have no chance of having 
any force. Religion is the major conflict within their society, they arc a 
permanent minority, and they are permanently kept out of power. In the 
United States, the nearest analogy, of course, is race. For a long time 
American blacks were in that position. They wcre a permanent minority
vis-a-vis 'he U.S. Congress since there was no way in which they could join 
a coalition with any other group to be part of a majority. But the United 
States, ty having a variety of other institutions, offered other possibilities 
for the exercise of influence and power. There were courts, which is where 
the NAACP turned, there were local governments, which is where black 
representatives have been elected, and there was a multiplicity of ways in 
which the government operated. This is one way .n which having a com­
plex government is not very efficient, but does gives minorities some 
opportunity. 

Let me talk about one more theme, the relationship of democracy to 
free markets, of democracy to capitalism. It is clear these are different 
sets of institutions. It is clear, furthermore, that free markets and 
capitalism are perhaps necessary for democracy because they create an 
open, autonomous sector of society that remains out of the government's 
control. I do not necessarily mean free markets A la Milton Friedman; 
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certainly the markets in Sweden are free enough to have supported 
democracy for a long, long time. We can argue whether their policies are 
good or not, but I do not think anyone can argue that Sweden is not a 
democracy. 

Free markets and capitalism have a complex relationship to democracy. 
The tension grows out of the fact that they are based on somewhat dif­
ferent principles. Democracy is based on a very clear principle: equality, 
on the notion that each individual is of equal worth. It is also based on 
the somewhat weaker notion, which I think democrats accept, that not only 
is each individual of equal worth in terms of interests, each is equally 
competent to know what his or her own interests are and express them in 
the political process. This is reflected in such principles as "one person, 
one vote." 

Capitalism, of course, rests in a way on inequality. It rests on the 
opportunity of individuals to make money and get ahead. And one of the 
greatest and most interesting problems in understanding modern democ­
racies is the tension between these two systems side by side. The tension 
can be seen by the way in which people at both ends of the political 
spectrum look at democracy. For the right, democracy is the ultimate 
threat. It is a threat to their property, to what they think are their rights 
Lo be autonomous in the market, because the mass of people will vote in 
governments that will take away their rights. Looked at from the left, 
capitalism is a threat to democracy in the opposite direction. Inequalities 
in wealth, inequalities in control over resources have a major effect in 
distorting the extent to which democracy is a system whereby each p~erson 
has equal influence. 

Where does this all lead me? What kind of advice can one give on 
the basis of some of these tensions in democracy to those who have to 
face what to do about it? In thinking about that, I am reminded of the 
story of the owl and the rabbit who are on a little trip of land during a 
flood. As the water comes up and up, the rabbit gets very nervous and 
says to the owl, "What am I supposed to do?" The owl says, "It's very 
simple. Turn yourself into a pigeon and fly away." The rabbit says, "What 
a terrific idea, I'll turn myself into a pigeon anti I'll fly away. But how do 
I turn myself into a pigeon?" The owl, as he t:,kcs to the air, says, "Ijust 
do policy, I don't bother with implementation." 

One conclusion I have come to is that if we know so little for certain 
about what is necessary for dcmocracy, if we know that we cannot specify 
any particular thing that is sufficient for democracy, and if we know that 
various combinations of factors work differently in different contexts, we 
should be very modest about our expectations of how wcl! we can under­
stand the formation of democracy in other nations and how well we can 
direct it. Democracy is not easy to design from inside and probably 
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impossible to design from outside. So wc must not overstate our ability 
to effect changc. Wc know that it is hard to steer any society, including 
our own. As one person put it, we w,,txit results and we get conscquences. 
Above all, it is vcry difficult to design and implement structural changes
in the way a government operates. One of the best examples is tie 
attempt to change the structure of our elections and the campaign finance 
laws. The campaign finance reform was supposed to limit the power of 
money over elections. It had two consequences: it increased the power
of money over elections and it deeply damaged our political parties. And 
that was not intended by anyone at the time. If tha t is true here, where 
wc speak the language as native speakers, where we have a fccl for what 
is going on, imagine what the risk is in other parts of tile world.

Does that mean that one can do nothing? Of course rot; one has to 
do something and there is probably much that one can do. The first
 
advice I Suppose give "do no harm."I would is It is easier to hari 
dcniocracies, I think, than to create theni or foster them. There probably 
are nloic clear examples of effective harm than there are 0if ffect livC help.
Certainly there ai c:::ample, of American policy doing harrii to democracy.
I think now that the Cold War has simmered down, there are fewer pres­
sures for policies that serve other goals, but that is still something to keep 
in mind. 

The second is: "Do not expect too much." Some of file underlying
features of things that we know loster dcnocracy, such as higher levels of 
education or more autononious social groups within a society, reduce 
conflict between intensely antagonistic groups. These clearly foster 
democracy, but thcv are verx' difficult to design and to implement. One 
supports them because in the long run they are likely on average to dc
 
good, but 
 one does not expect results to emerge rapidly, nor inan' ver' 
precise and measurable way. This underscores mv notion that we Ire to 
be modest in our goals. This, of course, goes against the American grain.
When we have a problem, we declare war on it. We have a war on drugs.
The problem is that when you declare war oi SOlcthihg, you call he sure 
you ire going to lose. A good example is the Great Sociely. We wanted 
to create a Great Society, so we declared a war on poverty. Obviously we 
lost the war, obviously we do not have a great society. The irony is that 
much of the research that now looks back at what happened--pr ,,rnmis like 
food stanps, tie Voting Rights Act--finds that we did accomplish a great
deal during that period. Many thingsswere done that reduced tile level 
of poverty and people's lcvcl of misery. But we did not win the wvar, and 
therefore we set ourselves up for failure by se.ting tooour goals high. 

The last point is tihat one gives support, one does not nanage. We 
do not know how to manage change, we do not know how in any precise 
way to create dcmocracy.-y out of nondernocracy. Therefore we can provide 
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support, but whatever grows probably has to grow uncontrollcd and grow 
outside our control in ways that are sometimes negative. So, I suppose 
what we do is to help and to hope for the best. 

I was trying to think of whether I should end on an optimistic or a 
pessimistic note. Again, I am reminded of what I think is the best 
definition of the distinction bctween an optimist and a pcssimist, which I 
will use as my conclusion. It is simply that an optimist is someone who 
looks around and says, "This is the best of all possible worlds," and a 
pcssimist is someone who reflects for a moment and says, "You know, 
you're right." 
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Setting an Action Agenda:
 
Plenary Session V
 

The workshop's final plenary session allowed participants to discuss 
specific policy choices in light of the working groups and earlier plenaries.
The session resulted in consensus on a number of issues and identified 
several key issues for further study. 

A fundarcicntal distinction emerged among three types of A.I.D. inter­
vention: economic, political, and technical. Several participants gave
examples of how specific programs often fit into more than one category,
for example, a rural banking program that fostered democratic, participa­
tory values as it increased economic prosperity. 

Participants disagreed over the need for an entirely new democratiza­
tion initiative within A!.D. One concern was that a new initiative would 
simply lead to the repackaging of existing programs under a ncw label,
"democracy." Others expressed concern that a new initiative might stress 
visible short-term results over the potentially more important long-term 
consequences of sustained programs. Basic educatioi ind building com­
munity banking were mentioned as examples of specific programs with 
significant implications for promoting democratic values whose effects on 
democracy were gradual and thus unlikely to yield immediate measurable 
results. In general, participants agreed that promoting democracy requires 
a sustained effort over a considerable period of time, with no more than 
modest hope for early indications of success or failure. 

Others cited a number of potential positive features for a new demo­
cratic initiative. Participants suggested that such an initiative makes sense 
for purely pragmatic reasons given the current realilies of funding in 
Washington. Others cited the potential benefits of synthesizing experience
from a variety of regions and programs, trying to generalize from many 
concrete cases, and sharing this information widely among A.I.D. brcaus. 
Finally, a participant noted that even though A.I.D. should have modest 
expectations about its ability to promote democracy throughout the world,
much more could be gained than lost from setting initially ambitious goals. 

84
 



One participant identified five operational challenges for A.I.D. that 
emerged from the workshop: 

(I) Civil/military relations--how can A.I.D. deal effectively with 
historical tendencies in some regions for democratic governments to be 
overthrown by tile military? 

(2) Tile absence of civic cullure/denocralic values--what role might 
various kinds of education programs play inaddressing tifs problem? 

(3) Deep ethnic, religious, or tribal cleavages in a sociely--how can 
cross-cutting identifications and coalitions be built'? 

(4) Weak democratic institutions in countries new to dcmocracy--how 
can accountability be improved? 

(5) Lick of competition, whelher a lack of compeling political parties, 
a independent media, or indcpendent dhink tanks--how can such 
productive competition be encouraged'! 

The discussion frcqUentllV touched on the issue of how explicitly A..I). 
should promlote specific values and institutions. The distinction among 
political, economic, and technical intervention was essential here. Some 
argued that the best strategy was to foster policy making on empirical or 
technical grounds rather t han proiot ing specific values or outcomes. Such 
technical advice is less likely to be offensive or conlroversial, and Ihus may 
be helpful in building coalitions. Many potential members of coalitions 
will accept technical advice but reject advice tha:1t obviouslV tries to pro­
mote specific Val ues. Some questioncd whether "purely lecl nical" advice 
truly existed, however. Another participant cited tlie generally poor record 
of explicit political reform efforts. As an example. lie cited failed attempts 
to use La tin American univcrsitics as tools of democratic institutional re­
form in the early 1960s. Another participant expressed skepticism that 
A.[.D. could accuratelv assess tle conscquenices of most amciipis to 
achiece specific political ou tcotnes. Moreover, since uncertain[tv is a key 
element of democracy and transitions, how could outsiders reasonably be 
held accountable for outcomes? 

The difficulty of trying to engineer deniocracv cross-culturally surfaced 
frequently as a counterargumenti to promoting basic democratic principles. 
Some of the session's most heated exchange, revolved around this basic 
tension. One participant argued that, even with the best intentions, in­
tervention to promote democracy could violate freedoti of choice. Partici­
pants strongly agreed with Verba's caution that, at minimum, A.I.D. 
initiatives should seek to "do no ha rm." 

A basic framework of "stages" in development of democracy under­
scored the discussion in much of the workshop. Somcone observed that 
policy choices would largely depend on identifying at least roughly where 
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a particular country was located on various measures of democratization. 
This in turn led to the suggestion that A.I.D. might be best advised to 
concentrate on countries somewhere in the middle, neglecting both coun­
tries far from democracy and well-established democrcies that mIight 
nonetheless benefit from assistance in mnaintaining Iheir success. One 
participant suggested choosing 1) or 12 such counLries il tomwhich 
concentrate A.I.D's efl)rts. Some participants proposed adopting a 
"triage" strategy. Other participants challenged the idea of ranking 
countries bw their staic of democratic devclopment. One basic object ion 
was that A.I.D. probably lacks the analytical sophistication to identify
stages correctly. Another objection was that a "triage" stratecy violates the 

Ageney's original mandate to help I the neCdiest. One participant uiIrged 
A.I.). to commit itself to stratecgies that would enable it to work wilh 
countries no matter where they were ili the democratization process. 

Some participanis noted that outside attempts to define specific 
political models provoke extraordinary sensitivity alld emotional responses 
in many areas of the world. With the parlial exception of lastern Europe, 
one participant commented, lew places have asked for U.S. help in 
building democracy. Someone commented that, looking over past A..D. 
efforts, initialvcs for democra that did not come out of, or at least 
respond to, genuine interests Ifared poorly. Another participant argued 
that, in his experience in the Middle East and North Africa, any associa­

ttion \with the United Statc.s has ultilaltly compromised and even harmed 
the groups involved. IlIe cautioned strongly against attempts at "social 
engineering" and the cultural imperialism it implies. Another participant 
urged A.I.D. to pay special attention to the alternilve democratic models 
available around tie world, and not simply to export fainiliar forms. I Ic 
admitted that supporting democratic models unlike the American experi­
ence would not be easy, but he urged A.I.D. to support local think tanks 
as one way to facilitate the development of alternative democratic models. 
He spoke of fostering a new round of "de TocquevilIcs," who would share 
tnodels of democract from different regions. Discussion of this broad issue 
resulted in limited conseisus that A.I.D. should focus more on process and 
less on outcome, and trust that the end result would be positive. 

There was much discussion and considerable agreement oil identit'ing 
a set of fundamental democratic principles. A participant argued that pro­
nioting deriocracy is fundamentaIlv dilfcrent from supporting economic de­
velopment because democracy is a moral issue. Hence, lie sdid, it is imni­
portant to make explicit exactly\what we will not tolerate, to delin tie 
moral basis behind what we mean by "support for democracy." Unless such 
fundamental values are explicitly identified, lie feared that old programs 
would simply be relabeled as "promoting democracy." One participant then 
proposed six fundamental democratic values lie thought had emerged from 
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the workshop: 

(1) respect for human rights; 
(2) protection of minority rights; 
(3) consultation of the public (responsible governance); 
(4) an independent and protected judiciary; 
(5) guaranteed rights for the opposition; and 
(6) limits on the power of the central government. 

Another participant suggested that A.I.D. should be seeking the emergence 
of societies that are fair, just, efficient in their use of resources, and 
compassinate without regard for questions of efficiency. 

A number )f)opinions emerged on how such fundamental principles 
ouhit to be applied to A.I.D.'s wo, k. There was .general agreement that 
positive reinforcenient was gcunerally preferable to ncgativc reinforcement, 
such as reducing or cutting off aid, but a number of options exist. A.I.D. 
could use fundament A principles as a test, conditioning aid on evidence of 
ini','Citt toward democracy. A.I.D. projecs could incorporate these prin­
ciples in projects that explicitly at tempt to promote democratic values. 
Another approach would be to establish a fund to which countries could 
have access if they showcd evidence of meeting a list of democratic re­
quirements. In this way, there would be no penalty except opportunities 
foregone if a couitry chose not to avail itself of lhe fund. 

A participant suggested that certain kinds of goals could be more 
easily promoted by reductions in aid than others. She argued that it was 
reasonable to believe that respect for human rights could be influenced by 
lowering aid in response to violations. Establishing competitive political 
institutio:ns seemed more difficult to promote by "negative conditionality." 
Indicators of :uccess were also harder to establish. She argued that the 
goal of broader popular participation, not necessarily in politics, was 
coipletelv ina propriate for negative conditionality. She also urged that 
A.I.D. exanlinc two broad distinctions when selecting goals and appropriate 
instruments. First, the Agcnc',' should determine how open or rcsistvlit a 
given country is to advice and "well-intentioned" intervention from a U.S. 
government agency. Second, A.I.D. should take into consideration the 
degree to which ,a given country is undergoing simultaneous economic 
uphcavAl and polilical change. The importance of taking into account 
economic upheaval occurring alongside political democratization was 
enipliasizcd throughout the workshop. 

The area of clearest agreement to emerge was that A.I.D. support for 
interniediary organizations and civil society should continue and should 
play a major role in A.I.D. efforts to promote democratization. A 
participant svggesled that A.I.D. closely examine its past successes with 
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NGOs, including those in the private sector, and survey possibilities for 
NGO coalitions. Such coalitions might occur along programmatic lines 
(e.g., NGOs in a given country concerned with health issues) or in a 
country-to-cou..trv alliance of NGOs concerned with a specific issue. 

The weight of the evidence presented at the workshop suggested that 
supporting intermediarv organizations as fundamental components of a 
healthy civil society would be as, if not more, important for successful 
democratization than support for the formal institutions and mnchanisnis 
of government. NGOs, even seemingly apolitical ones, help to build the 
"infrastructure" for democrac. by increasing citizen participation and 
promoting an active associational life. 

88
 



Appendix:
 
Biographical Sketches of Workshop Speakers
 

ROBERT BIANCII is associate professor of political science at the 
University of Chicago. His areas of specialization include international 
relations, comparative politics (especially the Middle East) and Islam and 
political change. Recent publications include Unndy Corporatisni: 
Associational Lift in Twentieth Century Egy't (Oxford University Press, 
1989), Interest Groups and Political Developnent in Turke"v (Princeton 
University Press, 198.4) and numerous journal articles on interest groups 
and associations in developing countries. 

MICllAEl. IIRA'IION is associate professor in the Depart merit of 
Political Science and African Studies Center, Michigan State University. 
I-Ic has written extensivelv t a varicty of issues relevant to \frica, 
particularly the importance of nongovernmcnt:i; and voluntary organi­
zations for development. fie has also done rest., '' fo r A.I.D. and for tie 
Rockefeller and Ford Foundations. He is the atuthor of recent articles in 
Issue, Devehpmet and Change, WoUrld Politics, and 1CMor/d De'elotnutrt, 
among other journals, and co-editor of Governaice tinl Politics in Africa 
(Lynne Ricnner Press, forthcoming 1991). 

MICIHAEIL CIOUG l is senior fellow for Africa at the Council on 
Foreign Relations. l-e is also a member of tlie board of directors of 
Africa Watch. In 1986-87 lie was the study director of the Secrctar, of 
State's Advisory Committee on South Africa and the principal drafter of 
the Committee's rcpo(rl, A U.S. Polic' Towards South Africa. Ile has taught 
at the Naval Postgraduate Schoo! :ad he Universily of Wisconsin. In 
addition, lie has worked as a consultant t,, CBS News. Dr. Clogh's most 
recent published work includes Afriica ,;d the US. Fori,,,n Policy .vA'enda 
(forthcoming), "Southern Africa: Ch:lcrigcs and Choices" (Summer, 1988 
Foreign Affairs), "IBevond Constructive Engagement" (Wintcr, 1985-86 
Foreign Policy). l e has visited southern AfricLregularly for over a decade. 

I.OUiS COOI)NAN is dean of the School of International Service of 
the Anicrican University. From 1982 to 1986 lie scrved on the senior staff 
of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Schomrs. Before joining 
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the Wilson Center, he was on dhe Faculty of Yale University and was 
director of the Social Science Resear':h Council's Program on Latin 
America and the Caribbean. Dr. Goodi in has also taught at Gcorp,'2town,
Princeton, and Northwestern universitics, as well as at t1w Facullad 
Latinoamcri,:ana de las Cicncias Socia,,s ip Santiago, Chile. His 
publications include nine books and numcrous scholarly articles. His 
major continuing rese.,rch interest, reflected in his publicalions, is 
international influences on national development illthe Third World. 

SELIG IIARRISON is a senior associale at the Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace in Washington and has written on Asian affairs and 
American policy problems in Asia for almost 40 years. Mr. Harrison has 
wriltten and edited a large number of books on Asia, as well as numerous 
articles on a range of Asian issues. Recent works include In AfI,'hani.stan's 
Shadow (Carnegie, 1981), "Ethni iv and the Political Staleniale in 
Pakistan" in Die State, Religion, and Ethnic Politics: Afghanistan, Iran and 
Pakistan (Syracuse University Press, 1986) and numerous articles puNished 
illtlie domestic and foreign press. He is co-editor of Suterpoower Ritialv 
in the Indian Ocean (Oxford Universily Press, 1989). 

TEIRRY I. K!ARl, is asociate professor of political science at Stanford 
University, where she is director of the Center for Latin American Studics. 
Her research interests include comparative politics, the political economy
of' developnen t, and theories of deniocrat izat ion in developing countries. 
Her work has largely focused on LUtin America and tie Caribbean Basin. 
She is the author of Oil Booms and Petro-Staes (University of' California 
Press, forthcoming, 1991). Recent articles and chapters include "Dilemmas 
of Denocratization" (in Comparatne Politics, forthcoming, 1991), "El 
Salvador at the Crossroads" ([ord Policl Journal, 1989), and "The, 
Christian Democratic Party and the Prospects for Democratization in El 
Salvador" in 77w Sociology of D"veloping Countries: Central A4werica 
(Monthl.. Review IPress, 1989). 

CAROL IANCASTER is assistant professor at Georgetown University's
School of Foreign curvice and a visiting fellow at the Institute for 
International Economics in Washington. She is co-editor of Africatl Debt 
and Financing (Institute for Internationwl Economics, 1986) and the author 
of numerous articles. Some of the riost recent are: "Reform or Else" 
(June/July 1990 Aftica Report), "Econonic Reform in Africa" (Winter, 1990 
lWashington Quarterh'), and "Econolic Restructuring in Sub-Salharan Africa" 
(May, 1989 Current Histecy). She was co-author of "Funding Foreign Aid" 
(Sunir.2r, 1988 Foreign Polic,). 

.JANE NIANSBRIDG(; is professor of political science at Northwcsten 
University and a niember of its Center for Urban Affairs and Policy
Research. Professor Ma nsbridge was program chair of tie 1990 annual 
meeting of tie American Political Science Association. She has published 
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three books, R-yond Self-Interest (University of Chicago Press, 1990), Wh), 
We Lost the ElM (University of Chicago Press, 1986) and Bqyond Adversary 
Democracy (University of Chicago Press, 1980), as well as numerous 
scholarly articles dealing with theoretical aspects of inequality and conflict 
in democracies. 

MICHAE., MIEZEY is professor of political science and associatc dean 
of the College of Liberal Arr. and Sciences at De Paul Univcrsiiy. He is 
the author of Comparative Legislatures (Duke University Press, 1979), 
Congress, the President, and Public Policy (Wesfview Press, 1989), and co­
editor of Parliaments and Public Polic' (Cambridge University Press, 
forthcoming). Hie is also the author of book ciapters, scholarly aricles, 
and papers in the areas o :oniparativc legislative behavior and American 
political instiluions, including "The Functions of Legislatures in the Third 
World" in 7he Handbook of Legislative Research (Ha rvard University Press, 
1985). 

,OIIN NORTON MOORE, is Walter L. Brown Professor of Law, 
Director of the Center of Law and National Security, and director of the 
Center for Oceans Law and Policy at the University of Virginia. Professor 
Moor,'s major research interests include international law, national Fcscurity 
law, and the Constitution and foreign policy. He has served on numerous 
government boards and agencies as a consultant and counselor. Dr. Moore 
is chairman of th Board of Directors of the United States Institute of 
Peace, and recently observed the constitIuInal drafting process in Nanibia 
on behalf of that organization. His most recent books include The 
V/ietnan Debate: A Fresh Lool: at the Arglinents (University Dress of 
America, Inc., 1990), National Securiy Law (co-editor, Carolina Academic 
Press, 1990), and The Secret lVar in Central America (University 
Publications of America, Inc., 1986). 

D)ANIEl. NELSON is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace, where he writes on Eactern Europe :onu luiopean 
security. Dr. Nelson's recent books include Ronanianl Polt/ics in the 
Ceauscscu Era (1989), Elite-Alass Relations it Commuunist Syslems (St. 
Martin, 1987), and Alliance Behavior in the Warsawt Pact (Westvicw, 1986). 
ie cdtcd Soviet Alliance: EmpiricalStudies oft/ lVatwaw Pact (Westview, 
19M;8). Dr. Nelson is the author of several recent pieces on political 
attrtudes in Easlern Europe for the New York Times, The National Interest, 
El Pais, and other national ptainlications. Dr. Nelson has bee, , Dorothy 
Danforth Compton Fellow, a Kellogg Foundation National Fellow, and the 
recipient of a research fellowship froni the -oover Institution. 

.JOAN NELI-SON is a senior associate at the Overseas De'elopment 
Council in Washington. Her research interests include development 
assistance and policy dialogue, migration, foreign aid, and the politics of 
economic stabilization and reform. Her major publications include Access 
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to Power: Politics and the Urban Poor in Develop,*ng Nations (Center forInternational Affairs, Harvard University, 1979), No Ea.sy Choice: PoliticalParticipation ill Developing Countries (with Samuel P. -untington),
(Harvard University Press, 1984), and Economic Crisis and Policy Choice:The Poli'ics of Adjustment in the Third World (ed.) (Princeton University
Press, 1990). 

ERIC NORI)JANGER is professor of political science at BrownUniversity and an associate of Brown University's forCenter ForeignPolicy Development and of Harvard's Center for International Affairs.Professor Ni.rdlinger has been the recipient of grants from the NationalEndowment for the Humanities, the Ford Foutidation, and the NattiozalScience Foundation. Two recent hooks are On the Aut'tonomv of the
Democratic State (Harvard University Press, 1981), and Soldier inl Politics: 
Miitayr' Coups and Government (1977).

PE R.I,ROIINSON is ass,,cia ie professor of political science at TuftsUniversity. She has wrilten cxicnsivcly aout Africana politics. -cr mostrecent work includes articles on transnational NGOs, the neotraditional
corporatist state in Niger, and tlie challenges posed by co-development forAfrican and Afro-Amcricai women. She conlributcd a chapter, "Crass­roos Participation and the Legitiniation Process: The Quest for EffectiveMiliiary Governance in Burkina and Niger" to Governanct and Politics inAfrica (Lynic Ricnncr, forthconing). Profes:ior Robiri';on co-editcdTransformation and Resiliency in Africa (Howard University Press, 1986).She is currently working on a book, NeotraditionalCorporatisn! inl Niger.

PIlLIPPE'lq SC]IIHNI'"ER is professor of political science at StanfordUniversity. -ie has writencextensively on transitions from alul ho rilriaisnito lore democratic forms of rule, paricularly in Southern Europe andUIatin America. His recent work iis (]ealt with topics such as corporatismand the organization of business iteiCrLts, as well as a varicty of other
issues related to transitions to democracy. He co-edited ano 
 contributed
to the four volume series, Transitionsfrom Authorit-,riani Rule: Prospects

for Democracy (Johns 
 -I')pkins University Press, 1986).

CIAR LEGS TILLY (W'orkshop Cochair) is University Distinguished
Professor and director of the Certer for Studies of Soal Change at theNew School for Social Research. Professor Tilly is a member of theNational Academy of Sciences and the author of mniy scholarly books,articles, and papers. His recent books -nclude Fromn Mobilization toRevohtion (Randnm i-louse, 1978), Big Structures, Large Processes, HugeComparisons (Russell Sage, 1985), and Coercion. Capital, and European
States, A.D. 990.!990 (Blackwe!!, 1990).

SII)NEY VERBA (iVork-shop Cochair) is Carl i-1. Pforzhciicr UniversityProfessor and Professor of Government at Harvard. Professor Verha is theauthor of numerous books, chapters, and articles on American and com­
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parative politics. His tecent books include Elites and the idea of Equality:
A Comparison ofJa an, Sweden, and the United States (Harvard University
Press, 1987) and Equalit , in America: The View firom the Top (Harvard
University Press, 1985). Professo, Vcrba has been chair of the Policy
Committee of the Social Science Rcscarch Council and is a niember of the
National Academy of'Sciences, a Guggienheim Fellow, and a fellow of theAmerican Academy of Arts and Science,. Dr. Verba is also director of the 
Harvard University Library.

SII)NEY WEINTRAUB is jointly Dean Rusk Professor at the Lyndon
B. Johnson School of Public Affairs, University of Texas and distinguished
visiting scholar at the Center for Strategic and International Studies,Washington, D.C. Prior to joining the facultv of the LB.J School, lie was 
a foreign service officer in the U.S. Depa rt ment of State. Among his
positions in the State Department were deputy assistant 
 secretary forInternational Finance and Developtcnt and assistant administrator ofAgency Io International Development. 

tile 
Professor Weintraub is the author

of many books and articles On international political economy. His most
recent book is A Afarriage of Convenience. Relations between Aerico and 
the United States (Oxford University Fress, 1990).

(;ARY WYNIA is William J. Kenan Professor of Latin AmericanPolitics at Carleton College. He is the author of nunierous books, articles,
and other publications dealing with Latin America, particularly Argentina.
His most recent books are The Politics of Latin American Development
(third edit orn, Cambridge University Press, 1990), and Artgentina: Illusions
and Realities (-lolnes and Meier, 1986). Dr. Wynia's recent articles aindbook chapters have dealIt with issues such as Latin American debt, Central
American intcg:ation, and tile causes of rebellion in Central America. 
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