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PART 1: INTRODUCTION
 

According to USAID's strategy for sustainable development, the global threats to "peace, 
stability, and the well-being of Aincricans and people throughout the world" are rooted in the 
absence of democracy (USAII) 1994, 1-2). While many debate the source of primary 
responsibility for the future, it is clear that governnens an(d their societies have important 
roles to play. Many are optimistic, arguing that as civil societies are gaining in strength, 
governments are responding by seeking ways to be more responsible and receptive to popular 
expressions of political will (Schearer 1992, 4). 1lowever, the rapid global changes and the 
corresponding instabilty and transit ions in mLuch of the world illustrate the need to proactiv1cy 
support such efforts. l)emocracy is seen not only as an end in and of itself, but as a neans to 
sustainable development (Charlick et al. 1994a, 1,4), and "amore peaceful, more prosperous 
world" (USAID 1994, 3). 

While there are many possible approaches to these efforts, the Global Bureau, specifically the 
Center for Democracy and Governance, has identified four target areas of support: 
governance, rule of law, electoral p,'ocesses, and civil society. The following review is in 
partial fulfillinent of the scope of work to conceptualize and design a global civil society field 
support program to be housed in the Global Bureau. 

The review is designed to identify the best current thinking or state-of-the-art on civil society. 
In doing so, it provides Itheoretical basis for the support of civil society in promoting 
democracy, outlining the current assumptions and practice of civil society. The remainder of 
lPart I presents an initial discussion of civil socety vis-i-vis democratic governance, and 
includes a brief discussion of the interrelationship among the four target areas. The historical 
and theoretical roots of civil society are then examined, followed by the normative 
implications of promoting civil society (Part II). Part Ill more explicitly (albeit )rielfly) 
introduces the notion of governance, and focuses on contemporary conceptualizations of civil 
society, outlining its inherent controversies concerning both its generally accepted definition, 
and its opcrationalization. This discussion ermphasizCs the elcments and the broadly diversified 
functions attributed to civil society. Part IV examines the institutional, economic, and political 
implications of civil society in greater detail, focusing on the indicators of a strong and 
sustainable civil society, its relationship to economic and political reform, and its functions and 
characteristics at various stages of political development. 

Methodology 

This review investigates several different bodies of literature related to civil society. These 
include both the historical and theoretical roots of civil society, and civil society as it is 
currently conceptualized and practiced -- within particular nation states and regions, and as 
advocated by scholars, promoted by practitioners, and sponsored by donors. The treatise on 
the theoretical history of civil society relies heavily on Cohen and Arato's seminal work, CfR 
Society and Political Theory (1992) -- the most comprehensive and widely recognized 
treatment to date. The review includes an examination of the political rationale for supporting 
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civil society, as well as the practical rationale as expressed in the participatory development

literature of the seventies and its extension to the notion of structural transformation and the
 
emphasis 
on NGOs in the nineties. It is important to note that some of the conceptual and 
practical work on civil society referenced, developed, and expanded herein originated under 
USAID funding. 

Civil Society and Democratic Governance 

The current emphasis on civil society derives from a growing interest and effort to promote
democracy worldwide. Specifically, these efforts, at least instrumentally, focus ol the notion 
of democratic governance, as opposed to democracy per sc, acknowledging that democratic 
practice extends beyond the form of particular political systems, and that processes of 
governance have the potential for the greatest impact on development, sustainabil iy, and
 
ultimately political and economic stability.
 

The delineation of democratic governance, "involves subjecting the exercise of political 
power by both state and civil society actors to a number of institutional disciplines"
[emphasis added] (Charlick et al. 1994a, 2). Corresponding measurements include limiting the 
abuse of central state authority, broadening opportunities for participation, assuring the rule of
law, developing democratic values, and expanding opportunities for self-governance (Ibid. 6­
7). 

An enhanced civil society addresses each of these criteria. In fact, Gellner (1991) argues that 
supporting civil society provides a much more useful model than a more broadly defined 
attempt to promote democracy as "participatory and accountable government" (495). Itis here 
that representative democracy can be introduced "in the relevant polyarchic centers of society"
(Bobbio 1984, 56; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 171). Cohen and Arato (1992) explicitly 
argue that the institutionalization of civil society is necessary to avoid "destructive cycles
between authoritarianism and populism" (489). 

Literature from donors, practitioners, and scholars echoes this role of civil society in 
promoting democratic governance. For example, Dr. Carol Lancaster, deputy administrator 
for USAID, recently confirmed: "a vibrant civil society is key to the success of democratic 
governance" (From Conference entitled, "Civil Society, Democracy and Development in 
Africa"; cqtd. in USAID/BA 1994, 1). Similarly, the DAC believes that a broadly based 
society which civil society affords provides the basis for a successful democracy (DAC 1993;
qtd. in Mcl-lufb 1994). That civil society may be a significant requisite to democracy is an 
idea widely expressed among prominent scholars of the subject (see Diamond 1994; Vilas 
1993). More specifically civil society is viewed as an essential component of the reform 
process (Barkan & Ottaway 1994, 1), and a guarantor of effective social policy (Reilly 1993,
6). Civil society actors "enhance popular participation, that deepens the benefits to society,
and whose very existence can promote peaceful change" (USAID 1994, 6). 
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Interrelationshil 

However, civil society does not exist in a vacuum; nor is it the only means by which to 
promote democracy. Each of the target areas identified by USAID -- governance, electoral 
processes, rule of law, and civil society -- play an important part in promoting and sustaining 
democracy. 

These should be considered interdependent; that is, support for one area lends support to the 
others, just as weaknesses are potentially shared. li! general, the rule of' law (Fox et al. 1994, 
10; Bell 1989; qtd. in McHLugh 1994; see also O'Donnell & Schmittcr 1986 ) and good 
governance provide an enabling environment to civil society (Charlick et al. 1994a, 102), and 
electoral processes are an expression of a strong civil society and an enforced rule of law 
(Ibid., 102). l lowevcr, this is an oversimplification ofa complex interrelationship. Each 
target area can act as both a mediator among and a contributor to the other areas. 

Through the intcrmediaries of rule of law and electoral processes, civil society can promote 
good, democratic governance. Both Ilegel and Parsons discuss the role of le legislature as a 
mediating organ between the state and society. That is, in I legel's model, the rule of law (and 
its definition, expression, and protection through the efforts of the legislature) prevents the 
state from becoming tyrannical and civil society from becoming a mere aggregate or mass of 
dangerous opinion (1967, par. 302; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 110). Parsons describes in 
greater detail how the pressure of civil society can lead to the institutionalization of a rule of 
law which enforces "certain legally embodied restrictions" on the legislature's own powers 
(1971, 62-64; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 127). This therne is echoed in more recent 
theoretical treatises and extended to include societal pressure for a rule of law which imposes 
limits on society as well (see Ekeh 1994, 4). Through this means, civil society can prevent 
the "repenetration" of the state into the economy or society following transitions (Cohen & 
Arato 1992, 62), and can safeguard the pluralism on which civil society is presumably 
grounded (Ekch 1994, 4; Kiss 1992). 

The pressure of civil society and the rule of law also enabie the implementation and follow­
through of reforms for good governance; these pressures -- both coercive and consensual -- can 
counteract conservative-bureaucratic resistance (see Cohen & Arato 1992, 61). Civil society 
can also assure that the reform process does not fall back on "elite democratic transitions from 
above" (lbid. 488). Finally, it is pressure from civil society (whether or not it is conceived to 
include social movements) which can lead to democratic elections -- a defining factor of 
democratic transition. 

On their part, electoral processes safeguard the continuing role of civil society in promoting 
democratic governance. Electoral processes provide an essential feedback mechanism to 
prevent the role of*civil society from being relegated to merely providing a suitable 
environment for market economic self-regulationi (see Cohen & Arato 1992, 489), or political 
parties from being manipulated to reflect elitist interests (see Cardoso 1989, 319-320; qtd. in 
Cohen & Arato 1992, 53-54). More specifically, electoral processes offer the opportunity for 
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tie "remobilization" of civil society where dlemobilization occurs after failures (or even 
successes) of early challenges to authoritarian rule (Cohen & Arato 1992, 53). In fact, 
member associ-,tions of civil society -- even multipurpose NGOs -- are beginning to realize 
that the greatest opportunity for influencing good governance may be through the electoral 
process (Serrano 1993, 32). 

According to some formalistic definitions, civil society would not exist without tile rule of 
law. That is, a basic premise of civil society is the right of free association which is secured 
through tile rule of law. Basic rights guaranteeing the existence of civil society include 
freedom of public communication (see Ilegel 1967; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 111; see also 
Weiner 1991); and, more specifically, the "negative liberties" of rights involving property, 
speech, religion, association, assembly and individual security (Parsons 1971, 21; qtd. in 
Cohen & Arato 1992, 128). Nowhere in the literature is the importance of civil liberties 
minimized (see, for example, Arendt 1977, 147; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 194). In fact, 
Cohen and Arato (1992) posit that the internal relationships of rights of cultural reproduction, 
social integration, and socialization determine the type of civil society that is institutionalized 
(441, 442). Importantly, Parsons points out that these rights often embody universal norms of 
a higher order than the traditions of particular societies (1971, 18-19; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 
1992, 127). 

Civil society also provides support for the rule of law. This support is derived primarily
through civil society's fostering of consent. This is particularly important in transitioning 
economies where political transition can lead to economic frustration resulting in instability
and unrest (see Dahrendorf 1990). Here, civil society can nurture the necessary consent for 
reform and its ramifications, and also fill resultant gaps in public support services. Also, as 
note(] above, civil society can provide tie necessary pressure for the implementation of 
reforms and tile security of tile rule of law, counteracting bureaucratic power centers (see 
Cohen & Arato 1992, 62). 

Finally, civil society plays a crucial role not only in supporting good governance generally, but 
in promoting democratic governance in particular. Notions of democracy and citizenship
require much more than legal mandate. Civil society functions to promote accountability and 
transparency of governance, and to provide experiential learning for democratic processes 
(see, for example, Charlick et al. 1994b, 102). These fitnctions will be discussed in greater 
detail below. 

Despite the prevalence of civil society models which would pit the society against the state, it 
is essential to recognize that both the state and civil society are indispensable to democratic 
governance. Democratization must entail both the expansion of social equality and liberty
through civil society, and the restructuring and democratizing of state institutions (see Keane 
1988a, 14). The state can provide an important integrative function which is balanced by the 
redistributive, decentralized emphasis of civil society (Serrano 1993, 30). Furthermore, 
Anderson (1977) emphasizes the state's role in wielding cultural legitimacy through its 
educational and legal institutions; he argues that civil society produces cultural hegemony and 
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consent, while government promotes consent and coercion (31-34; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 
1992, 161, 162). While the state is needed to counteract forms of cultural hegemony present 
in civil society, civil society is needed to counteract cultural hegemony as institutionalized in 
educational and legal institutions. Also, both consent and coercion are essential to good, and 
hence democratic, governance. 

The role of civil society in promoting democratic governance is implicit in the latter's 
definition. Civil society provides the checks and balances to ensure government transparency 
and accountability (see itirschmann 1993, 29), and is an essential vehicle to participation 
which is intrinsic to good governance (see World Bank 1994, 42). Civil society also acts to 
inform the state of its demands and expectations, promoting responsiveness and efficiency (see 
Rothchild 1994, 1). Before these functions can be properly understood, and the means for 
promotiig them identified, an understanding of the historical and theoretical roots of civil 
society is necessary. 

PART H: TIlE HISTORICAL AND THEORETICAL ROOTS, AND NORMATIVE 
CONSIDERATIONS OF CIVIL SOCIETY 

Civil Society in Historical Pierspective 

Although the concept of civil society is definitely not new -- having roots in the classical and 
medieval philosophical traditions -- it has recently returned to public and, specifically political 
consciousness, after a notable hiatus. Even its dramatic return is not entirely new. In fact, the 
historical development of "civil society" follows a recurrent pattern which registers popular 
gains "in periods of revolutionary change and transition from totalitarian political 
circumstances to ones that promote the freedom of the individual" (Ekeh, 1994, 31). This 
"anti-statist" per:ipective runs consistently throughout the historical development of the concept 
of civil society, despite the fact that "civil" society has been applied in opposition to 
"savagery" and anarchy, and the Church as well (Gellner 1991, 495). 

The utopia of civil and political society has incorporated "tile ideal of voluntary association, 
democratically structured and communicatively coordinated" from Aristotle to Marx in 1843 
(Cohen & Arato 1992, 451). According to P)oulantazas (1973) the concept of a civil society 
explicitly separated from the state is an invention of eighteenth-century political theory (124-5; 
qtd. in Keane 1988b, 31). More specifically, the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 
witnessed tle development of the concept to describe the "historically established domination 
of the bourgeoisie over the proletariat" (Keane 1988b, 32). This socialist tradition and its 
conventional Marxist understanding of the separation of society from the state does not account 
for the existence of civil society prior to the emergence of the bourgeoisie (Ibid. 32-3). 

Parsons emphasizes its historical, rather than its early theoretical development, when he argues 
that the differentiation of the societal community from the cultural, economic, and political 
subsystems was the result of three modern revolutions: the industrial, the democratic, and the 
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educational (1971, 99; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 120). There is no doubt that each of 
these has informed our contemporary understanding of civil society. However, the most 
widely referenced is the influence of the "democratic" revolution as initially embodied in the 
Enlightenment and the subsequent French Revolution (see, lor example, Ekeh 1994, 3). 
According to Parsons this revolution (of political thought and historical action) witnessed the 
creation of a new type of solidary, national collectivity which entailed equally recognized 
political and civil rights, with the ultimate differentiation of a societal com inun ity "superior 
land] legitimately entitled to control" government (1911, 84; Cohen & Arato 1992, 122). 

Parallel to these political developments, Polanyi (1944) asserts that a program of societal self­
defense emerged in the nineteenth century in response to tile "economization" of society 
resulting from the self-regulating market (qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 122). Thus the 
elements of civil society up to the late nineteenth century (in Western E'urope and the United 
States) entailed associations which addressed both economic and political concerns; these 
included the growth of rew professional guilds, trade unions, political parties, and additional 
voluntary associations (Ekeh 1994, 4). The nineteenth century also witnessed tile broad 
acceptance of civil society in the context of a dichotomous model of sta:e and society still in 
use today, specifically by Marxists, neo-liberals, nco-coitservatives, and utopian socialists 
(Colen & Arato 1992, 423). In fact, this dichotomous model continues to be a theme in West 
European discussion of practicalsocialist policies (Keane 1988a, 15). 

Consistent with his thesis that civil society is a reactive construct, Ekeh (1994) notes that tile 
concept was absent from tile active discipline of comparative politics in the 1950s through the 
1970s (2), ,'nd even as late as 1979 prominent scholars applied it in its neo-Marxian sense of 
bourgeois society (O'Donnell 1979; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 76). However, in the next 
decade these same scholars adopted a new, modern usage of the term to connote the sphere 
between the economy and the state, characterized by associations and publics -- not exclusively 
bourgeois (O'Donnell & Schmitter 1986; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 76). In its recent 
resurgence it is this latter interpretation that it is more commonly understood. 

The Resurgence of Civil Society 
The recent resurgence or revival of interest in civil society is most often accredited to the 
turbulence in Communist Eastern Europe and its dramatic outcomes in 1989 (see Gellner 1991, 
495; see also Ekeh 1994; Kumar 1993; Cohen & Arato 1992). Dissidents in Central and 
Eastern Europe resurrected it from nineteenth century Western social thought and adopted it to 
help explain the changes following galsnost and perestroika, and particularly to use it as a 
weapon against the totalitarian state (Kumar 1993, 76; qtd. in Ekch 1994, 31). This was 
particularly notable in the ideology of the Polish opposition from 1976 to the advent of 
Solidarity (Cohen & Arato 1992, 31), which derived from lessons in Hungary in 1956 and 
Czechoslovakia in 1968 (Ibid. 58). 

Though this is the most popularly recognized source of resurgence, Colen and Arato (1992) 
also note its reappearance in the ideology of the "Second Left" in France, which was rooted in 
a sympathetic understanding of the developments in the East (36); and in the transition from 
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Latin American Dictatorships. In the latter case, civil society emerged both as a key term of 
self-understanding of democratic actors, and as al important variable of analysis for transition 
(48). 

These recent applications -- both in theory and in practice -- offer important lessons which 
build on the essentially Western origins and historical development of civil society. First, is 
the conception of self-limitation which embraces social movemcnts as an esscntial component 
of civil society; second, the explicit application of civil society deve topment and action and 
democratization; third, the recognized potential influence of civil society on political and 
economic society; and fourth the acknowledgement that civil society is not exclusively 
bourgeois (see Cohen & Arato 1992, 15-16). Civil society is now identified as a target for 
democratization and transition rather than the state, as was demonstrated in Poland (see Cohen 
& Arato 1992, 58). 

Contemporary Conceptuaizations of Civil Society 
These historical developments have yielded modern concepts of civil society which differ in 
their interpretations and applications. Cohen and Arato (1992) contrast three such 
conceptualizations before developing their own: a neo-liberal model that identifies civil society 
with the bourgeois (or middle class); the antipolitical model that rigidly juxtaposes society to 
the state; and an antimodern interpretation that seeks to absorb the modern economy in a less 
differentiated society (464). 

Neo-conservative perspectives seek to capitalize on the failing of welfare state governments to 
promote libertarian values, such as freedom of choice, mutual aid, and self-reliance (Keane 
1988a, 7-8). However, Cohen & Arato (1992) warn that such returns to tradition, family, 
religion, or community can foster fundamentalism (24). They further point out that the neo­
conservative stance of "society against tie state" often translates to a model of civil society 
equivalent to the market or bourgeois society (23), which becomes a depoliticized society 
equating the freedom of civil society with that of the market (Ibid. 43). This bourgeois 
interpretation of civil society is also neo-Marxist, although civil society in post-Marxism is not 
altogether discarded. Some post-marxists maintain a normative desire to prcserve civil society 
(see Cohen & Arato 1992, 71), albeit in some cases a "liberated" one. 

Keane (1988b) remarks that to equate the state-society distinction with capitalism, or civil 
society with the bourgeoisie, is "to do violence to whole traditions of rich and suggestive 
political discourse" (33). In fact, Keane (1988a) holds that neo-conservatism is incapable of 
realizing libertarian values; what is needed is a pluralist conception of equality in the 
democratic tradition (10, 12). This leads to an alternative contemporary conceptualization of 
civil society -- rooted in its theoretical evolution -- which entails democratization through
"reforming and restricting state power and expanding and radical!y transforming civil society" 
(Keane 1988a, 13-14). 

This conceptualization takes as its central concern individual liberty, which in Western 
political history is secured through freedom of association (Ekch 1994, 4). In fact, its 
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emphasis on associations has been interpreted as a more politically subtle "demand for a return 
to a manageable scale of social life," which maintains its distinction from the state and its 
pressure for local and popular decision making (see: Seligman 1992, 2; qtd. in Batista 1994,
12). The consequent pluralism is seen o be the basis for a stable democratic polity (Cohen &
Arato 1992, 18). Also required for democracy is the separation of this civil society from the 
state and the mutually reinforcing democratization of each (Keane 1988a, 14-15). In Cohen &Arato's (1922) contemporary theory, civil society is contrasted not only with the state but also 
with the economy. 

This conceptualization forms the theoretical basis for promoting democracy through support to
civil society. However, it cannot be fully appreciated without an understanding of its
 
theoretical origins.
 

The Theoretical Origins of Contemporary Civil Society 

The State-Society Relationship
The theoretical development of civil society can be traced through its conceptualizations in

relation to the state. Early liberal political philosophy saw the state as a product of' reason,

controlling the passions and private interests of' individuals (Keane 1988b, 34). Hegel saw the 
state as an embodiment of the universal whose task it was to conserve and transcend civil
society (Keane 1988a, 15; Keane 1988b, 35-6). Similarly, Hobbes believed that the state's
sovereign power supplied the only "social" bond among individuals; the social contract, then, 
creates tle state (Cohen & Arato 1992, 87). 

This transcendence of the state over society is implicit in the notion of the separation of the
 
steo and civil society invented in eighteenth-century political theory (Poulantazas 1973; qtd. 
 in
Keane 1988b, 31-2), which is embodied in the work of Paine, Tocqueville, John Stuart Mill
and others (see Keane 1988a, 14-15). This separation is similarly traced in the German

traditions of Kant and Fichte (Cohen & Arato 1992, 90), and ftirther justified in Durkheim's

(1925) 
 thesis on professional ethics and the role of unattached intellectuals in Mannheim's
 
(1956) theory of culture (qtd. in Ekeh 1994, 4). 
 Cohen and Arato (1992) note the particular
contributions of Locke (1690) and Monresquieu (1748) in terms of establishing this separation. 

The distinction between state and society can imply an adversarial relationship. According toKeaine (1988b) this stance is first noted in Tom Paine's reply to Burke's Reflections on the
Revolution il France; here, the state is deemed a necessary evil and natural society an
unqualified good (34, 35). Less dramatic is the fear that civil society is suffocated by stateintervention; this concern is evident in the writings of .101111 Stuart Mill and Tocqueville (Ibid.
36). Cohen and Arato (1992) posit that the conception of civil society against the state was
also developed in the salons and coffee houses of the time; and it unites the rhetoric of'
antiabsolutism of Montesquieu and the opposition to privilege of Voltaire (89). The most
extreilist opposition to the state is found in Gramsci's promotion of a self-governing civil
society which would eventually replace the state (1971, 268; qtld. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 
156). 
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In fact, the importance of civil society relative to the state is a theme throughout much of the 
supporting literature. Civil society is considercd to be part and parcel of the social contract 
(see Norton 1993). More specifically, I-legel stresses that civil society is the "locus and carrier 
of material civilization" (qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 92). The Enlightenment produced 
perspectives on civil society that were more explicitly superior to the state; society is the sole 
source of legitimate authority according to Thomas Paine's Common Sensc, the American 13i11 
of Rights, and the French Declaration fIthe Rights of Maland Citizen (qtd. in Cohen & 
Arato 1992., 89). More recently, Parsons' confirmed this notion of civil sociCly as superior to 
the state: "The societal community was to be differentiated from government as its superio, 
legitimately entitled to control it" (1971, 84; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 122). 

Cohen & Arato (1992) build their contemporary theory of civil society substantially on tie 
works of -legel (1967) and FParsons (1971). In terms of the relationship between the state and 
society, they rely heavily on the latter's notions of mediation and interpenetration (see 92, 128­
9). In fact, the coltenporary concept of civil society does not seek to elininate either the 
state or society; as noted above, there is a crucial role to be played by both in promoting 
democratic governance. Cohen and Arato (1992) provide a theoretica! basis for emphasizing a 
separation and interpenetration between the state and society. In fact, Parsons argues that it is 
the mediating structures between the state and society that will establish the primacy of the 
societal community, beyond the constitutional state (1971; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 128­
129). 

Tfle Qualiy of Civil Society 
The theoretical development underlying the contemporary concept of civil society rightly 
emphasizes the importance of the quality of civil society. What is at stake here is primarily 
the question of whether or not civil society exclusively represents the bourgeoisie. As noted 
above, there is both a socialist tradition and a neo-conservatist tradition which emphasize civil 
society as representing the bourgeoisie and capitalist/free market interests respectively. There 
are also those who would support civil society in terms of traditional societal power structures 
(see Montesquieu 1748; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 88). 

In the socialist, neo-Marxist tradition, Gramsci (1971) holds that the particular content and 
form of civil society will reflect a class struggle; where the bourgeoisie is hegemnonic, civil 
society will be bourgeois (qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 146). 1lence, this version of civil 
society must be destroyed and replaced with other forms of association which would create a 
"proletarian counterhegemony" (Ibid. 151). From a more explicitly democratic perspective, 
Bobbio (1984) promotes the democratization of such "spaces of society," and argues that 
pluralism itself opens the door to democratization (qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 172). 

The tradition derived from the Enlightenment, which emphasizes universal or natural rights, 
promotes a concept of civil society which is egalitarian in structure and practice; this is 
evident, for example, in Tocqueville, Voltaire, Locke, Paine, Kant, and Fichte. As expected, 
-legel and Parsons -- specifically in the latter's emphasis on equal rights -- build on this 
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particular traditioni, which also forms the basis of the contemporary theory of civil society 
promoted by Cohen and Arato (1992). 

State, Society, and the Economy 
The quality or nature of society isoften determined by its relationship to the economy. It is 
for this reason that some scholars argue a contemporary theory of civil society must include a 
tripartite relationship betwecen the state, society, and the cconomy.' In fact, some 
contemporary models of civil society specifically pursue the penetration or cconomization of 
society; these models arise in opposition to state socialism in the East and the welfare state in 
the West and are embraced by the antilibcrals, antipoliticians, and antimoderns referenced 
above (see Cohen & Arato 1992, 464". 

The distinction of civil society from both the state and the economy represents a theoretical 
corrective of Ilegel on the part of F'arsons and Gramsci (Cohen & Arato 1992, 118). In his 
distinction, Gramsci promoted the liberation of civil society from the economy as well as from 
the state (Cohen & Arato 1992, 145). On his part, lParson, (1969c) noted civil society's 
penetration of the economy through professional associations and fiduciary boards (340; qtd. 
in Cohen & Arato 1992, 133). 

Cohen and Arato (1992) build on this tripartite distinction in their modern theory of civil 
society. They argue that the need for economic rationality and societal solidarity are 
conceptually two different issues, representing competing claims (476) which cannot be 
addressed in a solely dichotomous model. In fact, they develop three distinctive sets of rights 
to correspond with civil society; these include rights for: 1) cultural reproduction, social 
integration, and socialization; 2) the market economy, including rights of property, contract, 
and labor; and 3) the modern bureaucratic state, emphasizing the political rights of citizens and 
the welfare rights of clients (441). Thus, in terms of democratization, the "colonizing 
tendencies" of both the administrative state and the market economy must be limited through 
civil society (489). 

The Elements and Functions of Civil Society 
Even if contrasted from both the state and the economy, civil society's inherent nature must 
still be defined. The currently prescribed elements and functions of civil society (to be 
elaborated below) can be derived from its theoretical roots. It is important to note that these 
can be viewed as definitional, normative, and/or structiral. The following discussion 
emphasizes the identification of particular elements and functions for definitional purposes. 

Determining which elements to include and exclude from modern civil society entails 
controversies with deep theoretical traditions. For example, Hlegel excluded the family, while 
emphasizing the role of corporations -- including corporations from the economic sphere, in 
addition to learned bodies, churches, and local councils (1967, 360). Gramsci, ol the other 

'Ihough gaining il popularity, this view is not universally accepted. Some scholars continue to believe that 
the market is cotclniiloits with society. 
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hand, includes family, political culture, and social movements, while excluding the capitalist 
economy (Cohen & Arato 1992, 143, 147). HeI further enumerates modern churchcs, unions, 
cultural institutions, clubs, neighborhood associations, and political parties (Ibid. 143). The 
controversial inclusion (or exclusion) of the family, economy, (some) churches, and political 
parties continues today. 

These controversies are partially resolved through qualitative and structural critique-, as 
exemplified by Parsons' f-amcwork. For him, an association "reprcsents a corporate body 
whose members are solidary with one another, in the sense of hav'ig a consensual relation to a 
common normative structure" (1971, 24-26; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 130). Structurally, 
the modern principle of associations is characterized by voluntariness, equality of lcnbers, 
and proceduralism which entails formal rules for regulating discussion, and voting (Ibid. 131). 

The functions attributed to civil sockety represent am evolution in its theoretical and practical 
application. The basic underlying functions of civil society -- as with society in general -- arc 
socialization and education. These are the primary functions espoused in Ilegel's theory, 
where civil society is intended to "educate Individuals to internalize the commoi good and 
develop civic virtue" (1967, 360; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 106-7). Parsons claims that 
the societal community is the normative center of society (Cohen & Arato 1992, 425); he 
echoes this function in his dimensions of normativity and collectivity. [ lere, civil society 
represents the institutionalization of cultural values (1971, 24; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 
126). Parsons is also more explicit than Ilegcl in terms of civil society's function of social 
integration,as represented in his dimension of collectivity. That is, civil society's function is 
"to integrate a differentiated social system by institutionalizing cultural values as norms that 
are socially accepted and applied" (Cohen & Arato 1992, 120). The multiplicity of 
associations, according to Parsons, partially counteracts the "traditionalist implications" of all 
associations (1969c, 220; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 131). 

These unctions of social integration and socialization imply the potential for instilling 
democratic values. This is implicit in Parsons' reference to cultural values and norms that are 
"socially accepted" (1971, 99; qtd. in Cohen & Amato 1992, 120), and is made more explicit 
in his citizenship complex (1971; qtd. in Cohen & A"mod 1992, 127). This function is most 
obvious in the writings of Bobbio (1984) who argues for the introduction of representative 
democracy in the "relevant polyarchic centers of society" (qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 171). 
In fact, he argues that the index of democratization in the future will be the number of contexts 
outside of politics where the right to vote is exercised (Ibid.). 

The potential for democratization is also seen in civil society's purported function to broaden 
societalparticipalionin state governance. This function can be traced to -legel who made a 
strong case for the transparency of state governance which would allow for tie participation 
and influence of public opinion (1967, para. 319; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 111). Parsons 
(1971) builds on this notion through his promotion of rights to influence policy (qtd. in Cohen 
& Arato 1992, 128). Arendt is even more adamant in her promotion of the right "to be a 
participator in government" which is grounded in the right of assembly (1977, 218; qtd. in 
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Cohen 	& Arato 1992, 197). Finally, in their modern interpretation, Cohen and Arato (1992) 
assert that the "plurality of alternative publics.., time and again revives the processes and 
quality 	of political communication" (460). 

Implicit in these efforts to broaden society's political participation is the essential function -­
grounded ill 	 -- of limiting the state's authorit'y andthe historicaldevelopment of civil society 
potential abuse of power. Because of its obvious roots and recent resurgence, this function is 
taken as a given and extended, by some, to specifically dlemocratic functions. Parsons, for 
example, describes the mediation between civil society and the statv in terms of society 
influencing the development and implementation of state policies which legally restrict tie 
powers 	of the state (1971, 62-4; qid. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 127). 

A seemingly less politicized function of civil society is the enbodinent of self-governance. 
Closely related to the functions of socialization and integration, and in some cases 
democratization (see Bobbio 1984), self-governance represents the action of associations and 
communities to meet their own needs through potentially democratic processes. Parsons refers 
to this function in his discussion of community, and particularly in his promotion of rights 
which involve "indirect participation in representative government through tile franchise" 
(1971, 21; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 123). 

In fact, Parsons' framework of the citizenship complex includes -- whether implicitly or 
explicitly -- each of these aforementioned functions: socialization and integration, the 
promotion and embodiment of democratic values, self-governance, societal participation in 
state governance, and the limiting of state authority and potential abuse of power. His citizen 
complex is as follows: 

(1) 	 Embodying universal norms, modern rights anchor constitutions in 
principles higher than the traditions of particular societies. 

(2) 	 Representing a move from objective law to subjective right, modern 
citizenship makes constitutional claims actionable on the part of 
individuals and groups. As a result, 

(3) 	 the citizenship complex not only further differentiates societal 
community and state but establishes the priority of tile former over tile 
latter in the sense of both normative principles and political action 
(1971; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 127). 

This framework is a mainstay of contemporary notions of civil society, especially those which 
would view civil society as a means to democratization. 

However, the subtle superiority of society to the state inherent in this definition could 
minimize the important role of the state elaborated above. In fact, Parsons' framework 
ignores an additional, fundamental function of civil society, particularly in the context of 
promoting democratic governance. Ironically, it is Gramsci (1971) who explicitly discusses 
the important role of civil society in garneringconsent: "tile demand of tile state for consent, 
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and its tendency to organize and educate such consent, is the major reason for the emergence 
and stabilization of new types of associations" (qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 146). Of course, 
Gramsci's emphasis on the manufacturing of consent holds negative connotations, especially in 
light of his assertion that civil society needs to be liberated from both the state and the 
capitalist economy. Ilowever, given the importance of the state in sustaining democratic 
governance, this role of producing conscnt, when originating in a proactivc, somewhat 
politicized civil society, plays an essential role -- especially when the threat of continuous civil 
unrest can undermine democratization and stabilization. 

The Normative Implications of Civil Society 

The potential emphasis on democratization within the conceptualization of civil society, 
coupled with the neo-marxist perspective which equates civil society to the market economy 
emphasize that civil society is a value-laden concept with normative consequences. [his is 
evidenced more objectively, by Parsons' dimension of normativity (1971; qtd. in Cohen & 
Arato 1992, 126), and his assertion that the normative structures of society are never free of a 
dimension of particularism (I969a, 418; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 127). Gramsci (1971), 
on his part, argues that not only does civil society represent the bourgeoisie, but even in its 
structural sense, "the associational forms..., cultural institutions, and values of civil society are 
precisely those most adequate to reproducing bourgeois hegemony" (qtd. in Cohen & Arato 
1992, 151). 

One must ask then, what are tie normative implications of promoting civil society? Some 
recent scholars vehemently criticize efforts to promote civil society globally as being 
equivalent to promoting democratic capitalism and mass conservatism at a world level, and 
particularly as an important component of the "new institutional order" which is, in essence, a 
US renewil of Manifest Destiny (Batista 1994, 13). This movement has even been referred to 
as a new "international civil religion" (De Santa Ana 1994). 

Inherent in this controversy is the continual "dialectic" between liberalism and 
communitarianism -- liberalism with its rigid promotion of individual rights above all else, and 
communitarianism which claims to represent essential aggregates of individual rights (see 
Cohen & Arato 1992, 8-9). Cohen and Arato (1992) claim that these two perspectives are 
mutually reinforcing and partly overlapping sets of principles (20). Keane (1988a) further 
claims that, in fact, neo-conservatism is incapable of realizing the libertarian values it affirms, 
suggesting that only the democratic tradition can "genuinely defend the libertarian ideals of 
mutual aid, democratic accountability and the taming and restriction of state power" (10). In 
this sense, the promotion of democracy globally is somewhat justified from the libertarian/neo­
conservative point of view, and civil society is seen as an essential vehicle to this end. 

This is not to say that the promotion of democracy globally is solely intended to further neo­
conservative agendas. In fact, the US example of civil society in the 1960s demonstrates its 
role and acceptability in terms of resistance and demands for justice (Batista 1994, 13). 
Regardless of its ultimate intentions, democracy is being promoted "as a political and socio-
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cultural system which combines freedom of expression, association, worship, tile rule of law 
and an open society" (Mirsky 1994). And civil society is an important facet of this 
democratic system (see Lewis 1992), clearly linked with tile quest for human rights and moral 
values, and which may be seen "as an ethical banner, a call to resistance, hope and life" 
(Batista 1994, 16). 

But what type of democracy is to be promoted? In their discussion, Cohen and Arato (1992, 
4-7) differentiate elite and participatory democracy. Elite democracy is premised solely on the 
principle of competition and periodic elections. The supposition is that individuals will be 
elected to represent tile masses and hence will create their own elite social strata which is 
equivalent to the bureaucratic and political state. The participatory model, on the other hand, 
contends that what is good for the leaders isgood for its citizens; hence, all citizens should 
have access to a democratic political culture. This access will afford the experience necessary 
to the development of a conception of civic virtue, tolerance for diversity, the inempering of 
fundamentalism and egotism, and of processes of negotiation and compromise. 

Given its theoretically-based functions, the use of civil society as a vehicle for democratization 
corresponds more fully to participatory democracy. Indeed, it is this interpretation of 
democracy which isavidly promoted by Bobbio (1984). He argues that "the promise of 
democracy can be redeemed only through the extension of processes of democratization 
through the whole fabric of human association" (qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 171). He 
measures the strength and endurance of democracy accordingly (Ibid.). lie even implies that 
civil society affords a variable of analysis to determine why liberal democracies have failed to 
keep their promises, and to articulate a movement for their increasing democratization (Ibid. 
165). 

In a similar vein, Cohen and Arato (1992) contend that the organizing principle of civil society 
must be fundamental rights, and Arendt (1977) holds that the corresponding right of assembly 
by definition must translate as a right to be a participator in govcrincnt (218; Cohen & Arato 
1992, 197). In fact, Cohen and Arato (1992) argue that without the reliance or at least 
inclusion of civil society in tile democratization process, this process must necessarily fall back 
on elite democratic transitions from above (488). Hence it would seem that a policy to 
promote democratization which includes a role for civil society isessentially aparticipatory 
democratic program and should be recognized as such. 

But how does this argument differ from the normative implications of the promotion of 
democracy mentioned above'? Does the promotion of democracy, particularly through civil 
society, necessarily result in the furtherance of neo-conservative objectives? explicit objectives 
of resistance? Regardless of its particular relation to the state, it isargued that civil society 
itself isan important terrain of democratization (see especially Tocqueville; qtd. in Cohen & 
Arato 1992, 16-17). In fact, there issome justification for supporting civil society precisely to 
obtain consent for the activities of the state (ibid.), not solely to promote aparticular resistant 
stance vis-A-vis tie state, nor for tie primary purpose of promoting particular economic 
behavior. The ultimate impact of civil society is thus dependent on many factors. What is of 
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interest here is: In what way can civil society promote the potential for democratization and 
stabilization, not necessarily of a particular form or ultimate objei"ve? 

First, it is clear fromi the abovc, thc mere existence of civil society can offer opportunities to 
cxercise rights in the form of participatory democracy (see Cohcn & Arato 1992, 19). Hence 
civil society itself, in its aggregation of competing and/or coexistent particularist associations 
and communities Is seen as a characteristic of dcinocracy (see Cohen & Arato 1992, 57). In 
fact, l3obbio (1984) argues Ihat even if it is not democratic in origin, the mere existence of 
pluralism, as manifest in a dynamic civil society, provides an opportunity for democratization 
(qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 171). Indeed, civil society's functioning is believed to help 
open up the framework of political parties and reprcsentative institutions (Cohen & Arato 
1992, 19). 

As a potential embodiment of normative procedural principles of representaiive democracy 
(see Bobbio 1984), the promotion and activities of civil society represent a Ineans by which 
democracy may po:.mtially be promoted without explicit attention to particular normative ends. 
This leads to a dynamic conception of civil society (see Cohen & Arato 1992, 19) which 
entails communicative interactionamong members of associations, between associations, and 
mediating between civil society and the state. This communicative process -- whether 
explicitly democratic or not, and particularly as institutionalized through the socialization 
function of civil society -- can involve the development not only of the internalization of 
particular norms or traditions, but also of "reflective and critical capacities vis-it-vis norms, 
principles, and traditions" (Cohen & Arato 1992, 21), as well as state policies and actions. 

Due to its relatively longer theoretical development, it is the distinction and communicative 
interaction between the state and society -- without consideration of the role of the economy -­
whose procedural outcomes are most often mentioned. For example, Ilegel argued that 
without autonomous cultural processes that create them, rights cannot acquire validity or 
recognition (qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 101), even when mandated by tie state. Similarly, 
Anderson (1976) discusses the mutually reinforcing and accountability functions of society's 
cultural hegemony and consent, and the state's consent and coercion (qtd. in Cohen & Arato 
1992, 162). 

In its interaction among individual members of associations and between various associations, 
this process has the potential to combat fundamentalist tendencies (see Hegel; (ltd. in Cohen & 
Arato 1992, 110; Cohen & Arato 1992, 24-5) which is further reinforced through civil 
society's relation to the state. This latter process entails the pressure for rights and laws which 
will embody universal principles and self-limiting mechanisms for both the state itself and 
society. The outcome is a "reflexive law" which focuses on these procedures of' 
communication and interpenetration of state and society, not on the specific results (see Cohen 
& Arato 1992, 26). 

As a process, then, the promotion of civil society need not espouse a particular political or 
moral rhetoric, although some scholars add their own prescriptive outcomes. (For example, 
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Cohen and Arato (1992) believe this interactive process should result illa synthesis of 
-labermas' "reflexive continuation of the welfare state," and the complementary idea of the 

"reflexive continuation of the democratic revolution" (26)). The processual goals, rather, are 
to produce "spheres of positive freedoin within which agents can collectively debate issues of 
common concern, act in concert, assert new rights, and exercise influence on political (and 
potentially economic) society" (Ibid. 23). Thus the mere existence of autonomous associations 
constitutes the condition which "makes possible the self-organization, influence, and voice of 
all groups, ilcluding the working class" (Ibid. 125). 

Aside from promoting the potential development and fundamental characteristics of 
democracy, regardless of the ultimate ends of this process, there is also a practical justification 
for supporting civil society, particularly in countries which are transitioning politically and 
economically. The existence of an active civil society can provide a buffer to the unfavorable 
short-term impacts of reform policies through its self-governance, political participation, and 
generation of consent functions (see Cohen & Arato 1992, 489). That is, civil society can 
provide support services and resources to those communities hardest hit by short term negative 
impacts, while at the same time educating its members as to tie ultimate purpose and logic of 
reform policies and socializing them with particular values which may generate consent. Such 
efforts will enable the follow-through of immediately unfavorable policies while securing the 
political future of visionary leaders. linally, working through civil society is the least 
disruptive nethod of promoting democracy or structuralreform without resulting in social 
revolution (Ibid. 32). 

Because in practice civil society and its promotion can be quite value-laden, there is a crucial 
caveat to the promotion of democracy and democratic governance through civil society. 
Rather than adopting a Western view of democracy, scholars and practitioners alike concur 
that the notion of democracy must be operational ized such that "individuals influence or 
participate in the governmental decisions that most affect them" (Golub 1993, 62). The 
structure and location (see Golub 1993, 62) of' such influence and participation is determined 
by contextual traditions. In short, though there are certain universal standards, as a value 
democracy is somewhat open to interpretation (Slabbert 1993, 10; see also OECD 1993, 3). 
This concern is partially addressed by focusing on democratic and communicative processes. 
However, the crucial consideration of contextualism needs particular mentioning.-

First, civil society -- and, for that matter the resulting forn of democracy -- must be relevant 
to and compatible with modern society (see Cohen & Arato 1992, xii). Second, and perhaps 
most importantly, the promotion of civil society, and consequently democracy, must not be 
restricted to Western models. In fact, Cohen and Arato (1992) point out that even in Western 
societies, the norms of civil society were institutionalized heterogeneously (xiii). Indeed, civil 

"As with any normative issue, the particula,'ismlcontextualism vs. universalism argluncnt remains unresolved. 
Ilowcver, in a climate where political and cultural sovereignty are at issue, i.e., lbrcign aid, I believe the contextual 
argument is a crucial consideration. In general, scholars tend to espouse universal principh'sof democracy, but 
contextual pr'actices. 
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society and democracy must take an evolutionary form consistent with its contextual structure 
and history. This thesis is borne out by the recent experience of emerging civil societies and 
their variations (see Cohen & Arato 1992, 69), botl in the East and the West, which include 
civil societies which are more or less institutionalized, democratic, and active (Ibid. 17). A 
final important distinction is necessary: many advocates of civil society view the Western 
manifestation as all operationally desirable goal; however, identifying any existing form as a 
target negates the importance of critical examination which is central to a functioning civil 
society in processual terms (see Cohen & Arato 1992, vii). h'lherefore, Cohen and Arato 
(1992) assert that though there may be many important lessons to be dcrived from the West, it 
is to the potential future of these Western models which civil society and democracy advocates 
must look for future relevance, productivity, and theorctic ,l discourse (491). 

PART III: CONTEMPORARY CONCEIPTUALIZATION OF CIVIL SOCIETY 

The contemporary conceptualization of civil society represents anl evolution of thleoretical 
development whose fundamental origins are I legel's synthesis of late-eighteenth century 
thought; the French, English, and German writers of' the Enlightenment; and, more recently, 
tile writings of lParsons (who builds extcnsiveiy on Hegel), Gramsci (who promotes apost-
Marxist interpretation), and l3obbio (who emphasizes the role of civil society in 
democratization). Though it is a value-laden concept and practice, the promotion of civil 
society can best be viewed as the promotion of particular communicative processes whose 
outcomes are not predetermined and, therefore, theoretically represent the dialectically 
determined objectives of competing associations within civil society and their interaction with 
the state and the economy. With these theoretical, historical, and normative characteristics in 
mind, it is now possible to more accurately delineate the contemporary conceptualization of 
civil society which is the current focus of democratizing efforts. First, however, abetter 
understanding of these efforts -- that is, their emphasis on promoting democratic governance -­
is in order. 

Democratic Governance 

"Governance" isoften misinterpreted to refer solely to the role of a formalized state 
government structure. While few will dispute the importance of a central autlority in 
implementing governance (see Fox et al. 1994, 10; see also Axelrod 1984, 4; Clark 1991, 65; 
Walzer 1991, 302), governance is increasingly viewed as a broader concept which includes the 
participation of societal forces (ARD 1992, i; Charlick et al. 1994a, 6-7, 72, 101). More 
specifically, governance has been defined as 

the effective management of public affairs through the 
generation of a regime (set of rules) accepted as 
legitimate, for the purpose of promoting anid 
enhancing societal values soight by individuals and 
groups lemphasis in the originall (ARD 1992, i). 

CIVIL SOCIETY LITERATURE REVIEW 17 



Good governance within formal government structures entails everything from financial 
management to the creation of an enabling environment for civil society (ARD 1992, 8; Crook 
1993 qtd. in Charlick ct al. 1994a, 1; Esquel 1993, 13-14; USAID 1991 (jtd. in Hirsclmann 
1993, ii). At a minimum this requires transparency, accountability, and responsiveness 
(USAID 1991 qtd. in llirschmann 1993, ii; see alo World Bank 1992, 1994), as state 
institutions act as protectors, coordinators, and regulators of citizens' lives (Keane 1988a, 14). 

The result is a mutually reinforcing dialectical relationship between government and society. 
Specifically, society acts to assure government accountability, and as an informant to further 
enhance governance's responsiveness (Rothchild 1994, 1; Tocqueville 1945 (1840) qtd. in 
Diamond 1994, 11; World Bank 1994). This accountability and responsiveness, in turn, 
establishes the requisite legitimacy to sustain the governance system (Fox et al. 1994, 13; 
Hlandy 1992, 69; Harbeson 1993, 1; OECD 1993, 3). The strength of the civil society­
government relationship is contingent on the strength of the state (Barkan & Ottaway 1994, 3). 
Through this relationship, governance is seen as a process (ARD 1992, i; USAID/ENI 1994, 
7). 

It is precisely as a process that good governance relates to democracy (see Charlick et al. 
1994a, 1). The characteristics of democracy as a process are articulated in the philosophies of 
Hegel, Parsons, and Bobbio, among others. For example, I-legel emphasizes transparency and 
tie influence of public opinion (1967, par. 319; cltd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 111); he stresses 
that truth emerges through a process of debate both within the state apparatus and between the 
state and public opinion (Ibid.). This is similar to Parsons' notion of "consensus building 
through persuasion" (1969c, 220; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 131). More recently, Bobbio 
defined democracy as a procedural minimum of 1) participation of the largest possible number 
of those concerned, 2) majority rule in decision making, 3) the existence of real alternatives, 
and 4) the existence of free choice through the assurance of basic rights (1984, 24-25; qtd. in 
Cohen & Arato 1992, 166-7). 

Democracy is thus seen, in addition to a desirable end in itself, as "a particular set of 
governance relationships or ways of achieving governance objectives," which "emphasizes 
accountability through open competition for authority..., responsiveness and policy 
pluralism through participation..., and respect for human rights" Jempiphasis in the 
original] (ARD 1992, ii).3 Also emphasized is the notion of inclusiveness, where "those 
affected by public policy have a right to express their views and exert their interests with 
regard to that policy" (Fowler 1993, 3). In fact, democracy is explicitly linked to 
improvements in governance (Hirschmann 1993, 29; World Bank 1994). 

As noted above, the delineation of democratic governance, "involves subjecting the exercise 
of political power by both state and civil society actors to a number of institutional 
disciplines" [emphasis added] (Charlick et al. 1994a, 2). Corresponding measurements include 

3This perspective draws upon the vork ofRonald Oakerson. 
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limiting the abuse of central state authority, broadening opportunities for participation, 
assuring the rule of law, developing democratic values, and expanding opportunities for self­
governance (Ibid. 6-7). Thcoretically, these arc all functions embodied by civil society. In 
fact, the contemporary conceptualization of civil society further emphasizes these, especially in 
its instrunental focus on representing and promoting democratic governance. However, the 
current conceptualization of civil society is not as clearcut as this might suggest. 

Civil Society Defined 

Gallic (1955-56) rightly identifies civil society as an "essentially contested concept" which 
"inevitably involvelsi endless disputes about [itsl proper uses" (qtd. in Ekeh 1994, 9). In 
terms of the general definition of civil society, controversy surrounds the inclusion or 
exclusion of particular elements and functions, yielding definitions of civil society which range 
from the relatively narrow to the more broad. 

General definitions usually identify a realm between the state and particular elements of 
society; the latter are sometimes defined as the individual (Blair et al. 1994; Charlick 1994), 
the family (see Charlick et al. 1994a; Reilly 1993; West et al. 1994), the household (see Fox 
et al. 1994; Barkan & Ottaway 1994; Charlick et al. 1994b; USAID/BA 1994), or, most 
recently, the economy (see Blair et al. 1994; Cohen & Arato 1992; O'Donnell & Schm-itter 
1986; Schcarer 1992). 

There is a reasonable rationale for focusing on the household as the societal limit of the realm 
of civil society. First, in focusing on the individual, one loses the sense of communicative 
interaction promoted by Cohen and Arato (1992): individuals must have other individuals with 
whom to interact in order to qualify as "social" or engage in communication. Second, the 
family is a subset of society which can be quite patriarchal and autocratic; membership is not 
voluntary. These are important criteria and relate to the structural characteristics of civil 
society actors discussed below. Third, the notion of the houselhold embraces various lerms of 
groupings including individuals, aggregates of individuals, and families. Fourth, civil society 
incorporates associations of economic, albeit non-profit, interests which can blur the 
delineation of civil society and the economy, from the tripartite model's persepctive. Finally, 
the household is the societal limit of civil society most widely accepted within USAII) (see 
Fox et al. 1994; Barkan & Ottaway 1994; Charlick ct al. 1994b; USAID/BA 1994). 

Once the limits of this "realm" are defined, its components are still contested: does this realm 
consist of economic, profit-making actors and associations? would this exclude the 
independent media? what about exclusively political bodies, such as political parties? In its 
widest sense, civil society would include political parties on the public side, and business 
corporations on the private side (Blair ct al. 1994, 5)." Civil society's most narrow definition, 
excludes individuals, families, profit-making enterprises, and political parties (Diamond 1994, 

, It is not contcsted that these arc elements of society in general, though specilically they can be referred to 

as political society and the market respectively. 
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4). Again, the range of the definition is determined by its definitional elements, prescribed 
functions, and structural characteristics. 

Defnitional Elenetatsaadu nctima ICrhriil 
The most general, broad interpretation defines civil society as a "public space," or the "space 
of uncoerced luman association," (Walzer 1991, 293) consisting of "all manner of independent 
groups..." (O'Donnell & Schrmitter 1986; see also Blair et al. 1994). That is, "civil society 
refers to those areas in the overall society in which there arc institutions and associations that 
exist and function in the public arena independent of control by the state" (Ekeh 1994, 10). In 
the broad processual sense, civil society refers to an arena of "public discourse about how 
citizens can best govern themselves and how they should relate to the state" (Eox et al. 1994, 
7); it is in this arena that civic institutions develop. Ilarbeson (1993) defines civil society as 
processes which are also distiIct from society, referring to "the processes by which any society 
asserts and defends its core political values and not the adoption of a particular society's value 
structure" (3). 

We have already discussed Cohen and Arato's (1992) interpretation of civil society as a sphere 
of social interaction. Similarly, Azarya (1994) views the essence of civil society as reciprocal 
obligations and expectations which link groups in society, developing into patterns of 
regularized interaction (267; qtd. in Rothchild 1994, 1). Despite his normative implications, 
Grarnsci defines civil society as an area of expression, interest articulation, and associational 
activity (qtd. in Weigle & Butterfield 1992, 4). 

Even those who begin with such broad definitions later refine them to very narrow 
interpretations. This is most notable in tile CDIE study (Blair et al. 1994, 4-5) where civil 
society is confined to one specific type of association (NGOs) and one function (influencing 
the state) (see Charlick 1994, 2). This interpretation grows out of the literature which bases 
any understanding of civil society on the relationship between the state and society in general. 
Hence, civil society would be that aspect of society which interacts directly with the state (see 
Bayart 1986, 111; qtd. in Ekch 1994, 12; Bratton 1992; iowler 1993, 5; Chazan 1992, 281; 
Rothchild 1994, 1; Tripp 1994, 2). More specifically, I-larbeson (1993) refers exclusively to 
NGOs that "make it their business to articulate and defend society's shared principles 
concerning how it should be governed against governmental violation" (1). One rationale for 
these limitations concerns democracy: some practitioners have argued that civil society does 
not become relevant to democracy unless it is directly engaging the state (USAID/BA 1994, 
4). This narrowly defines civil society in terms of those associations which engage in civic 
action. 

Even if this were true (at least in part), from an operational perspective this reasoning is 
insufficient to justify its detour from civil society's historical and theoretical roots discussed 
above. Civil society in the generic sense is comprised of a process which is not relegated to 
one organizational form or function. In fact, Charlick (1994) argues that limiting the 
definition of civil society to its relation to the state, "contributes very little to understanding 
how specific civic functions actually get performied" (12). And a broader perspective 
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coincides much better with the many forms of civil society which exist in Southern, Eastern, 
and Western nations (see Schearer 1992, 4). In fact, some of these forms and functions differ 
to such an extent, even within nation-states, that at least one scholar advocates referring to 
civil society as a plural -- "civil societies" (Onwudiwe 1994, 2). 

It is precisely because these broad and narrow viewpoints co-exist (see lskch 1994, 10) that it 
is important to clearly defline what is meant by civil society with each usage. Alternatively, 
one can redefine these two interpretations, clarifying that the narrower interpretation is 
separate from, or at least a specialized sub-set of tie broader sens(, of civil society (see for 
example Barkan & Ottaway 1994, 2). Cohen and Arato (1992), for example, redefine this 
narrow 	interpretation and distinguish it from civil society, entitling it "political society" (38). 

This perspective is closely related to the most common method of clarification: many scholars 
and especially practitioners define this more proactively politicized segment of civil society as 
their operationaldefinition. However, the same weaknesses of the narrow general definition 
apply here. In tills scope of work, we prefer to remain consistent with civil society's 
theoretical development and historical applicatioi, and, therefore, maintain a broader definition 
of civil society. This discussion still needs to be informed by the structural characteristics of 
civil society. 

Structural Characteristics 
The associationswhich comprise civil society are defined according to several structural 
characteristics. Though some variation exists, the literature generally concurs on the following 
characteristics: civil society associations are 

private or autonomous from the state (Fox et al. 1994; Charlick et al. 1994a; 
Diamond 1994; Tripp 1994; USAID/BA 1904; Weigle & Butterfield 1992), 
volmtary (Fox et al. 1994; Charlick et al. 1994b; Cohen & Arato 1992; 
Diamond 1994; Paz 1994; Weigle & Butterfield 1992), and 

* 	 self-organizing (Diamond 1994; Keane 1988a; Weigle & Butterfield 1992) or 
* 	 non-coercive (Arendt 1977, qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 179; Fox et al. 

1994). 

Additional criteria on which there is relatively less consensus, include 

* 	 non-profit status (Fox et al. 1994), 
• 	 legal definition or recognition (Fox et al. 1994; Diamond 1994; Keane 1988a; 

Weigle & Butterfield 1992), and 
the practice and promotion of particular community values or democratic 
norms (Fox et al. 1994; Charlick et al. 1994b; Cohen & Arato 1992; Seligman 
1992; USAID/BA 1994; Weigle & Butterfield 1992). 

These latter characteristics generate controversy, especially when applied to distinguish among 
civil society and non-civil-society actors who by function appear to be quite conducive to the 
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general definition and purposes of civil society. For example, the non-profit status might 
automatically exclude organizations representing the indepcndent media. However, these 
organizations perform a fundamental role in linking society and the state. On its part, legal 
definition or recognition would exclude the many less formal associations that perform crucial 
self-governing and participatory functions, as well as virtually all private organization under 
repressive, and pre- and early-transitioning countries (see Rcilly 1993, 2). 

The final controversial characteristic, tie practice and promotion of particular norms or values, 
is even more difficult to reconcile with the various perceptions of civil society. From a 
structural sense, Parsons argues that these associations should entail a consensual relation and a 
common normative structure among members (qd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 130). This would 
seem to coincide with the other structural characteristics of non-coercion and self-organization. 
However, some scholars enumerate specific community values and democratic norms; these 

include: cooperation, trust, inclusiveness, and reciprocity (USAI)/BA 1994, 1, 4; Charlick et 
al. 1994a, 80); equality of members and proceduralism which includes voting (Parsons 1971; 
qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 131); and norms which promote "participatory, non-violent, 
negotiated solutions to problems of collective co-existence" (Fox et al. 1994, 7). Thiese latter 
include political tolerance and community activism (Ibid.; see also Weigle & Butterfield 1992, 
5). 

Clearly these normative characteristics are difficult to measure and can only be evaluated on 
relative scales. Hence, any effort to distinguish civil society associations according to these 
criteria would be subjective at best. Furthermore, these characteristics might exclude 
organizations which, although particularist and possibly even elitist, perform essential civil 
society functions in relating to the state and representing their members' interests. Finally, 
Walzer (1991) points out that individuals are likely to be members of multiple associations,
"some of which Itheyl will want to manage directly in Itheir] interests, others Itheyl will want 
managed in Itheirl absence" (302-3). It is for these reasons that, once again, it makes sense 
to rely on a theory of civil society which focuses oH processes of conmunicative interaction. 
In this sense, tie roles of many of tie otherwise excluded groupings can be recognized as 
providing essential input into dialectic and aggregated processes of interaction and decision­
making, representing the broadest aggregate of interests possible. This is not to say that 
support for a particular association should not be determined according to this normative 
variable. 

An Emerging Definition 
This reliance on civil society as communicative interaction is prevalent throughout the most 
modern definition. Consistent with tie above, tie preferred definition is not limited to those 
associations which relate directly to the state; this would ignore several of the fundamental 
functions of civil society as theoretically defined (see also Charlick 1994, 12). Similarly, it 
would not exclusively limit civil society to include only legally defined and non-profit 
associations. Operationally, it may only be possible to support legally unrecognized 
associations indirectly, through intermediary organizations; but as a definition civil society 
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must be viewed as inclusive of these associations. Indeed, they are often tie most politicized 
especially under repressive regimes. 

As for tie non-profit characteristic, the ideal approach would be to look critically at the 
intended purpose or outcome of a particular association's efforts, and specifically to the 
functions of civil society it is designed (consciously or viot) to support. In this sense, there 
may he sonim organizations, particularly within the independent media, which must be 
considered components of a particular civil society. Finally, although NGOs are the most 
prevalent civil society actors receiving donor support (see Rudi Frantz 1987), they are not the 
sole components of civil society; as with the non-profit criterion, other forms of organization 
should not be universally exclided. 

With these considerations in mind, an operational definition will encompass the pluralism and 
diversity which is essential to a healthy, active civil society (see Diamond 1994, 6). As 
commlunicative interaction, civil society is seen to consist of norms and networks which 
"comprise a stock of 'social capital' which social actors can draw upon when thvC tUndertake 
collective action" (Putnam 1993; qtd. in Fox et al. 1994; see also Bates 1992; Coleman 1988; 
H] irsclmann 1978; Ostrom 1990; and Uphoff 1993). The corresponding networks and 
associations provide opportunities for citizens to "express their interests, passions, and ideas, 
exchange information, achieve mutual goals, make demands on the slate, and hold state 
officials accountable" (Diamond 1994, 4). Of primary focus, then, will be associations which 
entail and/or promote participation in either self-governance or national governance (see Fox 
etal. 1994, 11). 

This is not to say that the distinctions revealed by narrower definitions are not important. In 
fact, special attention may be warranted for those organizations comprising the sub-set of civil 
society which "demandIsi good governance from the state sector landI supportisi particular 
norms and values among ordinary people which will foster popular involvement and active 
citizenship from local to national levels" (Fox et al. 1994, iv, v). More specifically, special 
attention may be warranted for specialized civic associations which perform the following 
functions: defending legal and constitutional rights; defending individuals against human rights 
violations; signaling poor governance practices such as corruption; defending, promoting, and 
educating on political rights; and monitoring the fairness of electoral processes (Charlick 1994, 
7-8). 

The Elements of Civil Society 

This leads to the need for a more specific discussion of tie elements which comprise the 
contemporary understanding of civil society. Civil society consists of a number of institutions, 
including norms, networks, and organizational structures (see Fox et al. 1994, 11). In its 
broad sense, operationalized here, it includes groups that are economic, cultural, informational 
and educational, interest-based, developmental, issue-oriented, and civic (see Diamond 1994, 
6; see also -irschmann 1993, 16). Indeed, some scholars refer to civil society as a "web" of 
associations, implying linkages and strength in aggregation (see Luche 1994, 12). 
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Perhaps the easiest, least controversial, element to include is specialized civic organizations. 
Indeed, many practitioners have operationalized civil society to target solely specialized 
organizations which promote civic action. Civic organizations have as their aim the promotion 
of "any organized activity which fosters goals and norms of civic community, and which 
enhances the participation of a country's citizens in either self-governance or national 
governance" (Fox et al. 1994, iv). The activities of specialized civic organizations include, 
but are not necessarily limited to, public policy advocacy, election monitoring, civic 
education, human rights monitoring and advocacy, defending legal and constitutional rights, 
and signaling poor governance practices (see Fox et al. 1994; Blair C al. 1994; Charlick 
1994b; Luche 1994; USAID 1994). 

However, if one adopts a broader perception of civil society, consistent with its theoretical 
roots and historical development (as we have done here), civil society (and civic organization) 
is seen to be comprised of muchI more than these specialized civic organizations. Fundamental 
here is the focus on the crucial functions (to be discussed in greater detail below) set-out by the 
theory of civil society. These functions include self-governance, the experiential learning of 
democratic values and practices, societal participation in governance, and limiting the state's 
authority, all of which would call attention to a greater variety of associations and 
organizations. In tl~c latter cases, it is important to recognize not just the current activities of 
particular associations, but also their latent capacity to perform these functions. This dormant 
capacity is predicated on tie mere existence of a variety of associations. The corresponding 
interpretation calls attention to less formal organizations, associations which focus on 
economic interests, and development NGOs. 

Cohen and Arato (1992) present an important reminder: the agents of modern civil society are 
ordinary people ( ix, 17-18), acting through their voluntary associations. Furthermore, 
ordinary people associate in a variety of forms which are more or less formal and recognized; 
these include self-help groups, neighborhoods, communities, and grass roots movements (see 
Cohen & Arato 1992, 74; Esquel 1993, iii, I; USAID 1994, 18), in addition to mnore formal 
NGOs. Unfortunately, it is often these less formal associations which are perforce the most 
politicized and, hence, feared, repressed or at least suspect under various regimes (see Walzer 
1991, 2). 

These informal organizations clearly perform essential functions of civil society, even though 
they may be restricted from interacting directly with the state as more formal organizations are 
able to do (Ibid. 1). For example, Dc Soto's (1989) informal society operates parallel to the 
state apparatus, but its developmental impact is not unrecognized and it will comtinue to have 
increasing impact on public policies. Ani additional example of less formalized associations or 
civil society actors, is social movements. Several scholars argue that these should be 
considered an element of civil society (Cohen & Arato 1992, 74; Gramsci 1971, qtd. in Cohen 
& Arato 1992, 147; Paz 1994, 4); indeed they often consist of an aggregation of these less 
formal associations. 
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Although informal associations must be recognized as an essential component of civil society, 
in operational terms they present quite a challenge to potential donors. Without formal 
structures and legal recognition, bi-lateral donors are restricted from providing them .,ith 
direct aid. However, their recognition is essential to supporting civil society; indirect support 
can be. provided through intermediary organizations (Carroll 1992), and/or donors can assist 
them in gaining the legal status r quired to expand their civic activities. It is also portaiit to 
note that these organizations often do not have the requisite institutional or absorptive capicity 
to receive and effectively utilize donor assistance. 

Less controversial arc those associations which focus primarily on economic interests. Thougl 
most scholars and practitioners tend to exclude the market economy and for-profit pri',ate 
associations from their schemas of civil society -- and recent theoretical development s !pports 
this differentiation between the civil and economic, they do recognize particular associations 
that promote economic interests but maintain the structural characteristics of civil society 
organizations (CSOs) (i.e., private, voluntary, non-profit, non-coercive, atonomous from the 
state), and that represent the interests of their members to the state. These organizations 
include chambers of commerce and industry, trade and labor unions, professional associations, 
associations of manufacturers, and consumer groups (Fox ct al. 1994, 9; 3lair ct al. 1994, 6; 
USAID 1991, qtd. in lirschlmann 1993, 16; Serrano 1993, 43; USAID 1994, 18; 
USAID/ENI 1994, 13). 

Such organizations are not precluded from performing the functions of civil society and, in 
fact, quite frequently do so. These economic actors serve as a countervailing force against 
bureaucratic/military alliances (lanscn & Calavan 1994, 15), and have "the potential to 
articulate and amplify a pluralistic array of interests... and to secure policies that can win 
support from a broad domestic constituency" (Bratton 1990, 89). They further demonstrate 
the pluralism which exists not only in society, but in the private sector as well -- pluralism 
which provides the communicative interaction that is civil society, and is particularly crucial 
for democratization (see Sullivan 1994, 147). 

This is similarly true of developmenrt, or multipurpose NGOs, which provide opportunities for 
societal participation, self-governance, and the learning and practice of democratic values. It 
is here where, most often, donors focus for partnerships and the enhancement of development 
effectiveness in general. In fact, these organizations maximize responsiveness by organizing 
around the demands and needs for services for particular groups and comnmunitics, yielding a 
diversity of services which a state governance structure alone could never provide (see Douglas 
1987, 47). In fact, in some circumstances these NGOs represent the only available public 
services and, hence, the only public governance or responsiveness presence (see Ekeh 1994, 
22; see also Tripp 1994, 3, 7; Thompson 1992, 396). 

In subtle ways, these organizations contribute to the politicization of their membership, 
whether intended or not. At a minimum, by acknowledging the needs of otherwise 
unrecognized constituencies and giving voice to these needs, development NGOs "give 
constituents a sense of their own power" (Fisher & Kling 1993, 323), reinforcing individuals' 

CIVIL SOCIETY L IIA E REVIEW 25 



belief in their own development choices (Fowler 1993, 16). This type of empowerment, 
whether or not it is formally organized, can become a strong political force as indicated by 
governments' resistance to such efforts (see l-lodgkinson & Sumariwalla 1992, 487). In fact, 
their mere existence represents "a kind of nonpartisan political alternative or challenge to 
prevailing power monopolies" (Fisher 1992; qtd. in McIlugh 1994; sec also Interaction n.d., 
2), which "constitutelsl a ready-made means of popular mobilization against tyrannical or 
inept governance" (Charlick ct al. 1994a, 9). Development NGOs develop skills in 
networking, coalition-building, and public relations -- skills which are highly valued in 
political efforts (see Ilansen & Calavan 1994, i). For thcse reasons, in his definition of civil 
society Ekeh (1994) stresses the importance of including organizations which demonstrate not 
only manifest but also latent capacity to confront the state (12). 

Furthermore, even in their exclusive attention to particular development objectives, NGOs can 
quickly become political in relation to the state. For example, if a government attempts to 
disrupt or eliminate services or structures on which all NGO's objectives rely, an organization 
may be forced to respond with political pressure in order to survive (sec lPeil 1981, 217-240; 
qtd. in Woods 1994, 12; see also Serrano 1993, 31). Even inimplementing their missions 
under the best of circumstances, development NGOs may confront implications of state actions 
or policies which encourage them to relate to governments (see Tripp 1994, 15; for examples 
from Latin America, see Carroll 1992, 114). Blair and associates (1994) recognize these 
implications in their acknowledgement of development NGOs' potential to influence the state 
(5). 

Many development organizations are rightly referred to as "multipurpose" NGOs. Sometimes 
this refers to multiple development objectives, but increasingly development NGOs formally 
engage in political or advocacy objectives as well. This combination of services has been 
found to be quite useful in meeting needs in both the short- and long-term (see Luche 1994). 

Other scholars and practitioners argue for an explicit, exclusively political role for 
development NGOs. For example, Serrano (1993) observes that NGOs are realizing they are 
limited to creating political pressure for policy reform unless they engage directly in election 
processes (32). Such attitudes are reflected in the structural translrmation movement which 
focuses on NGOs as the vehicle to such transformation (see Korten 1991, 1990, 1987, 1984, 
1981; Korten & Quizon 1991; Elliott 1987). Within this literature, scholars advocate the 
increasing politicization of development NGOs which will result in "third generation" NGOs 
who specialize in policy advocacy (see Korten 1987, 1992; see also Elliott 1987). Though 
narrow conceptions of civil society would focus solely on these types of'NGOs, the 
"generation" metaphor confirms the latent or potential capacity of development NGOs to 
directly engage the state and, therefore, justifies their inclusion in any efforts to support civil 
society and democratization. 

Despite their ultimate objectives, development NGOs do vary in the quality of their 
responsiveness to and participation of constituents. Aside from the normative variations 
discussed above, Charlick and associates (1994a) specifically mention intolerance of opposing 
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views, a penchant for patriarchal domination, autocratic governance procedures, and ethnic or 
racial exclusivity as characteristics not conducive to dcmocratic rule (9). PACT (1989) also 
points out a crucial qualitative distinction among NGOs. With the increasing emphasis on 
NGOs as donor and government partners in the delivery of development services, a new breed 
of NGOs has erncrged which is not necessarily consistent with the spirit of civil society: 
contractor NGOs (12, 26). These NGOs operate more as businesses than fora for the 
communicative interaction of citizens. iHlence, although they arc sometimes difficult to 
distinguish from other types of NGOs, when identified, their potential contribution to civil 
society support should be carefully scrutinized. 

An additional caveat concerns political parties. Although some scholars include them in their 
conceptions of civil society (Charlick et al. 1994b, 88), more scholars and practitioners tend to 
distinguish them from civil society associations due to their aim not to merely influence the 
state and its policies, but rather to control them (Fox et al. 1994, 8; Charlick 1994, 9; 
Diamond 1994, 4, 7; Fowler 1993, 14; USAID/13A 1994, 4). This corresponds to the 
distinction between politicization of civil society (discussed above), and political society 
(which includes explicit partisanship). Hence, political parties might best be considered part 
and parcel of an elections and political processes target area. Despite their self-imposed limit 
to merely influence the state, many civil society actors find it difficult to remain non-partisan, 
or at least be perceived as nion-partisan (Luche 1994, 13), while others are increasingly 
viewing partisan participation necessary for significant political impact (see Serrano 1993, 32). 
The focus of political activity raises another qualitative criterion for supporting particular 
NGOs or associations: at which point should NGOs not be considered for civil society support: 
election participation? endorsement of a candidate? partisan affiliation? (see Blair & Jutkowitz 
1994, 54). 

These caveats aside, the literature indicates that civil society is much more than informal 
groupings, independent associations, and voluntary efforts (Fox et al. 1994, 9); civil society 
also embraces linkage and "independent expression" mechanisms (see Charlick et al. 1994b, 1; 
see also Cohen & Arato 1992, ix, 17-i8, 74; West et al. 1994, 17). These potentially include 
the media, educational institutions, and cultural organizations, includinig some churches. 
Despite the structural prohibition discussed above (non-profit status), the media plays an 
essential role in civil society (Blair et al. 1994, 7) which should not be excluded due to its 
potential profit generation (see Diamond 1992; qtd. in Blair et al. 1994, 4). In fact, it is 
argued that the greater the number and diversity of media outlets, the stronger a civil society 
(see Fox ct al. 1994, 9-10). 

In addition to the mass media, Diamond (1994) also includes institutions representing 
autonomous cultural and intellectual activity in his notion of the "ideological marketplace" (6). 
These institutions of independent public expression (see Cohen & Arato 1994, 74) include 
associations such as churches (see Fox et al. 1994, 9; see also Esquel 1993, 1), universities 
(Ibid.), think tanks, and theaters (Diamond 1994, 6; see also Hegel 1967; qtd. in Cohen & 
Arato 1992, 106). The inclusion of these types of associations in support programs must be 
qualitatively determined. Among them, universities are controversial because of their typically 
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public, state-funded nature (see Fox cL al. 1994, 12), and churches arc sometimes excluded 
due to their "inward-looking activity" (see Diamond 1994, 4) or hierarchical structure and 
autocratic management. (The threat of Islamic fundamentalism poses an additional 
coilsideration). 

In sum, civil society includes associations which are both formal (legally recognized NGOs) 
and informal (community and neighborhood groups, and social movements), promote 
economic (trade and labor unions, chambers of commerce, and professional associations) as 
well as development interests, perform both multipurpose functions (development NGOs) and 
civic ones (specialized civic organizations), do not seek to control the state (as in the case of 
political parties), and perform linkage functions regardless of their structural characteristics 
(tle media, selective educational institutions and cultural organizations, and some churches). 
Civil society is opcrationalizedthrough tie consideration of various structural (private, 
autonomous, voluntary, self-organizing, non-coercive, non-profit, legally recognized) and 
qualitative criteria (value orientation, internal organization, rel)resentativeness as opposCd to 
contractor NGOs, and degree of partisan political engagement), with an emphasis on the 
functions or roles played by particular associations within civil society. It is to these more 
specifically defined functions that we turn next. 

The Functions of Civil Society 

The functions derived from civil society's theoretical foundations are consistent with those 
conceived, practiced, and advocated under its contemporary interpretation. These include: 
socialization and integration, the promotion and embodiment of democratic values, self­
governance, societal participation in state governance, tie limiting of state authority and 
potential abuse of power, and the generation of consent (see Fox et al. 1,994, 13; Blair et al 
1994, 8; Charlick et al. 1994b, 72). A broader conceptualization of civil society -­
specifically as contrasted with civic society -- also includes service delivery (see Blair et al. 
1994, 8). 

In its relation to good governance, Charlick and associates (1994b) distinguish among these 
functions those that demand good governance, and those that sup)ply it (72). That is, limiting 
the state's exercise of authority and potential abuse of power, and broadening societal 
participation in state governance constitute the demand side; and the development and practice 
of democratic norms, and self-governance represent the supply side of good governance. The 
generation of consent , which is not explicitly discussed by Charlick and his associates, can 
facilitate the supply of good governance, prevent it, or be somewhat neutral. 

Lipton (1991) defines a broader, ultimate function of civil society as being a channel for the 
distribution of resources and power (24). However, civil society is but one of four such 
channels which also include tile market, tile State, and "lamilial society," or "tie networks of 
extended family, kin group, and ethnic group" (Ibid. 24). Not only does this model recognize 
tie potential importance of civil society in the distribution of resources and potential exercise 
of power, it further situates civil society among other state and society actors, confirming its 
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inherent function as a counter-balancer anong these competing power sources. This role is 
implicit in the pursuit of each of the other functions. I n fact, each function contributes to the 
effectiveness of the others, as they are all interrelated. The contemporary practice of these 
functions will be briefly discussed in turn. 

Social Integration 
Today's civil societies perform social integration through networks of communication, both 
among citizens, and between citizens and the state (Fox et al. 1994, 14). The integration 
which civil society can potentially provide through these networks is particularly important for 
educational purposes: both for ciic education per sc, and also for political education and 
consent generation. A recent study in Africa confirms that this function is particularly 
important under efforts of economic reform (Fox et al. 1994, 15). Another significant 
contemporary application of this integration occurs under political unrest. For example, 
Oliver (1992) notes the success of Ireland's nonprofit sector in "overarching local sectional 
interests" to neutrally provide important social services to both sides of the conflict (186). 
Such efforts can become the building blocks for enhanced mutual understanding and ultimate 
political rapprochement. 

In addition to these particular applications, civil society's function of social integration serves 
several other purposes. These include the encouragement of' marginalized groups to participate 
politically (Blair et al. 1994, 9); the minimization of the domination of' special interests 
through the aggregation of diversified interests (Ibid. 9; Montville 1992, 8; Cohen & Arato 
1992, 18); and the aggregation of society's demands for good governance, particularly for 
policy decisions, and service delivery (USAID Moscow n.d., 3; Mathews 1993, 5; Cohen & 
Arato 1992, 18). It is important to note that this "integration" or aggregation, even under 
reforming and modernizing regimes and societies, in no way is expected to denigrate or 
completely override local traditions of views and practice (Ekeh 1994, 25). In fact, these 
traditional perspectives can sometimes provide the most culturally relevant solutions to public 
policy matters, especially when modernizing governments have distanced themselves from 
such traditions (see Tripp 1994, 10). 

The Promotion and Practice of Democratic Values 
The explicit promotion and practice of democratic values is the modern, normative application 
of the socialization function advocated by Ilegel and Parsons. Although civic, and hence 
implicitly democratic, values were mentioned in their works, the precise articulation of 
democratic values and the promotion of a democratic system are contemporary goals 
prescribed to civil society. The normative implications of' civil society as discussed above 
confirm its potential to promote values; however, defining these preferred value systems to 
represent itparticular political system represents an instrumental view of civil society which is 
much more explicit in this contemporary conceptualization than in previous perspectives. In 
fact, scholars and practitioners now promote not only the democratization of the state via civil 
society, but also the democratization of civil society itself (see Charlick et al. 1994a, 9). 
According to Bobbio (1984) this will be the true measure of diemocratization in the future: the 
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number of opportunities to exercise the right to vote outside the explicit realm of politics (qtd. 
in Cohen & Arato 1992, 171). 

Tocqueville held that "modern civil society is based on egalitarian principles and universal 
inclusion" (Cohen & Arato 1992, 19). Though this is most likely far from universally true, 
proponents of civil society do tend to view civil society accordingly and advocate its function 
of promoting democratic values. In fact, some scholars go so far as to argue that the 
associational networks of civil society are the only realn in which to learn the "civility" on 
which democracy is predicated (see Walzer 1991, 302). Specifically, it is argued that in order 
for democracy to succeed it must be practiced at the most relevant levcl where the potential 
impact is the greatest (see Charlick et al. 1994b) -- this is often precisely in the workings of 
civil associations. Furthermore, the democratic value systems which these associations 
promote are seen as the means to sustainable democratic institutions (Il-irschmann 1993, 23; 
see also USAID 1994). 

But what is meant by the promotion of democratic values? Which values are advocated? 
These values are often referred to as the "norms of civic community" (see Fox ct al. 1994, ix). 
They include trust, reciprocity, tolerance, and inclusion (Ibid., 9); moderation, a willingness 
to compromise, and a respect for opposing viewpoints (Diamond 1994, 8); loyalty and 
political competence (Walzer 1991, 301); and the adoption of broader interests which extend 
not only beyond self-interest, but potentially beyond particular community interests as well 
(Ibid., 303). In a contemporary context, Reilly (n.d.) also includes the "experience of 
'secondary' citizenship," which teaches negotiation, competition, contained conflict, and the 
search for workable consensus (5). Specifically, citizens have the opportunity to learn 
important democratic skills, such as conducting elections, negotiating contracts, and building 
coalitions (Haines 1993, 5). These skills are particularly salient in contexts threatened by 
tribalism, regionalism, and religious intolerance (Ibid., 5). 

This confirms the view of civil society as an "experimental lab" (Reilly n.d., 28) or "school 
for democratic learning" (Tocqueville; qtd. in Charlick et al. 1994b, 102; see also l-larbeson 
1993, 3). This viewpoint is widely advocated in the literature, from Pateman's (1970) 
argument for democracy in the workplace as a means to learn responsible citizenship, to 
Ritchey-Vance's (1991) appreciation of community-based organizations as an important realm 
of day-to-day practice in ieadership and democratic decision-making (2), and West and 
Associates' (1994) recognition of civil society organizations as "valuable schools for the 
development of habits of participation and cooperation" (16). Through such practice, 
individuals will become more likely to trust each other, further reinforcing important civic 
values (see Putnam 1993, 171-2; qtd. in Woods 1994, 21). 

But what purpose will such values serve? Mansbridge (1980) points out that many community 
organizations rely on a "unitary" conception of democracy which seeks only to promote 
democratic practice in the pursuit of community interests within the communiy. -Iecontrasts 
this with "adversarial democracy" which would explicitly challenge national, state, and local 
politics (3; qtd. in Fisher 1993, 7). lence, even if civil society fulfills these roles of 
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promoting democratic values and practice and providing opportunities to learn these, tile 
ultimate result may not be the democratization of the state per se. If democracy is to be 
measured by its practice within society as Bobbio (1984) advocates, this is not problematic. 
However, if the democratization of civil society is seen only as a means to an end which is 
defined as the democratization of the state, civil society's capacity and intent arc not 
guaranteed. 

Even if these organizations do not ultimately engage tile state in policy dialogue, it is argued 
that as a result of their participation, individuals are more likely to become inlormed citizens, 
active voters, and policy advocates in their own right (Fox ct al. 1994, l1). infact, such 
participation and particularly the experience with democrailc values and practices which it 
offers, can promote "an appreciation of the obligations as well as tie rights of democratic 
citizenship" (Diamond 1994, 7-8; see also Fowler 1993, 16). An additional result and 
function can be the recruitment and training of new political leaders (Diamond 1994, 9). 

Self-Governance 
Self-governance is seen as a primary -- perhaps the primary -- purpose of civil society. It is 
defined as the management of "matters of common concern without resort to state 
intervention" (see Fox et al. 1994, 8; based on Tandon 1991, 10; [labermas 1978; and Chazan 
1990). Put another way, civil society can "multiply the capacities of groups to improve their 
own welfare, independently of the state" (Diamond 1994, 11). Collective development action 
is increasingly pursued within civil society (see Bratton 1990, 92), confirming a rationale for 
the principle of subsidiarity: "A higher order body should not take unto itself responsibilities 
which properly belong to a lower body" (Handy 1992, 64; Schumacher 1973). Whether or not 
these self-governance functions "properly belong" to civil society, they do serve essential 
purposes under a variety of circumstances. 

Civil society's self-governance function can provide services and meet needs when the state is 
for one reason or another -- will or capacity -- unable to do so (see Tripp 1994, 7); or when 
the state is simply ineffective (see Weigle & Butterfield 1992, 16). In some instances, self­
governance may be the only option, or at least the only opportunity for participation in 
governance; this has been the case in both the Palestinian territories (prior to the granting of 
limited sovereignty) and in Egypt (lbrahim 1992, 419-20). In contemporary settings, this self­
governance enables the privatization of services, "supporting and encouraging private 
businesses and a new market economy, providing a structured vehicle for public participation 
and providing the civic fora essential for a democratic society" (USAII) 1994, 1). Some even 
argue that civil society's self-governance ability provides the "possibility of productivity in the 
economy" (Montville 1992, 8). When it is not explicitly endorsed by government, especially 
under authoritarian regimes, civil society's self-governance can effectively undermine the 
legitimacy and authority of these regimes (see Weigle & Butterficld 1992, 15). In fact, 
through self-governance alone, civil society associations can provide alternative channels of 
expression and participation when other forms arc prohibited; this is specifically documented 
in Latin America (Thompson 1992, 396). 
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This self-governance is particularly significant for the poor who are increasingly designing and 
implementing their own "survival strategies" (Esqucl i993, iii, 3), which when aggregated are 
proving quite influential (Ibid., 3). These efforts creatively approach seemingly intractable 
problems in the most culturally relevant ways (see Ritchey-Vance 1991, 42). In addressing the 
issues of greatest importance to citizens, self-governing civil society organizations enhancc 
citizens' self-reliance and empowerment (IIirschmann 1993, 16), again serving as experiential 
learning for democratic governance. This continuum from self-governance to civic action is 
clearly delineated in Korten's (1987) generational model of NGOs. IIe argues that NGOs have 
the potential to develop from relief and welfare organizations (first generation), to 
organizations which represent local self-reliance (second generation), to those which promote 
sustainable systems development through political action (third generation) (187). 

Specifically, the crucial outcomes of self-governance are community capacity building (See 
Fisher 1993, 12-13), enhanced confidence in collective processes (Eckstein 1990, 277) and 
self-worth and ability (Fowler 1993, 8) -- in short, empowerment which is both practical and 
psychological. This capacity-building and psychological empowerment is the basis for a 
successful democracy (DAC 1993); that is, it represents tile foundation on which people can 
make their own choices which is a prerequisite to democratic processes (Fowler 1993, 17). 
This linkage is further enhanlced when the self-governance embodied by civil society 
organizations is implemented through democratic means (OECD 1993, 5). Finally, some 
define such empowerment and its ensuing democratic practice as development itself (Elliott 
1987, 57-8), and the essence of sustainability (see Korten 1990). 

Societal Participation iWState Govemiatnice 
As has been pointed out, governance does not take place exclusively within state government, 
nor exclusively in civil society. In fact, tie two realms of governance are quite different, 
providing an important balance of power and governing tendencies. Serrano (1993) argues 
that state governance is integrative and concentrates power, while civil society diversifies and 
redistributes power (30). It can be argued that both approaches are essential to good 
governance, as together they can lead to greater state accountability, responsiveness, and 
effectiveness in the allocation and management of public resources (Charlick et al. 1994b, 101; 
see also Roth 1991; qtd. in Fisher 1993, 22; Fox et al. 1994, 62). Clearly, given its important 
self-governance function and the many obstacles to expanding its influence, civil society offers 
many more opportunities for participation in local governance as opposed to state governance 
(Charlick 1994, 10). Nevertheless, it is its potential to promote participation in state 
governance that is most often emphasized in strategies to promote democratic governance. 

What does participation in state governance mean? In terms of the activities of civil society 
organizations, this participation is most often interpreted to refer to lobbying and advocacy 
activities. More specifically, "civil society organizations pursue from the state concessions, 
benefits, policy changes, relief, redress, or accountability" (Diamond 1994, 6-7). High 
capacity civil societies, typically in the context of democratic regimes, can also be directly 
enlisted by the state to participate in policy dialogues and, most often, service delivery. That 
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is, they may be enlisted "to help grapple with problems stemming from debt, economic 
adjustment, austerity measures, and poverty" (Reilly n.d., i). 

But in what way is this participation made possible? The aforementioned functions -- social 
integration, the promotion and practice of democratic values, and self-governance -- all 
culminate to contribute to the potential for enhanced societal participation in state governance. 
This is particularly notable in the learning, experience, and relevance embodied in democratic 
practice and self-governance. These are prerequisites to societal participation on a wider scale, 
and eventually in state governance. 

In addition to these precursors, scholars and practitioners enumerate other factors which 
support societal participation in state governance. For example, Blair and associates (1994) 
list: educating and mobilizing citizens, encouraging previously marginalized groups to 
participate, and building networks of citizens with overlapping multiple affiliations which 
moderate the destabilizing effects of exclusive groups (9). Tiie importance of mobilizing 
previously marginalized groups should not be minimized, especially as these groups can 
represent the majority of societies under authoritarian regimes (see Fox et al. 1994, 13; see 
also Paz 1994, 4). Another recent study proposed that civil society promotes this participation 
by providing fora "to disseminate information on civil liberties, landI to exchange 
independent political opinions" (Fox et al. 1994, iv-v). 

In fact, the two most important mechanisms by which civil society organizations enable 
participation in state governance are representation and information dissemination. The 
expression of ideas within civil society promotes policy dialogue .-- on availablebased 
information -- which lays the groundwork for the representation of constituency interests (see 
Charlick et al. 1994a, 7; see also Diamond 1994, 4). 

Representation 
In terms of representation, civic institutions "perform functions of communication, 
representation, and negotiation througl which citizen preferences are heard and acted upon" 
(Fox et al. 1994, 13), and act as "channels... for the articulation, aggregation, and 
representation of interest" (Diamond 1994, 8). Through these functions and channels a 
broader based aggregation of interests is communicated to the state than mere political parties 
would provide (Ibid., 8; see also Blair & Jutkowitz 1994, 66-7). This broader base 
representation is an important foundation for democracy (see Dahil 1971; qtd. in Rauner 1993, 
2). 

Civil society's role in articulating the interests of its constituents and conveying their demands 
to government is widely noted (Barkan & Ottaway 1994, 1; Bratton 1990, 89; Holm et al. 
1994, 1; Van Til 1987, 51). Some have even referred to civil society organizations as 
"interlocutors," which give voice to those segments of society which are traditionally 
discounted (Ritchey-Vance 1991, 42). This focus on the marginalized or poor, particularly 
beyond mere service delivery to assistance with articulating interests (see Drabek 1987, x), 
emphasizes this highly politicized function of civil society. As OECD (1988) has pointed out, 
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"giving poor people more of a say in their societies by definition means change" (28; see also 
Paz 1994, 4). 

The extent and political sensitivity of such efforts vary. As intermediaries between the state 
and their members/constituents, civil society organizations most often interface at the local 
government level (Swilling 1992), but are increasingly looking to influence the national level 
as well (Charlick et al. 1994b, 86; see also Korten 1987). Furthermore, such activities can 
evolve from mere articulation and representation of interests to active advocacy for policy 
change (Tripp 1994, 15) and participation in defining policy options (I Iirschmann 1993, 16). 

Information Dissemination 
The pursuit of these interests is predicated on access to relevant information which civil society 
provides to citizens (Diamond 1994, 10). Values, ideas, and information are derived and 
disseminated through the public discourse which civil society affords and promotes (Fox et al. 
1994, 7-8; Diamond 1994, 4). Among the many elements of civil society, this function is 
most obvious in the networks of communication such as the media, educational and cultural 
organizations, and think-tanks (see Fox et al. 1994, 9-10; see also Blair et al. 1994, 7; World 
Bank 1994, 30). 

The information dissemination function is increasingly viewed as instrumental to generating 
policy dialogue, and to informing and generating consent for policy reform -- political, 
economic, and social (see -lennin 1991; qtd. in Esquel 1993, 8). This instrumental view is 
recognized by both multi-laterals (Ibid., 8), and governments (-loim et al. 1994, 1). The free 
flow of information is particularly important in market economies (Sullivan 1994, 150; World 
Bank 1994, 29). In addition to its support to state governance, reform, and the market 
economy, civil society's information dissemination role is an important prerequisite to 
democracy. That is, democracy is predicated on inclusiveness which cannot exist without the 
broad sharing of relevant information (Fowler 1993, 3). Furthermore, this information 
enables people to gain the intelligence and relevance they need to effectively participate 
(Handy 1992, 65). Finally, it is this information exchange and dissemination, among other 
things, which keeps existing democracy healthy (Reilly 1993, 9). 

Limiting the State's Authoi _ 
This representation of citizen interests and information dissemination form the basis of societal 
participation in state governance which, in turn, has the potential to limit the state's authority 
and potential abuse of power. Through its many functions, civil society can create pressure 
for policy reform and improvement in governance (Serrano 1993, 32; see also Fox et al. 1994, 
iv, v; Hodgkinson & Sumariwalla 1992, 491; Lewis 1994, 3), as well as explicitly monitor the 
state's actions for corruption and abuse (Diamond 1994, 7; Barkan & Ottaway 1994, 1; Holim 
et al. 1994, 1). This highlights two of the four critical roles of voluntary action outlined by 
Korten (1990): catalyzing the transformation of institutions, policies, and values; and 
monitoring and protesting abuses of power (185). 
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Civil society actors perform these functions in a variety of ways. First, thcir mere interaction 
with government offers the potential for policy impact, particularly in the arenas in which 
specific civil society organizations operate (: c l)rabek 1987, xiv; see also Blair et al. 1994, 
6). This policy impact is possible through either direct involvement in policy dialogue, the 
exercise of pressure to change policy, or public criticism of policy (Strecten 1988, 8). 

Civil society's monitoring role is facilitated by existing constitutional norms, legitimate 
judicial systems, and opportunities for citizen participation and voter education (Charlick 
1994, 10). Specifically, this monitoring is performed through defending legal and 
constitutional rights; defending individuals against human rights violations; signaling poor 
governance practices such as corruption; defending, promoting, and educating on political 
rights; and monitoring the fairness of electoral processes (Ibid. 7-8). A final approach to 
monitoring and limiting the state's activities is through the media: by exposing wrongdoing 
the media encourages accountable behavior (World Bank 1994, 30); and by disseminating 
information on policies and policy dialogue, the media facilitates the participation of other 
civil society actors in supporting, criticizing, and/or designing these policies. 

Civil society organizations, even service delivery NGOs, are increasingly confronted with 
dysfunctional aspects of the institutional settings in which they work. Hence, they often 
evolve in their approaches and involvement with other public and private organizations at the 
local, regional, and national levels where they are affected (Korten 1987, 148-9). Through 
such evolution, NGOs -- even in very restricted environments -- "have successfully challenged 
socially or environmentally damaging programs pursued by their own governments" (Clark 
1991, 3). Such experience lays the groundwork for further evolution into direct policy 
dialogue and advocacy on a broader scale (see Korten 1990). 

Such activities are the mainstay of democratic governance which "posits a shared governance 
function between the state and civil society for the purposes of increasing state accountability, 
responsiveness, and increased effectiveness" (Charlick et al. 1994b, 101). In fact, as one of 
four channels for the distribution of power and resources, and as only one governance actor, 
civil society should be conceived more as a "counter-balancer" of the state and its governance, 
rather than exclusively a "limiter." On its part, state governance, through its integration and 
concentration of power, can serve to limit and monitor the influence of special interests within 
civil society as well. 

Of course, civil society's counterbalancing activity is facilitated by the pre-existence of some 
democratic norms, for example, the right to lobby and the existence of legitimate recourse and 
accountability through the judicial system (Charlick et al. 1994a, 101). Through its 
application this activity enhances the meaning of democratic governance to the individual 
citizen as her/his rights to participate are extended beyond mere electoral participation (see 
Roth 1991; qtd. in Fisher 1993, 22). 
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Generating Consent 
A final, less broadly recognized function of civil society is its role in generating consent for 
government policies and reform. This confirms civil society's role as a counter-balanccr as 
opposed to a strict limiter of government action. In fact, this particular function makes civil 
society essential to government in relatively open regimes: because it manufactures consent, 
civil society is an important source of"state legitimacy (Fox ct al. 1994, 12). This function, 
thus, recognizes that civil society holds significant inherent power -- it can either grant or 
withhold this legitimacy and influence the state and society's reaction to it accordingly (Ibid., 
15). 

In fact, without this legitimacy, the state cannot govern (Barkan & Ottaway 1994, 1). At a 
minimum its effectiveness is enhanced by civil society's participation in state governance and 
granting of legitimacy (Tocqueville 1945 (1840), 126). Granting legitimacy is directly related 
to civil society's capacity and action in participating in state governance; that is, "the level of a 
regime's legitimacy is directly dependent onl the degree of citizen engagement in political 
processes" (Fowler 1993, 3). This holds true even where civil society participants are 
negatively disposed to particular government policies and their implementation: these 
participants and the pressure which they exert will, inl theory, result in the inclusion of specific 
constituent interests which will facilitate the implementation of tlse policies (see I-laggard & 
Webb 1994, 31-2). Consequently, Reilly (1993) refers to civil society actors as "guarantors of' 
effective social policy" (6). Hence, civil society's granting of legitimacy is also crucial to 
sustainability -- of both particular policies, and political systems (see Harbeson 1993, 1). 

Alone, the state cannot expect to produce loyalty, civility, political competence, and trust in 
authority and thus needs to rely on civil society for this end (see Walzer 1991, 301). Not only 
does this confirm the role of both the state and civil society in democratic governance, it is 
also often the motivation for state governments to allow the participation of civil society in the 
governance process (see Gramsci 1971; qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 146). This instrumental 
view of civil society is increasingly embraced in terms of generating consent for major policy 
reforms, particularly in the context of marketization (see Fox et al. 1994, 15) and structural 
adjustment (see 1lennin 1991; qtd. in Esquel 1993, 8). Civil society can play a crucial role in 
supporting such reforms by educating citizens, building support, and diverting opposition to 
constructive channels (Fox et al. 1994, 15). 

The Outcomes of Civil Society Functions 
Hlence, civil society not only represents and supports citizens, it also can generate consent and 
support for state governments, eventually improving the latter's effectiveness. These functions 
specifically support democracy by embodying pluralism and hence the distribution of power, 
aggregating and conveying diversified interests, and providing the prerequisites (information, 
confidence, civic values, learning, and experience) to societal participation in state -- and 
democratic -- governance. Finally, these functions contribute directly to the accountability of 
the state and the ensurance of the sustainability of democratic governance. 
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PART IV: THE INSTITUTIONAL, ECONOMIC, AND POLI'rICAL IMPLICATIONS 
OF CIVIL SOCIETY 

The institutional strength of civil society and its relationship to cconomic and political reform 
are the crux of any motivation to support civil society. That is, there is a significant potential 
relationship between a strong civil society, sustainable democratic systems, and sustainable 
development. An understanding of this relationship is enhanced by the identification and 
evaluation of specific criteria of institutional and sectoral strength of civil society; the potential 
ramifications of the sequencing between economic and political reform; the implications of 
various .tages of political developmem; and the opportunities and constraints presented by 
various state-society relationship types. 

The Institutional Strength of Civil Society 

The effectiveness of civil society in performing these functions will depend on the institutional 
stiength oi' individual civil society organizations, and of the sector as a whole. At the 
organizational level, this will depend on the internal workings of particular organizations, 
specifically whether these are democratic in orientation, and ol institutional capacity. At the 
sectoral level, indicators of institutional strength include the density, diversity, and autonomy 
of the sector as a whole; the degree of linkage among organizations; and its enabling 
environment. An additional potential indicator is the incidence of specialized civil society 
organizations. 

Organizational Indicators 
The effectiveness of a particular civil society erganization in contributing to democratic 
governance is appropriately considered a function of its capacity to "participate in and 
influence social, economic and political processes" (Interaction n.d., 2). On the supply side, 
this translates to democratic internal governance structures;' on the demand side, to 
institutional capacity to fulfill its objectives. 

On the first note, Charlick and Associates (1994b) hold that democratic governance within 
an organization determines, at least in part, its ability to achieve its chosen mission (85). 
Certainly, whether an organization's mission is to influence the state or to supply democratic 
self-governance, its effectiveness will depend on its popular appeal, and relevance and 
persuasiveness of its arguments in the first case (see Clark 1991, 14); and on its commitment 
to participation, equality, and democratic procedures il the latter (see Charlick et al. 1994b, 
9). These important factors are grounded in the fostering of and compliance with normative 
values (Ibid. 81), which contribute to a sense of community and responsiveness to local values 
and traditions (Ekeh 1994, 13, 25). 

'lIntcrdl democratic govcrmancc is not a univrsally acceptcd criterion. Ilowever, given the presumably 
desirable functions of potentially dmctanding and supplying democratic governance, it becollcs, a important 
opwrationalcriterion lbr selecting organizations to support. 
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Hlence, in order to assess a civil society organization's potcntial to contribute to democratic 
governance, one must consider both the supply and demand sides and the application of 
democratic and other relevant normative values in the pursuit of the organization's mission. 
For example, the "democratic quality" of the increasing numbers of contracting organizations ­
- those which are created and/or develop in response to funding opportunities (see PACT 
1989, 12, 26) -- is questionable at best, and their contribution to democratic governance is 
doubtful. 

Even with internal democratic governance, an organization's mission is not assured unless it 
possesses the instituitional capacity to design, iMance, implement, and evaluate its objectives. 
In fact, such institutional capacity is a common barrier to CSOs' contribution to democratic 
governance; the most notable organization deficiencies include resources, management 
capacity, and technical skills (see Charlick et ad. 1994b, 85-6). Capacity and sustainability 
concerns raise issue with various finance mechanisms; first, organizations must be gauged for 
their absorptive capacity of donor flnding (see Barkan & Ottaway 1994, 5); second, they must 
assure at least a matching domestic base of financial support to assure policy voice (see Bratton 
1990, 114) and local accountability (Ibid., i 14); and third, they must avoid the temptation to 
accept financing through general taxation which generally serves to co-opt their efforts and 
support the agenda of the regime in power (Fowler 1993, 15). 

In addition to the need for general managerial capacity building and strategic planning to carry 
out projects, deliver services, and raise funds, scholars and practitioners are increasingly 
identifying specific civic action skills which are necessary for CSOs to contribute to 
democratic governance. These incl ude coalition building, negotiation, conflict manlagencnt, 
policy analysis, and tie drafting of alternative legislation (see Interaction n.d., 5). 

It can bc argued, then, that the greater the occurrence and quality of these internal values and 
skills, the greater the contribution of a particular organization to democratic governance. It 
follows that the greater the number of organizations demonstrating these characteristics, the 
stronger the civil society and its contribution to democratic governance as a whole. However, 
there are numerous other sectoral indicators as well. 

Sectorai Indicators 
Larry Diamond (1989) summarizes many of the sectoral and organizational indicators of a 
strong civil society as follows: 

The greater the number, size, autonomy, resourcefulness, variety and 
democratic orientation of poptular organizations in civil society, the greater will 
be the prospects from some kind of movement from rigid authoritarianism, and 
for subsequent movement towards semi-democracy and democracy (qtd. in 
Fowler 1993, 5). 

The importance of density, diversity, and autonomy of the sector as a whole is widely 
recognized. In fact, some argue that it is its mere strength in numbers which enables civil 
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society organizations to develop an influence on state governance (see Clark 1991, 14; see also 
Charlick et al. 1994b, 81). This "density" refers to the incidence of both formal, state­
recognized, and informal associations, urban and rural (Ibid., 81, 83, 91). In this argument, 
the actual quality of particular CSOs matters less than their sler numbers, as the latter is a 
precondition to the emergence of high quality and specialized CSOs (see Charlick et al. 
19941)), and constitutes "aready-made means of popular mobilization against tyrannical or 
inept governance" (Charlick et al. 1994a, 9). In flact, this "critical mass" is deemed important 
in order for other indicators to emerge (see Interaction n.d., 2). Regardless of their quality, a 
critical mass of CSOs is a de facto contribution to the "policy pluralism" and the creation of
"multiple publics" which is necessary to democratic governance (ARD 1992, 16). 

This latter point, underlines the importance of diversity within a civil society sector, especially 
as it relates to democratic governance. Holim and Associates (1994) contend that the broader 
the range of CSOs, the greater the percentage of the population whichl has influence on the 
government (1). The importance of this diversity is demonstrated in Poland where the 
overunification of civil society prevented the emergence of political pluralism (Colen & Arato 
1992, 67). Civil society can also contribute to multiple centers of polarization which is 
equally disconcerting, as in the case of ethnic or national movements such as those seen in the 
former Soviet Union (Ibid., 67). 1lowever, in its theoretical foundations, Parsons (1971) 
holds that civil society offers the opportunity for individual citizens to participate in a 
multiplicity of organizations simultaneously, which affords the opportunity to bridge seemingly 
polarized differences (qtd. in Cohen & Arato 1992, 131; see also Walzer 1991, 302-3). 
Perhaps the least controversial segment of civil society for which to argue for diversity is in 
networks of public comm1unication. Here, the multiplicity of channels affords the greatest 
reach to the most diverse populations for purposes of information dissemination (see Fox et al. 
1994, 9-10). 

Such density and diversity can also contribute to the relative autonomy of at least some civil 
society actors. Such autonomy is crucial to the accountability, transparency, and 
responsiveness characteristic of democratic governance. Here, autonomy refers to both the 
state and potential dominating forces within society; in some cases these may be the same. 
For example, many civil societies tend to be dominated by CSOs originating and operating 
from centers of urban elite control which can be heavily linked to the state government, 
whether benevolent or not. "Autonomy" then refers to tie ability of an organization to 
effectively represent and act upon the objectives of its members; it is thus a relative concept. 
However, adequate density and diversity of organizations within the sector, as discussed 
above, can enhance the likelihood of relative autonomy and representativeness of society as a 
whole. An additional implication of autonomy refers to financing as above. 

This autonomy, and especially the strength of the sector as a whole, I.,also supported through 
linkage among civil society actors. In fact, it is argued that linkage is the primary means by 
which these actors "articulate, aggregate, and advocate for their interests in the political arena" 
(Charlick et al. 1994b, 93). Linkages facilitate interaction with the state on behalf of the 
sector as a whole (Drabek 1987, xii); they can deter the dominance of large associations 
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(Woods 1994, 7); and they can help transcend local parochialism (Fisher & Kling 1993, 322) 
and a sense of isolation (Clark 1991, 86). Howevcr, al important caveat neceds mention: It 
can be argued that the cxistence of umbrella organizations and other linkage structures may be 
an indication of the strength of civil socicty, p-articularly as it is indicative of a critical mass or 
density of civil society organizations. Ilowever, this is not universally true; the quality, 
especially the representativeness of these linkage organizations, is critical to a strong civil 
society. Here, the diversity argument holds equally well: the greater the number and diversity 
of linkage structures, the potentially more representative they arc collectively. 

Linkage targets include local and national governments, multilaterals and bilaterals, key 
individuals, the private business sector, and other national and international NGOs (Esquel 
1993, 3). In terms of strengthening civil society in its promotion of democratic governance, 
what is most often referred to is horizontal and vertical linkages primarily among indigenous 
civil society actors. Additional advocated linkage structures -- particularly betwcen citizens 
and the state -- include the independent media, political parties, human rights organizations, 
interest groups, and the judiciary (Charlick et al. 1994b, 9). 

Horizontal linkage represents solidarity among interests and efforts to promote them (see 
Charlick et al. 1994b, 81). As with a federation, the individual civil society actors create 
alliances for mutual benefit (see Handy 1992, 65). That is, collectively they can enhance their 
ability to influence government policy and distributional issues (1-larbeson 1993, 3; Woods 
1994, 7, 9-10). The mere act of associating can become "tie vehicle through which NGOs 
learn to formulate advocacy positions," whether on particular policy or to facilitate the 
operations of the NGO sector as a whole (Interaction n.d., 4). In fact, such linkage is 
beneficial even to those organizations who do not directly participate; smaller and weaker 
organizations can "free-ride" off the policy influence of such networks (Woods 1994, 9-10). 

Vertical linkage enables civil society actors to construct alternative channels that bypass
"unreliable state institutions"(Bratton 1990, 92) -- at the local, regional, and sometimes the 

national levels. In addition, vertical linkages cultivate both local roots and channels to 
articulate demands to the policy center (Ibid. 106), maximizing representativeness at the 
national level and relevance at the local level. Vertical linkage can imply internally federated 
organizations such as labor unions (Woods 1994, 4), or can refer to linkage among 
organizations. That is, smaller, local NGOs may form strategic alliances with intermediary 
organizations who can bridge the gap between these base organizations and the government 
(Lehmarn 1990; qtd. in Carroll 1992, 22). In some cases, such linkage is wise not necessarily 
due to insufficient capacity, but rather because many organizations develop a comparative 
advantage in addressing policy issues (see Fowler 1993, 9-10). 

This latter point highlights another indicator of sectoral strength, namely the incidence of 
specialized civil society organizations. Specialized civil society organizations include election 
monitoring groups, civic education groups, and human rights watchdog groups (see Fox et al. 
1994, 12). Such advocacy groups can act on the local or national levels (see Fisher & Kling 
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1993, 323). Their existence can either imply minimal tolerance in the environment, capacity, 
and resources; or a reactive effort vis-A-vis an authoritarian state or a limited environment. 

The issue of an enabling environment for civil society is quite complex. It can include the 
historical and regional context and the political and social culture (see Weigle & Butterfield 
1992, 2); as well as the legal framework and government-society relationship (see Chazan 
1992; see also Charlick et al. 1994b, 95-99; Coston 1994). Theoretical debate is on-going 
regarding the precise relationship between the strength of civil society and the degree of 
economic liberalization. Theories on each of these factors are still in development. For 
example, in terms of historical context, Bianchi (1986) argues that civil society, pluralism, and 
the prospects for democratic governance are much more pronounced where the "art of 
association" was proactively cultivated as opposed to being repressed and/or retarded. This 
hypothesis is yet to be substantiated. It is possible that repression may actually accelerate 
mobilization. In some cases, historical events may serve to cultivate association by necessity 
which can later become a resource for a more vigorous and potentially politicized civil society. 
This was arguably the case, for example, in Niger (see Charlick et al. 1994b, 81). A more 
detailed discussion of the implications of the economy and political development for the 
strength of civil society and its contribution to democratic governance follows. 

Civil Society and Economic and Political Reform 

Much has been written about the relationship between democratic transition and economic 
growth, unfortunately, with little agreement. The debate primarily concerns the sequencing of 
reform, specifically whether political reform should precede economic reform or vice versa. 
Additional concerns revolve around the general compatibility of the two. These arguments 
focus on the respective contributions or hindrances of each type of reform to the other. The 
following discussion is in no way intended to be comprehensive. In fact, recent works 
demonstrate the increasing attention to this issue while remaining inconclusive as to the 
priorities and respective impacts of reform.' 

Sequencing 

Theory in this arena is in its nascent stages, coinciding with the increasing though relatively 
new historical experience with simultaneous political and economic reform in the form of 
democratization and market liberalization. To date, much of this "theory" mistakenly draws 
causal conclusions from historical lact. For example, broad generalizations regarding the 
sequencing of reform types -- specifically political reform first, economic reform later -- have 
been made based on the historical experience of Central and Eastern Europe (see Aslund 1994; 
Balcerowicz 1994). Similarly, generalizations purporting a causal relationship between 

(ISee for example, "Economic Refon and Democracy." S;pecial Isue. .JournalofI)emoclacy Vol. 5, No. 4 
(October 1994). See also Nelson, Joan M., cd. AIPrecarious I3alance: An Overview of Democracy and IF.conomic 
Reloms inE.astenIFtrope and in.ai America. A Copublication of the International center fro I cononic Growth and 
the Overscas l)cvclopnicnt Council. San Francisco: Institute for Contemporary Studies, 199,1. 
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authoritarian regimes and successful economic reforn have been made based on the Chilean 
case (see Geddes 1994; Armijo, Biersteker & Lowenthal 1994). In fact these hypotheses are 
contradictory. 

More than providing general rules of thumb, together they emphasize the importance of the 
historical and perhaps cultural contexts of reform. This has led to an increasing call to focus 
on intervening variables which would determine when and how a particular sequencing of 
reform -- including the potential for simultanleous reforms -- should be pursued. As of yet, the 
findings are inconclusive but the path has been laid. While some authors attempt to delineate 
models which would identify tie circumstances under which one type of reform would follow 
another, in reality each country and its experience are unique and provide little input for a 
comprehensive model. For a better appreciation of this development, the respective arguments 
will be briefly discussed in turn. 

The argument for tie political-economic reform sequence is based on the experience in Central 
and Eastern Europe (as above). Aside from this historical reference, the rationale for 
commencing with political reform centers around democratization's purported fostering of an 
enabling environment for economic reform (see ARD 1992, ii; Hirschmann 1993, 6). 
Democratic governance, it is argued, creates effective social management, and the ability for 
non-state actors to demand appropriate economic policies which would avoid excessive state 
intervention (ARD 1992, ii). In essence, citizens learn to participate in political processes 
which informs their potential to participate in tie economy. 

Certainly the success of this sequence will not hold true for all circumstances. This 
sequencing will be most effective where the democratic government has the requisite support 
and legitimacy to withstand the disruptive effects of economic reform (Linz 1990, 160), and 
where the democratic transitions marginalize former political elites and adequately prepare the 
public for the hardships of economic transition (Nelson 1994b, 53). 1laggard and Webb 
(1994) add that under such circumstances, the move to economic reform should be swift and 
decisive to exploit any political advantages associated with the political reform (3). 

It can also be argued that the political-economic sequence is more conducive to tle 
sustainability of the comprehensive system. Both political and, especially, economic systems 
create poverty and income inequalities (for a discussion see Haggard & Kaufman 1994, 10­
12). Political reform presents tie potential to ensure that economic growth will be "just, 
sustainable, and inclusive" (Korten 1990, 34), thus thwarting potential civil unrest. 

Of course, the arguments for this se- -nce are primarily based on possibilities, not 
probabilities, and certainly not provei! theory, In fa-t, democratic regimes must be very stable 
if they are to successfully introduce markc , rk forals anli survive (Cavarozzi et al. 1994, 34). 
Furthermore, economic reforms will pose the -.ciadcige t(.. democratic regimes of how to 
appropriately incorporate emerging interest gro-ups into decision-making processes. Labor 
unions pose a particular challenge as they may rtsist reforms conducive to economic 
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liberalization (Kochanowicz ct al. 1994, 30). Finally, it may be, as many scholars argue,7 that 
democratization leads to unreasonable economic expectations which, when not met, lead to 
frustration and potential civil unrest. 

The economic reform first approach is based on the Chilean experience (see Armijo, Biersteker 
& Lowenthal 1994, 165); and the "Asian model" (Sullivan 1994, 150). That is, before tile 
political transition, countries such as Chile, Thailand, Turkey, Korea, and Taiwan, had already 
achieved strong positive results from their economic reform (see Ilaggard & Webb 1994, 6). 
This is related to the "Lipset hypothesis" which claims a strong correlation between the level 
of development and democracy (Lipset 1959; see also Haggard 1994, 1; Rauner 1993, 2). In 
fact, many scholars hold that economic growth is a favorable precondition for democracy. ' 

Even USAID recognizes that the lack of economic development impedes democratic 
consolidation (1994, 21). 

-laggard and Webb (1994) hold that successful reforms implemented prior to transition are not 
likely to be reversed by democratic transition (3). But how are such reforms implemented? In 
tact, advocacy for this reform sequence is closely related to arguments based on regime type. 
That is, many scholars argue that authoritarian regimes are more likely than democratic ones to 
effectively implement economic reform, hence the sequence. One rationale for this argument 
is that tile high turnover of democratic governments is likely to foster a reversal of reforms due 
to their adverse affects on powerful constituencies (see Nelson 1994b, 55). Authoritarian 
regimes, it is argued, can more easily ignore the outcries of such constituencies (Geddes 1994, 
105). 

However, evidence shows that there is not as strong of a link between regime type and 
economic liberalization as is assumed (Ibid. 106). In fact, it may be risky to pursue the 
economic-political sequence under authoritarian regimes as these regimes often fail to 
liberalize their economies and those that do experience less short-term demand for 
democratization and therefore may not follow through with the sequence (Ibid., 108). 

A third option, less often mentioned, is simultaneous political and economic reform. Evidence 
suggests that in many cases democracy has held with the introduction of market reforms 
(Kochanowicz et al. 1994, 10). But tile fact of the matter is, this option -- and specifically the 
precise interaction of tile two reform efforts -- has not been adequately analyzed (Ibid. 9). 

There are several more certain conclusions. First, a strong state is essential for economic 
reform and development (see Lipton 1991). Basic state functions, particularly those which 
support the market, are essential to effective economic liberalization and development 
(Kochanowicz 1994, 30). Second, there are winners, losers, and great -- perhaps 
contradictory -- challenges to either reform. Democracy will not necessarily improve the 

;Sece o"r cample IItaly & Robinson 1992, 157; Mkandawirc 1992, 24; qtd. in Martin 199,4, 10. 

i3See lbr example Onimode 1992, 7; t'zafl' 1991 ; qtd. in Martin 1994, 10. Scc also Sullivan 1994, 151-2. 
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economy; in fact, short term sacrifices are required for a sustainable productive economy (see 
Linz 1990, 161). Some argue that the essential strengthening of the state and market may 
actually be incompatible, that the strengthening of the one can subvert the other (Lipton 1991, 
21). Others argue that, once in place, democratic in1stitutions and free markets are actually 
mutually supportive (see Nelson 1994a, 7-8). 

Third, the on-going debates regarding sequlencing do not necessarily negate the merits of each 
approach. Rather, they underline the importance of historical, social, and economic context 
(see Sullivan 1994). Intervening variables arc crucial to determining the appropriate 
strategies. On the reform side, such considerations include the sequence, pace and design of 
political and economic reforms (Nelson 1994a, 2). Contextual considerations include state­
society relations, class, political culture, civil society, and the degree of economic stability and 
development (Sullivan 1994, 151-2). 

Perhaps the easiest area of agreement is that political and economic reform are sometimnes 
inevitable and always risk instability. Democracy, it is pointed out, is a powerful force that 
once unleashed is difficult to contain. On tile other hand, countries ficing deep fiscal crisis 
don't always have the luxury to choose the timing and sequence of reform (see Armijo, 
Biersteker & Lowenthal 1994, 173). USAID has explicitly recognized, "Slow or inequitable 
growth and widespread poverty feed political instability and civil strife" (1994, 29). Where 
possible, reform strategies should heed tile potential not only for the "discontent of the masses" 
(see Linz 1990, 159), but should also give special consideration to important social cleavages 
such as class, caste, ethnicity, race, religion, language, location, and gender, which can and 
will affect the reform process (see Ilirschmann 1993, 3). 

Respective Contributions 
Regardless of the sequencing strategy, political and economic reform inevitably impact the 
effectiveness of each other -- for better or for worse. Once again, the precise direction of 
these impacts are inconclusive. Some scholars argue that political and economic rcform efforts 
are simply incompatible, ' as mentioned above. Others outline the potential contributions of 
one to the other. 

Democratic governance can make significant contributions to economic reform and 
development. In fact, the World Bank (1989; 1992) posits a causal relationship between 
political liberalization and successful economic reform (see aiso Verba, Nic & Kim 1978; qtd. 
in Rauner 1993, 4). Political institutions create the context for the market economy (see 
Hirschmann 1993, 6). This include an appropriate policy environment, sound institutions, and 
good governance (USAID 1994, 29). 

Scc O'Donncll 1973; t)ornbusch and ldwards 1991; qItd. in Ilaggard & Webb 1994, 2. The incompatibility 
argument has most often been made for poorer countries which underlines the potential importance of tie level of 
development to relorin efforts. 
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More specifically, the accountability and legitimacy indicative of true democratic governance 
foster the confidence needed to undertake the economic risk associated with capital investment 
(see ARD 1992, 14; see also Maravall 1994, 28-30). This confidence is reinforced by the 
opportunity for economic actors to participate in the political and, albeit less directly, policy 
making processes, presumably leading to informed, and thus relevant, economic policies (see 
-laggard 1994, 3). Finally, an open political system, and tie transparency of democratic 

governance, facilitate the free flow of information crucial to economic decision making (World 
Bank 1994, 29; Sullivan 1994, 150; Maravall 1994, 19). 

Democratic governance also holds the potential to sustain economic development and political 
systems. Through democratic processes, citizens can have an input into economic policies and 
decision making, attempt to buffer themselves from the consequences, and press for inclusive 
economic growth (see Clark 1991; Korten 1990). This input can divert civil conflict (see 
USAID 1991; Hirschmanl 1993, i) by specifically addressing "debilitating distortions" in 
economic and social structures (Adedeji 1994, 130; UNECA 1989). 

Nelson (1994b, 56) outlines the debate regarding economic contributions or detriments to 
democratic governance. Onl the one hand, economic reforms can establish the credibility of a 
new democratic government; and in the long run they can diffuse the control of economic 
resources and political power. On the other hand, the short-term consequences of economic 
reform can be painful, leading to instability for the new regime; and in the long run such 
reform can alienate the underclass and give undue representation to the elite beneficiaries of 
economic reform. 

Despite these opposing possibilities, economic reform and a strong economy provide the 
potential for many important contributions to democratic governance. First, a strong economy 
provides citizens with the requisite resources to attempt to influence the state and its policies 
(1-loin et al. 1994, 1; see also Weintraub 1991, 35). Typically these resources are most 
prominent arrong professional and urban income groups (Ibid., 11). When there is a critical 
mass of such resources, civil society is more likely to thrive through the sustenance of issue­
oriented and charitable organizations (Ibid. 15). 

Second, these resources are essential to support an independent media. The media is supported 
through advertisements which reflect the strength of the economy, which in turn determines 
citizens' ability to buy these newspapers (Johnson 1994, 24). The media must first exist, and 
then be affordable to the general citizenry. Only then, can citizens benefit from the 
information and commonalities fostered by the media (Ibid., 25). In turn, the media provides 
essential information flow which feeds not only the economy but civil society as well. In fact, 
Sullivan (1994) argues that once the market economy establishes the necessary free flow of 
economnically-related information, it is very difficult to control the flow of information in other 
arenas (150). 

Closely related to these specific benefits of economic growth is the development of a middle 
class. A middle class represents a critical mass of citizens able to take autonomous action 
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(Lewis 1992; Nyang'oro 1994; qtd. in Holm et al. 1994, 1). These citizens are able tocollectively respond to economic and political issues without resorting to civil conflict whichmight threaten the regime (Salamon 1994, 118; Linz 1990, 159). The importance of themiddle class is demonstrated in India where, with gains in efficiency and economic growth, thepro-democratic middle class came to support the Congress party and its reforms (Sullivan
1994, 153). 

The market economy also provides an important learning opportunity for citizens.Specifically, it is argued that the market encourages cooperative behavior; participants in themarket must learn to be responsive to the needs of consumers (Norton 1992, 60-1). Inaddition, the market creates common interests among diverse groups, encouraging tolerance 
(Ibid., 61). 

In more general terms, it isargued that economic development facilitates the consolidation ofdemocratic institutions (USAID 1994, 21). Conversely, slow and inequitable growth feedpolitical instability (Ibid., 29). Again, this supports the notion that together economic and
political reform lead to more sustainable comprehensive systems. This underlines the
perspective that political and economic reform can be mutually supportive (see Lipton 1991,26-7; Nelson 1994b, 61; Geddes 1994, 117-118). At a minimum, taken together the reformscreate adynamic process where each affects the other -- particularly their respective credibility
(see Nelson 1994a, 4). 

The Importance of Civil Society
This said, what is the role of and impact of this dynamic process on civil society? Accordingto Dahrendorf (1990), "If there is any project that links economic and political reform, it mustconcerl civil society" (qtd. in McHugh 1994; see also Hyden 1992, 24-25). '[le role of civilsociety in promoting democratic reform isapparent (and will be discussed in greater detailbelow); less obvious, is the role of civil society vis-,.-vis economic reform. 

Civil society can play an essential role in diverting or minimizing the devastating impacts ofthe instability which often follows economic reform. At the outset, civil society organizationscan be important vehicles for building constituencies for reform and promoting broad publicsupport (Hennin 1991). Indeed, some governments are recognizing the need for consultiveapproaches to reform, approaches which would see the input, for example, of trade unions intothe design and implementation of privatization (Nelson 1994a, 8). If instability does ensue,civil society organizations can play a crucial role in providing intermediate social services toease the pains of transition for those who suffer (see USAID 1994, 1). Civil societyorganizations can also address the social cleavages which further aggravate this instability andcan ultimately threaten the regime. In all, civil society isan important counterbalance to the 
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tension between politics and economics, particularly in the reform environment (see Wolfe 
1991; qtd. in Esquel 1993, 3)." 

Civil society is purported to be a key link to socio-econolic processes (see Esquel 1993, 7). 
It contributes to these processes in several ways. At the most general level, civil society
"provides new knowledge, freedom of choice, and the possibility of productivity in the 
economy" (Montville 1992, 8). More specifically, civil society organizations can promote 
income generation, employment, and production (Esquel 1993, i). Civil society also 
contributes essential information services to economic progress, including public statistics on 
output and impacts, and public debate and analyses through the media (see Lipton 1991, 29). 

Specific economically-oriented civil society organizations can also significantly contribute to 
democratic governance. For example, through unions, workers (citizens) learn how to operate 
democratically (see Pateman 1970; see also Haines, 1993, 5). Economic interests can also 
serve to unify opposing groups within civil society organizations (see Haines 1993, 5). 
Finally, business -.ssociations can be an important countervailing force to bureaucratic/miliary 
alliances (see for example, Hansen & Calavan 1994, 15). 

In short, the sequence and respective contributions of economic and political reforms will vary 
according to their contexts. The potential importance of civil society in linking these reform 
efforts and easing the transitions is universal. Civil society can lay the groundwork for 
reform, help to sustain it, and eventually become a beneficiary of and continuous contributor 
to the resulting economic and political systems. 

Civil Society and Political Development 

In addition to political reform per se, civil society can also be examined with respect to 
political development in a broader sense. Political development can be gauged through a 
number of criteria and frameworks. While models of political stages have been widely 
criticized for their implied or assumed linearity and inflexible categorizations, they remain the 
most commonly debated heuristic for understanding political development. Within the context 
of such models, civil society -- its role, strengths, and weaknesses -- can be examined at each 
identified stage. Additional approaches to understanding civil society vis-,.-vis political 
development include models of state-society relations, and tie degree of state penetration. 
Each of these approaches underlines the ultimate importance of civil society at tie local level. 

Political Staging Modjs 
Political staging models find theoretical roots in the works of Gramsci and -labermas. 
Gramsci (1971) outlined five stages of state-society relations, while -labermas (1987) 

T01lhis further supporls Cohen and Aralo's (1992) tripartite model ol'the economy, the state, and civil society. 
In fact, civil society can also be sCCn as a result of eflketive political and economic rlbrm. l-vidence suggests, as one 
would expect, that civil society is stronger in stronger cconomiics and more open political systems (see Bratton 1990, 
92). 
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identified four stages in the relationships between the "lifeworld" and the bourgeois state (qtd. 
in Cohen & ikrato 1992, 147, 442-3). More recent models focus specifically on the stages of 
democratic transition, typically referring to such stages as initiation, consolidation, and 
completion (Cohen & Arato 1992, 50), or more commonly, pre-transition, transition, and 
consolidation. Each of these three stages can also be subdivided, particularly the transition 
stage. For example, Hcaly and Robinson (1992, 15 1)distinguish three stages of 
democratization which can occur in the transition stage: political liberalization (guarantee of 
constitutional rights), political accountability (movement towards more inclusive politics), and 
democratization (the introduction of genuine political competition) (qtd. in Martin 1994, 8). It 
is this latter stage that is generally seen to constitute a completed transition. Each of these 
stages will be briefly discussed, followed by a more specific treatment of the role and staging 
of civil society. 

Pre-transilion 
In the pre-transition stage, there is on-going debate regarding the importance of specific pre­
conditions to democracy." Specifically, some argue that especially in poorer countries, the 
economic and institutional conditions for political change must first be nurtured (see l aggard 
1994, 1). The instability of pre-transition, or authoritarian regimes, does not necessarily 
signal a de jure propitious environment for democratization. Linz (1990) points out that 
authoritarian regimes are frequently deposed by new authoritarian or military regimes (144). 
In fact, scholars now consider the possibility that no universal preconditions for democracy 
exist, and that some of what were previously considered preconditions may actually be 
outcomes of democracy (Karl 1991; qtd. in Rauner 1993, 7). 

Rather than necessarily defining essential pre-conditions to successful transition, some scholars 
prefer outlining supportive conditions, focusing specifically on the role of civil society. For 
example, O'Donnell and Schmitter (1986) argue that where popular mobilizations have 
occurred in the past, and where some linking among "subterranean" organizations has 
occurred, a strong upsurge or a transition in response to regime instability is more likely to 
occur (55). Charlick (1994) notes that self-governance tendencies typically pre-date political 
liberalization (2); and, even more optimistic, Ostrom and Associates (1989) purport that small­
scale organization is likely to exist even under the most repressive regimes (qtd. in Silverman 
1993, 10). 

At this stage, Linz argues, a leaderless and disorganized civil society can be relegated to 
repression or may end in revolution (1990, 152). Implicit in such observations is that 
democratization requires a proactive yet organized civil society, else its demands will be 
repressed, ignored, and controlled, the perceived silence used to support the notion of "social 
peace" and "tacit consensus" for authoritarian policies (O'Donnell & Schmittcr 1986, 48). 

I1 T'his is particularly highlighted in lerms of the introduction of political and economic retorm as discussed 
above. 
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Transition 
Just as there is no universal definition of pre-transition, so too is the transition stage difficult to 
pinpoint. Here the debate encompasses questions such as what exactly constitutes a 
transition?, and to what is the state transitioning? 

The literature is consistent on at least one essential point: there are many forms of democracy. 
Perhaps the lowest common denominator is Dahl's (1971) notion of polyarchy. However, 
O'Donnell (1994) points out that many such "democracies" are not necessarily representative 
democracies; rather, he argues, they resemble what lie calls delegative democracies that, while 
enduring, are not necessarily consolidated (56). Implicit in such observations is the normative 
perspective that authoritarian states should be transitioning to some form of consolidated 
epresentative democracy. 

Hence, O'Donnell distinguishes two transitions: the first consists of the democratic election of 
a government; the second, is to an institutionalized, consolidated democratic regime (Ibid. 56). 
Whereas formerly the most important indication of a completed transition was considered an 
election (see West et al. 1994, 20), increasingly scholars are considering the acceptance of 
particular normative rules (see Charlick et al. 1994a, 8). In fact, West and Associates (1994) 
distinguish the opening to transition as being marked by some change of rules (19). 

It follows, then, that the transition stage consists of establishing the basic rules for a future 
democratic political process (Linz 1990, 150). The establishment of these rules and their 
eventual institutionalization will depend, to a large extent on civil society. First, civil society 
organizations may represent the most credible source of support for such rules (see 
Lemarchand 1992, 190-191). By exerting pressure for the establishment, enlorcement, and 
eventual institutionalization of such rules, civil society can, become the driving force for 
transition, at a min1imuL pushing it beyond where it might otherwise end (O'Donnell & 
Schmitter 1986, 56). 

In fact, Harbeson (1993) points out that weak civil societies are a manifestation of fragile 
democratic transitions -- a strong civil society is essential to diverting any potential reversals 
(3). However, as Rothchild (1994) rightly notes, it takes an enlightened self-interest on the 
part of such transitioning regimes to see this potential and proactively encourage independent 
association (2). 

Accordingly, West and Associations (1994) outline three significant development tasks during 
the transition stage: 1) tie development and acceptance of democratic rules; 2) the 
development oi a democratically operating civil society with the capacity to influence the 
determination and application of such rules; and 3) the development of institutions to 
continually link the tate and society (13). These tasks are not necessarily sequential. Civil 
society's precise role will depend on tei evolutionary stage of the transition. In early 
transition it will consist of testing the initial rules, such as the right to assemble and freedom of 
expression. At this stage, civil society itself may be nascent with limited self-consciousness 
and proaction. As the transition evolves, civil society is likely to become more developed and 
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structured -- not just within individual associations, but also as a whole, with increasing 
linkages among organizations. It is then that civil society is likely to have its greatest inpact 
on the consistent application and eventual institutionalization of these rules. 

Consolidation 
The initiation of consolidation, as referenced above, is commonly pcrceived to be the holding 
of free and fair elections. However, actual consolidation is a lengthy and less quantifiable 
process. The establishment of rules in the transition stage does not necessarily indicate the 
practice and acceptance of particular norms which tend to be introduced incrementally (see 
Sklar 1987). Linz (1990) holds that elections aic insufficient proof of consolidation and 
confirms that there is no scholarly consensus on how to define consolidation (158). 

The most common view of consolidation is the institutionalization of particular norms and 
rules of democratic behavior (see Charlick et al. 1994a, 7); that is, consolidation occurs when 
"acceptance of a given set of constitutional rules becomes increasingly widespread, valued, and 
routinized" (Haggard & Kaufman 1994, 6). But how does one measure such 
institutionalization'? Przeworski (1991) argues that the most important indication is that 
democracy becomes self-enforcing: all relevant political partis submit to the democratic 
institutions and comply with tie results of their interplay (26; qtd. in Rothchild 1994, 3). 
Indeed, H irschmann (1993) emphasizes the implemnentation and enforcement of the established 
democratic rules (53). 

Consolidation is mIucll more complicated than transition. In fact, many enduring democracies 
are arguably unconsolidated. Transitioned regimes face the challenges of conflicting demands 
which may threaten their own survival (see Reilly n.d., 25), the frequent enduring political 
autonomy of" the arned forces (see Linz 1990, 160), and the linking of political actors to civil 
society (see Charlick 1994, 2). 

While transitions can be initiated from a multitude of sources, including actors from within the 
regime itself, consolidation is not possible without a strong, proactive civil society. Civil 
society represents the potential for democratic institutionalization in even the most remote 
corners of society, and plays an essential role in both the demand- and the supply-side of 
democratic processes (see USAID 1994, 17). Its functions of social integration, the promotion 
and practice of democratic values, participation in governance, limiting the state's authority, 
and generating consent are essential to the institutionalization and sustainability of denocratic 
norms and behavior which constitute consolidation. 

Civil Society Staging 
Civil society plays an important role at each stage of political development. lowever, civil 
society itself must evolve to fulfill its roles at each stage. Accordingly, civil society has its 
own staging model with various indicators of evolution and influential variables. 

Weigle and Butterfield (1992, 1) outline the most explicit staging model for civil society. 
Their four stages consist of: 
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1. 	 Defensive, where private individual and indepeiident groups actively or 
passively defend their autonomy against tie party-state; 

2. 	 Emergent, in which independent social groups seek limited goals in a widened 
public sphere sainctioned by tei retorm ing party-state; 

3. 	 Mobil izational, in which independent groups underminfe the legitimacy of the 
party-state by offering alternative lorms of governance to a politicized society; 
and 

4. 	 Institutional, in which publicly supported leaders enact laws guaranteeing 
autonomy of social action, leading to a contractual relationship between state 
and society regulated eventually by free elections. 

The first three stages can be seen to occur primarily in the pre-transilion and transition stages 
of' political development; the institutional stage is likely to occur in the later stages of transition 
and consolidation. However, just as with the political staging model, this staging model is not 
necessarily lineac: the stages are reversible and can occur simultaneously depending on the 
specific sector or civil society organization. 

Cohen and Arato (1992) outline an evolutionary model of cycles for civil society. Civil 
society moves first fron being de-mobilized to becoming mobilized; and later from being 
mobilized to relatively demobilized again. During the later stages of political development, 
what they call political society (consisting, for example, of political parties and other actors 
vying for state power) will "take over" the initial efforts of civil society, rendering it relatively 
demobilized. This demobilization of civil society, they believe, signals first the stabilization 
of democracy and only the eventual possibility of a return to dictatorship (77). This is not to 
say that the importance of civil society is dIi min ished througl the stages of political 
development. Ilowever, it is likely that the precise role of civil society will clange through 
the political transition. 

In the early stages of political development, civil society is likely to work to instill democratic 
political culture rather than wait for its emergence (Ilarbeson 1993, 3). This implies Weigle 
and Butterfield's first three stages of civil society (evelopmlent. Througlout the development 
process, civil society is likely to cultivate a "broad-based societal understanding of, and 
eventually commitment to, the value of democracy as a superior political system" (I lirschmann 
1993, 23). Increasingly, as it develops, civil society will assume important negotiating ad 
bargaining processes, and eventually will become involved in support ing and prcmoting 
electoral processes (Cohen & Arato i 992, 5 1). it is following this stage tmat Cohen and Arato 
argue political society will take on a more visible role. -lowever, this model presumes a 
linearity to the development of civil society and the democratic transition. larbeson (1993) 
points out that in some cases democratic constitutions nay be established before civil society 
matures (3). Thus the sequencing and relative importance of civil society's roles may vary. 

The emphasis on civil society's contribution to political development assumes that civil society 
itself is evolving. In fact, as it develops civil society's boundary with the state is somewhat 
amorphous (Weigle & Butterfield 1992, 17-18), and its own experience with democratic 

CIVII. SOCIETY LITERATURE REVIEW 51 



--

governance and mobilized efforts may be limited. As it matures, civil society is likely tobecome more structured, with deep organizational roots which are difficult to suppress (Cohen& Arato 1992, 51). These roots are likely to entail linkage -- both horizontal and verticalwith other associations and political actors. Thus, as democratic values and processes areinstitutionalized in the consolidation stage of political development,
institutionalizcd, so too is civil societywith its own internal democratic governance procedures, increasinglyenhanced institutional capacity, and density, diversity, autonomy, and linkage within the sector 
as a whole. 

The precise evolution and relative strength of civil society will, of course, depend on itscontext. Weigle and Butterfield (1992)lhol that the character of civil society is uniclue toeach country and will depend, to a large extent, on the historical preccdent, political culture,particular forms of nationalism, and the social context. of institutional development (2). Othermoderating variables include the type of political system which precedes transition (see West etal. 1994, 18), and the pre-existence of independent social structures (Cohen & Arato 1992,50). Specifically helpful to tie successful evolution of civil society arc existing independentvalues and social processes, and what Weigle and Blutterfield call "political opportunitystructures" (1992, 18, 19). These opportunity structures are crucial in the movement to theinstitutional stage of civil society development and entail state sanctioned opportunities to
publicly voice demands. 

Shite-SocictyRelationsp. Typ
Civil society's strength and role can 
be more specifically examined with respect to the precisenature of' its relationship with the state. This examination is facilitated by a typology ofgovernment-NGO relationships, summarized in Figure 1below. 12potential relationship types, 
The model identifies eightindicates which types are associated with acceptance or resistanceon the part of the state to institutional pluralism, reveals a continuum of relative power, andnotes the interactive style, whether it is formal or informal. 

RCSIlld l I t jlilrlionalt'jiiralism Acceptance ol lnstitutional l'uralism 

ZRcf r i Ri airy Conm'ptiitit onC lr FT1third C operat nCo np ef nlari l Cn tlaora liolM,,(I <( 
l oI,, 


Assymetrical 

Po w e r R .cla ns hip Sy e e t ricaltio 
o crn( (} \ nl "nl A v mllP o wevr Rc la tio nsh ip 

IPigure 1. Typology of Government-NGO Relationships 

tHi tillowing typology niodel and associatcd discussion is bascd on Coston 1994, 1995. 
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The asymmetrical power continuum reflects the fact that government dominates the NGO 
sector much more than the reverse (Gronbjerg 1987, 78). Demonstrating this, the resistance 
or acceptance of institutional pluralism is reflected in government policy vis-A-vis NGOs: it is 
typically unfavorable where governments resist institutional pluralism, and neutral or 
supportive where it is accepted. It is this distinction which is most relevant to our discussion: 
whether the state resists or accepts the inst itut ional pluralism endemic in transition and 
consolidation. 

For the nost part, the line of demarcation between resistance and acceptance of institutional 
pluralism implies some forward movement along the continuum of tile political development 
staging model. In some cases, this may mean a country is at the beginning of transition; as the 
democratic regime is consolidated, the relationship will have greater potential to move along 
the relationship continuum towards cooperation (informal information sharing with possible 
coordination of effort), complementarity (reliance on respective comparative advantages, NGO 
autonomy, and a legitimate and recognized role of government), and collaboration (Formalized 
joint action). However, relationship types arc not standardized across states and their 
respective societies -- they may vary among particular sectors, NGOs, and government 
representatives. 

Under repression and rivalry, the distinction between the sectors is clear and NGOs attempt to 
operate regardless of government policy, sometines attaining the status of popular movements 
(see D' Palma 1991). With rivalry and competition, civil society begins to "compete" with the 
state for legitimacy and the right to organize and take action. Once the state has accepted the 
institutional pluralism of a de facto civil society a new range of relationships becomes possible. 
These arc most common (as above) in the post-transition and consolidation stages. At this 
point, the state may move beyond recognition of civil society organizations and begin to illicit 
their support, and/or rely on and contract for their resources and services. It is here that the 
autonomy, and potentially the legitimacy, of civil society organizations may be compromised. 

This infers that civil society, as Cohen and Arato (1992, 77) demonstrate, is not necessarily 
,ut 'mtically safeguarded after transition and during consolidation. The securing of freedom to 
associat -, legal recognition, and even institutionalization of civil society is insufficient to 
guar' :Itee civil society's on-going important role in the political process as a watchdog and 
participant in the governance process. In fiact, as the mobilization of political society can lead 
to the demobilization of civil society during the latter stages of transition and the democratic 
consolidation process, civil society can become refocused and compromised by the state in new 
yet powerfully subtle ways. As the state-society relationship moves along the contiluum 
towards a symmetrical power relationship, collaboration between government and civil society 
organizations holds much promise, as collaboration entails mutual recognition of' 
organizational integrity and autonomy and interrelationship by choice and mutual advantage. 
However, due to the inherent political, and hence power, advantage of government, examples 
of true collaboration are extremely rare. 
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The acceptance of institutional pluralism works both ways. By definition, under 
complementarity and collaboration NGOs maintain a significant degree of autonomy from the 
state and a legitimate role of government is recognized. Hence, for these relationships to be 
possible, a legitimate transition must have occurred and civil society organizations must not 
continue competing with or attempting to de-legitimate the state. Charlick (1994) underlines 
the importance of linkage mechanisms between the state and society to avoid the tendency of 
civil society organizations, particularly in Africa, to destabilize the state (3). This is a serious 
challenge in contexts where civil society's only experience in dealing with the state is 
opposition and repression as on the left end 01' the continuum (see Esquel 1993, 8; see also 
Fisher 1993, 3-4; Reilly 1993, 9). Yet increasingly, both the state and civil society 
organizations arc finding mutual advantages in cooperating and collaborating.13 

State Peiietration 
Of course, the potential for these more positive, mutually beneficial relationships will depend 
not only on the strength and independence of civil society, but also on the legitimacy and 
power of the state. Barkan and Ottaway (1994) confirm that the prospects for accommodation 
between the state and civil society are greatest where the state has the capacity to respond to 
the demands emanating from society (3). The most comprehensive treatment of state strength, 
particularly in developing countries, is Migdal's (1988) analysis of state penetration in the face 
of strong societies (see also Bratton 1991). 

Migdal analyzes authority structures and determines that in many developing countries, the 
primary source of authority is not the state, but that in fact, authority is fragmented -­
particularly among what lie calls local strongmcn Isicl with state institutions playing minor 
roles if any. He thus illustrates a picture of disjointed societies comparable to a series of 
fiefdoms where the state's unifying role is limited. 

This is not to imply that tie state has no presence in decentralized society. In fact, the 
regional and local state bureaucracies continue to play an important role in the allocation of 
resources. However, these representative become subjects to tie powerplays of the local 
societies in which they reside. In fact, they may actually be in service to the local strongmen, 
being linked through kinship, class, or mere self-interest. The question, then arises: where is 
the presence of the central state, and do its edicts hold any power or even influence? In such 
cases the "penetration" of the state into society is said to be quite limited. 

One crucial factor in the state's failure at the local level is its inability to respond to the 
"survival strategies" of the local constituents. Typically the state competes with traditional 
leaders or strongmen who are more familiar with, and hence able to be more responsive to the 

131:vidence that governments and NGOs can efletively cooperate and work togcthcr is documented in Atlica 
(Adam & Brown 1987, 252; OliCD 1988, 109); Asia (lowden 1990, 148; Fcrnandcz 1987, 45; loyer 1990, 37; 
Kamaluddin 1989, 122); Latin Americo' (Boyer 1990, 37; Carroll 1992, 11H; Frantz 1987, 126; 13cbhington 1991, 26); 
Western Europe (Ilodgkinson & McCarthy 1992, 9; Van der Plocg 1992, 192); Australia (I lodgkinson & McCarthy 
1992, 9); the United States (Kramer 1981, 1,14-5; Salamon 1987, 116); and Israel (Kramcr 1981, 1,11-5). 
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needs of local citizens. This situation is further complicated by the ethnic and linguistic 
fractionalization so typical of developing countries. 

Civil Society at the Local Level 
This underlines the importance of civil society at the local level. In fact, Migdal marks as a 
grave mistake the tendency to "dismiss with a wave of the hand the importance of the local 
small organizations with rules different from those of the state" (36). These organizations 
represent both the strongmen and local efforts to resist this elite control. They are another 
important player vying for social power and legitimacy which, together with the local elites 
and the state, can provide some semblance of balance in the plurality of demands. 

It is important to note that local civil society organizations do not necessarily significantly 
enhance the influence of their members/clients on the state and local elites. -lowever, they 
can equip them with the voice and capacity they need to make their demands known (Esman & 
Uphoff 1984, 27). This is particularly true when one takes into account the subtle 
empowerment which these organizations nurture, "where the self-image of the poor and 
marginalized people changes in ways which enhance their sense of self-worth and trust inltheir 
own ability to address imposed constraints that maintain the status (1110" (Fowler 1993, 8). 
Such attitudinal changes and empowerment can lead to demands for institutional reforms for 
good governance (Ibid. 11), especially at the local level where they are most heard. 

The local level also offers citizens the opportunity to make demands in areas which most affect 
them. That is, democratic governance has the greatest potential to be relevant to citizens needs 
at the local level. Golub (1993) even points out that the political, economic, and legal 
concerns of the local level are a much higher priority to many local citizens than who is 
elected to parliament or how parliament functions (64). USAID itself has recognized that 
without this relevance at the local level, at least in Africa, many citizens would not be 
interested in investing in the formation of higher level democratic norms (USAID/BA 1994, 
4). It is also here that local organizations have the opportunity for the greatest impact, 
winning tangible improvements in people's lives even if their reach doesn't extend beyond 
their particular communities (Fisher & Kling 1993, 323; see also Sanyal 1991; qtd. in Carroll 
1992, 129; Reilly n.d., 16). This impact can then form the experiential basis for moving 
beyond the local level to influence regional and central government (Rcilly n.d. 16). 

Because the local level is better equipped to address the specialized interests of particular 
communities and constituents, that is to be responsive, it is also here that women's and other 
minorities' needs are likely to be addressed (see Akatsa-BLukachi 1994, 1). Luche (1994) 
found that civil society organizations at the local level in Nepal, Bangladesh, and Thailand 
were "more socially progressive and issues-activated than the national governments" (12). 
Furthermore, particularly for women, it is t;asier for them to participate in local politics 
because of time, travel, and home-duty constraints (-irschmann 1993, 25). 

The results of the interaction between local civil society organizations and local government 
are also quite significant. First, local CSOs have important experience in local issues from 
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which local governments can benefit in making their policies more relevant and responsive (see 
ARD 1992 17). Fisher (1992) also points out that such interaction allows local governmcnts to 
assume new roles not specifically performed or suggested by national authorities. Thcse roles 
and the benefits of interaction with civil society are particularly important to local governments 
in an environment of resource constraints and the addition of new responsibilities from 
strapped central governments (see Rcilly 1993, 10). 

In its specific contribution to democratic governance, local civil society can counteract 
intensive state penetration, ensuring that political power does not become concentrated or limit 
the opportunities for self-governance (Charlick et al. 1994a, 5). And local government is 
more permeable and vulnerable to the lobbying efforts of these organizations (Alvarez 1993, 
213). Finally, civil society organizations can assist local govcrnmcnts -- through their mere 
presence -- by counterbalancing any efforts on the part of national authorities to centralize and 
consolidate their power (Kante et al. 1994, 3). 

The local level is the most immediate interface between the state and society (Swilling 1992; 
Reilly 1993). Ilere, civil society can have an impact which is relevant and tangible, gaining 
the capacity in the process to move to higher levels of intluccc on government. On the other 
hand, local government can also benefit from the efforts, experience, and assistance of local 
civil society, as further suggested by the typology of govcrnment-NGO relationships above. 

The Evolution of Civil Society and the State 
Regardless of the stage of political development or the nmaturity of civil society, civil society 
consistently maintains the potential for significant impact on the process of democratization 
and its consolidation, particularly at the local level. State-society responsiveness is a function 
of the state's own capacity, including its penetration, and its acceptance of institutional 
pluralism. On its part, at acertain point in the democratization process civil society must 
recognize the legii;. ie transition and begin to work for the consolidation of a democratic state 
which issustailnab!, not contribute to its instability. As with the more advanced relationship 
types on the model .,continuum, this implies a "bargain" between state and society (see 
Rothchild 1994, 3) to recognize each other as iegitimate actors, and significant contributors to 
governance. A final caveat is necessary: state-society relations will vary not only according to 
the stage of political development, the maturity of civil society, and the definitional type of 
relatiorship, but also according to the particular context in which the state and society are 
interacting -- whether as entire institutions or individual organizational representatives. 

CONCLUSION 

Civil society's current resurgence in popularity is grounded in both its theoretical roots and its 
recent historical importance. Especially given the latter, civil society has become key to any 
discussion of democratic governance and the promotion thereof. Furthermore, even in 
relatively democratic regimes, civil society has become a popular topic -- especially in 
reference to NGOs -- in an almost universal environment of government downsizing and 
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shrinking public resources. Civil society, then, is seen as central to both practical efforts to 
promote economic development, and political efforts to promote democracy. 

On the practical side, civil society functions to neet tile needs of its own constituents either 
through individual associations or demands on tile state. In the first case, civil society's efforts 
supplement the resources and activities ot governmcnt service provision, relieving some of this 
burden on the state; or, in some instances, civil society fills gaps in inefficient, ineffective, or 
specialized areas of public service. ln its demands on tile state, civil society can contribute to 
state-provided public services and processes through information provision and tactical 
support, making services and policies more relevant, responsive, and hence effective. [inally, 
through its funct ions of social integrat ion, the promotion and practice of democratic values, 
governance participation, and generating consent, civil society can potentially provide an 
environment conducive and proactively supportive of economic growth. These functions are 
key to stability in times of economic as well as political transition. 

On the political side, working through civil societ , is the least disruptive method ofpromoting 
democracy or structural reforn without resulting in social revolution. Compared to its 
alternatives, it is less obtrusive and thus less likely to be perceived impingement stateas an on 
sovereignty. Democratization is a long term endeavor which demands extensive social roots. 
Civil society provides those roots as well as a sustained indigenous effort to promote greater 
accountability, transparency, and responsiveness in governance structures. Furthermore, civil 
society is a central element of a more comprehensive approach comprised of four mutually 
supportive target areas. That is, civil society promotes democratic governance directly, and 
through the intermediaries of rile of"law and electoral processes. Civil society also functions 
to enable the implementation and follow-through of reforms for good governance. On their 
part, the rule of law, electoral processes, and good governance safeguard the role and activities 
of civil society. 

Viewing civil society as a process of comlmunicative interaction, enables promoters of 
democratic governance to avoid tile controversial implications of promoting I particular form 
of state governance or democracy. The emphasis, then, is on how civil society can promote 
the potential for democratization and stabilization not of a particular form, but rather in 
accordance with the context of indigenous efforts and goals. Thus as a process, civil society's 
outcomes theoretically represent the dialectically determined objectives of competing 
associations within civil society and their interaction with the state and the economy. 

This perspective is supported by the theoretical roots and historical experience of civil society 
reviewed above, and manifested in the contemporary conceptualization of civil society. This 
contemporary view holds that civil society is comprised of associations conforming to 
particular structural and functional criteria, occupying the realm between the household and the 
state. That is, civil society includes associations which are both forinal (legally recognized 
NGOs) and informal (community and neighborhood groups, and social movements), promote 
economic (trade and labor unions, chambers of commerce, and professional associations) as 
well as political and development interests, perform both multipurpose functions 
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(development NGOs) and civic ones (specialized civic organizations), do not seek to control 
the state (as in the case of political parties), and per'orn linkage functions regardless of 
their strtuctuiral characteristics (the mledia, selective educational institutions and cultural 
organizations, and some churches). Civil society is operationalized through the 
consideration of various structural (private, autonomous, voluntary, self-organizing, non­
coercive, non-profit, legally recognized) and qualitative criteria (value orientation, internal 
organization, representativeness as opposed to contractor NGOs, and degree of partisan 
political engagement), with an emphasis on the functions or roles played by particular 
associations within civil society. 

These functions include social integration, the promotion and practice of democratic values, 
self-governance, societal participation in state governance (througl representation and 
information dissemination), limiting the state's authority, and generating consent. ''lley 
specifically support democracy by embodying pluralism and hence the distribution of power, 
aggregating and conveying diversified interests, and providing the prerequisites (information, 
confidence, civic values, learning, and experience) to social participation in the state -- and 
democratic -- governance. Finally, these functions contribute directly to the accountability of 
the state and the ensurance of the sustainability of democratic governance. 

The effectiveness of civil society in performing these functions will depend on the institutional 
strengtl of individual civil society organizations, and of tie sector as a wlhole. At the 
organizational level, this will depend on the internal workings of particular organizations, 
specifically wlhether these are democratic in orientation, and on institutional capacity. At the 
sectoral level, indicators of institutional strength include the density, diversity, and autonomy 
of the sector as a whole; the degree of linkage among organizations; and its enabling 
environment. An additional potential indicator is the incidence of specialized civil society 
organizations. All of these factors, then, become targets for support in a civil society 
promotion strategy. 

The enabling environment will also determine and be determined by the political and economic 
climate of a particular country -- specifically, wlhether the country is pursuing political and/or 
economic reform and its degree of success in this endeavor, and the level of political 
development. This latter point entails the particular stage of a political regime in the 
democratic transition process, the relationship of tie state to non-state actors, and the degree of 
state penetration. These factors, in turn, will impact the development stage and functional 
proficiency of civil society, and determine its degree of strength and importance at the local 
and national levels. 

What is the role of civil society under these various circumstances? Civil society can play an 
essential role in diverting or minimizing the devastating impacts of the instability wliich often 
follows economic reform, and can be an important vehicle for building constituencics for both 
political and economic reform. Civil society can lay the groundwork for reform, help to 
sustain it, and eventually become a beneficiary of and continuous contributor to the resulting 
economic and political systems. 
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It is crucial to note that both the state and society are cssential to democratic governance. Both 
play key roles, and their respective democratization can be mutually reinforcing. With respect 
and recognition of their respective legitimacy, the state and society can engage in mutually 
beneficial relationships. Such relationships depend ol the strength and independence of civil 
society, as well as the power of' the state. In the long run, in well developed democracies, 
these factors can become targets of broader strategies to improve the effectiveness of the 
governance process. 

Any strategy which aims to promote democratic governance via civil society must start with a 
clear understanding of what exactly is being targeted: what is meant by tile use of the term 
civil society, and what the specific delineation of elements and functions will entail. Only then 
can one begin to operalionalizethe concept in terms of tile specific targets for support. Such a 
process often will include the application of particular structural, functional, and qualitative 
criteria, depending on the particular objectives of the strategy and the context of its 
application. An examination of the cconomic and political context for such strategies can 
identify additional support targets, including indicators of organizational and sectoral strength, 
and particular civil society functions, linkage mechanisms, and governance levels (local or 
national). An understanding of civil society's theoretical roots including its normative 
implications, historical experience, contemporary conceptualization, and institutional 
implications is essential to this process. 
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