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CIVIL SOCIETY AND DEMOCRATIC DEVELOPMENT 
A CDIE Evaluation Design Papef 

Purpose and scove of the studv: an ovw& 

Among programmatic iniriarives in rccent years, democracy represents a f u n h c n d y  new 
direction in which USAlD seeks ro move. For the Clinton AdmhisrrrSion, it has k m  
declared as one of &e four core areas - dong with economic grab, e ~ v i r o m t ,  and 
popularion and health - that will be accurdd top prioritp in rht Agency's o v d  of 
promokg sustainable drrdopw3t (see USAD 1994). 

Although since tfie 1960s USAD has had fi& background in promoting dmxKncy as such, 
it has smlmrrlared consideraHe quiEncc a suppniq various component pvts of demoera- 
cy as upeus of activities b other sectors, and it &aaws the Agency to c d m t e  tbis 
experience as it cham its murse in promowo d e m ~ ~ ~ t i c  dcveIopment in the 1990s. 

One of those component parts is *civil society" - &e wide range of voluntary ~ 0 1 1 s  

that occupy the broad terrain h c e n  the kdividuil and the staq and which arc the primuy 
means by which citizens can ;utic&tc their interests to both tht state and to the society at 
large (the concepf is deqhmed in more detail Mow). In some ways, tbt importance of civil. 
society has been r e c o g i d  For d c c ,  in iu 1991 Dem- and Governance poky 
paper, the Agency points to c i d  society (dong oPith elections, r e p ~ t a t i v e  poZitid &tu- 
Gens a d  frec izlformmiorzd flows) as a key mans for s t r ~ ~ g  dcmockc rcpfcsmmtioa. 
And iu Democracy Strategy paper, smngchmhg ad mcty finds prominence as n key 
component of USAID'S approach to h e  h o m a c y  area (Ma. 1991: 8; USAID 1994: 21 
&ff -1. 

USAD has had considerable iav01vunc11t with civil society development &arts, though ody 
rarely have projecrs been framed to deal exdusive1y with evil society. More often civil society 
has oeen one among s c y d  foci indudtd in a pmjta, or has b an area not orighdy 
p h e d  but taka. up oxdy during project ;Eng1ement;aiun, and even thm s o m ~  more by 
implication than by coascious decision. A recent -im?.tc, made using the CDIE/DI bubszK 
of ~sATD documents for projects active d u k g  and after N 1985, i n & d  that the Agency 
has included what appear to be at least some civil society components in projtas with a total 
LOP funding of more dun5700 d o n  (see Appendix A). Moreover, there is good reason 
to believe that this initial key-word-bd sweh ody scratches the surface.' Many of these 

I 

In the Dominican Rtpublic, for insunce, which will likely be one sf aar field studies, a more intaw surch 
of rhe DI database rwded *I, whereas in tkc fim rrur (cf. App#ldix A) only taro projce;rs emerged as hzving 

sociczy conponenfs, in fact there have bcen over such projects over r somewhiz lr)ngerertimbe 
(cf- B e r t h  er al. 1993: Table I). And if one were to stretch tbe coverage back over the &CC for Progress 



projects have been evaluated from various standpoinu, but thus far they have not been assessed 
individualIy or collectively as efforts to b d d  civil society. 

Another approximation (see Appendix B) comes from a survey made by USAID for'the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office, which endeavored to pinpoint the assistance provided to cid society 
activities in the last several years, arriving ax an estimate of S 156 &on during the fiKa YWS 

1991-1993, or about 22 percent of USAD spending on democracy during tbis period2 

This evaluation. This wig be the second evaluation to be undertaken by the Cenrer for 
Development Information and Evaluation (CDIE) in the gene& area of USAID'S democracy 
initiative, following the Rule of Law assessment that began in FY 1992 uld is now esse~fay 
complete (cf. Blair and Xmen 1994). 

As nith CDIE evduations the dvil society wcssment has both re~o&e and 
prospective goals. h will review the experience of USAID and other donors in supporting 
civil society to assess bow such support has contributed tc dcmacntic development and how 
it might do so in the future. Given &at the Agency does possess some sigdiant expentnce 
at supportkg civil societj., the nudy will bave a retrospective aspea, hsvyestiq and c h d h g  
the U S D  experience. At the same time, assmhg that supporting &mumicy 'd be a 
major   en& initiative for some t h e  to come, fbis study will draw ow mvl-mt impga- 
tions relevam to prospective TJSAlD support for civil society in the fumre? The purposes 
of this evaluation, then, are to: 

ul of the early 1960s, the Ti& IX PutiJ#rion -egis of rhc h e  1940~ and the & ~'iecdons h & t c  of 
the early 19705, the list wodd hurdy grvw a great dtll h e r C f  This d ~ & o n ,  however, is designed to focus 
on USAID and other donor experience in the more current period of demomatizatian, whit Samuel Hmtingon 
(1991-92) has d e d  tbe 'third wave.'' 

See SAO (1994: 12-13). If the GADS 'ad s & q m  is interpreted more g~erously ro incorporate the civic 
educarSoa (551 d o n )  and human rights (548 million) categories (both of which are in large part - though not 
completely - included in this CDIE evaluation), the t o d  comes to some S255 &ion ova these rhrce fiscal 
years, or abut 36 percent of rod USAD spending (nb3 maion) on die promotion of civil socicry-related 
cffons in support of democracy- 

' Sc~eral othcr'scaonl cvalxations in the g e n d  arcit of NGOs and/or civiI society zre also under way or 
contemplared within the i n r ~ n a t i o d  donor corn* 

CDIE has launched a sectonl evaluation of 'Drvelopmcn~ through PVOs and N a g  thit d 
d y z c  rhe role of ru& o d r i o n s  in promoting developmat g a d y  @r&y et d. 1993). 

The World Bank has proposed a series of srudits of NGOr that f-es inter dirr on heir rela~irioaship 
wjth the state (World Bank memo 1992; see tlso World Batik 1992). 

The Expen E d x d o n  Group of the Devdoprnen~ Anirrwe Committee (a uDit of rht o & i ~ ~ ~ i o n  
for Economic Coopt ion  a d  Dedopment) been exploring p h i  for a number of 
evaluations under the rubric of "P;rrtiupatoryDcvelopment a d  Goad G o v m c e "  (e.g., DAC 
1993). 

The present CDIE evaluation will be coordirured wirh rhtse other &om ro the extent possible (e-g., choice of 
comrries for case studies, e x h g e  of preliminary &dings). 



* assess recent q e i e x e  of USAID and orher donors with dfom to promote 
democracy by suppurring uvil society; and 

* deri.cd implications for f~turepsugrarnrnin~ in the civil society seaor that wodd be 
useful to USAID. 

In the civil society assessment thvs far a theoreti4 backgromd essay and a concept paper have 
been prepared @lair 1392; Blair 1993; CDIE 1992), laying out the general ideas to be pursued 
in the mdy. The present paper builds on that concept paper as well as a subsequent draft 
design propod mansen 19931, drawkg out and rnadifying the idas expressed in these two 
pieces while endeavoring to "opefiltionafize" those ideas so as to enable tki d assessment 
to get under way. l[n the process of writing the draft design proposal, an initial literature 
search was launched, and a working bibliography has been p-ared (McHugh 1993). 

In this paper we will lay out a schema or model of how w e  b&eve civil sociery works to 
foster democratic &velopmenr, how USAfD has tried to support that dynamic and how rht 
outcome of such supportive efforts can best be m d  Two annexes to the paper offer an 
illustration of bow the design czn be applied to assess the role of civil society in supportkg 
democratic development in the Dominican Republic and Bangladesh as asc studies, setting out 
first what can be learned from desk study work in Washington md then what might be 
assessed from a field visit to each country & d i n  -a!.. 1993 b 1994). 

But this is only the begking of our dforc ro understand how USAID as the US. 
Gove,~nme;lt*s principal agency promoting Third World developmmt can best contribute to 
sustainable democratic develo~ment by supposring civil society. Just as drm- in the hate 
1980s and early 1990s represents a seaoral a m  d relatively new to USAD pq-tg, 
so too it is also new as an area for program evrluiuioa The pmtnt sscssmmt, then, is 
moving in largely ~~ waters. Accordindy, w e  have tried to draw up an cduation 
design that is sufficiently concrete and spadfic to get stvted on the task a hznd, but is at rhe 
same time flexible cnc+ to actammodaze the know1edge we anticipate building up as the 
assessment proceeds- 

A qualification to the evaluation. As mentioned earlier; only rarely has USAID bdt a 
project around dd society as its eentrd aaivity, More ofien, civil society has bem ody one 
of several project ampontau or abseat from a project design ihogether (cf. Tables 1 and 2), 
even though the project itself may have turned out to give substantid support to civil society 
by assisting NGOs to take up efforts h t  had (or led to) civil society cnztsequcncts.' Thts in 
a very real sense, this CDIE evaluation will asses USAID'S experienac dong &&om and 
in sectors of activity that the Agency was rior m&ous1y pmxing- 

Is such an indirect approach leg iht t?  Two points arc in order here. First, supporting 
democratic development will be 2 major thrust of USAID strategy in h e  1990s, and civil 
society will necessarily be a central component of that thrust. Accordingly, it is essential that 
relevant experience in this new ares be harvested and chdlcd: so as to inform and guide 
Agency strategy. Secoad, CDE assessments are emphatically neither designed nor intended 
to be evaluations of @ic Agency projects. They are not substitutes for m i d m  or &d 
project reviews. Instead they are intended to malyze USA%D experience in a puridar sector 
of acxivity over several cowries and regions. In other words, this evaluation will not be 



"grading" specific &~ion pr :eas or stfat+es. Iu intended canvas for d y s i s  is the 
Agency's experience as a whole. 

Audience and use of findinns 

This evaluation is intended for two principal audiences: 

Senior USAID manaFers. For the Agency's senior magen and policy rmkrs, she study 
will address the central question of whether (and if so ia what ways) USAID'S dvil 
society aaivities are effective in promoting democracy. Are they a good iavestm~t 
in democracy? Are there s.rategic po l iq  or y ~ ~ ~ g  changes thac might enhance 
civil society's contribution rs democratic development? 

U5-4TD Droeram mananers. Program and project designers at field mission and regional 
bureau level will be able to use this assessment to plan better future pro* (or m o w  
present ones) that include civil society components, as well as in projea evaluation- 

Def: ine dmocracv and "civil socictvn 

Democracy. Over the d c n n i a  since Pko's A t h a  in the f o d  century B.C& d a n w  
has been defrned in countless ways, but for the purposts of this dtration, we shd  spacify 
it as having the followkg characteristics:* 

Pouular sovereientp - gounmcnt is ucmmdk to its ddzmry md it is ranrrsibfe 
to them on a regular basis &e., through dobions) as well as on a condnwus 
basis (through the rights of +on and advo~cy); 

political-dallddzcnsjopthcfnllrrngeofibvmrmri~Pndthtyu.: 
&owed and encouraged to participatcl in rmlring public poliq decSons; ?ad 

Political libem - W r n  of @ ctnd uwmblj guaranteed, tsptcidy for 
minon5es. 

Civil soci* inhabits the area b e e n  individuals (or fadies) and the s. -qd is made 

The following h i n g  is adapted (+th m e  &tiom) h r n  Grrc3bug and Page (1993: &@, d is 
typical of conttmporvy formulations. 

The term 'civil sociaya itrtlf has come inzo the politid science litcnnrre only quirt nxencl~ arlicrtcrms 
with a similar m&g were 'i LICT~R. groups" or "ptessurr groups,' but these were applied lirgdyto rhe polidczl 
systems of the advanced industfial countries. Today 'civil society* Is che rerm most widely used to dscribc &is 
sector in the development Geld The concept ioclf of 4 t i o r d  life as +a d p u r  of h o e r a c y  has a 
long hiory, of course, as the frequent referenas co Tocquoillt (1835) in tk poIirical &ace liruhat aten. 

There is considonisle debare cm jasc arhn should be included under tk rubric of kid saday,' ;rtd a CO~SUSS 

understanding on this issue L yet to emerge. For instance, some (c-g., Diamond 1992a) wodd indudc the me& 
as a part of c i d  society (as we do), w u e  odim (t.g., Bmxon 1986) wodd d u &  k, -tidy rcsmicthg the 
defmition co vcIunruy o+rions. For an discusion of these matters, see Dkmond (1992b)- For 
a more philosophical approach to d&ng dviI sodmy, sn hey and Pasha (1993). 



up of associational groupings of aU sorts. In its widest sense, d society would nnge from 
political parries an the more public side of this tenr ia  over to business wrpontions on the 
more private side, and it would include groups aiming to iduencc the formation and 
implementation of policy as well as groups that had no ooncern for the public domain 
at dl. 

From the CDE evaluation standpoint, however, it d e s  sense to a m w  :he definition of 
civil society so rhar i~ ernbrat-s primarily non-govcmmcnd organiz;ztions c r n p h e g  public 
rather than private goaIs, i.e., voluntary groups concuned inter aIia with jnfluencin~ state 
policy. At the same time, they are essentially autonomous from the srae, i-e, rhey sire not 
a part of the scare or creatures of it. A concentration on influc~lcing the scPe need not be art 
NGO's principal concern for it to bc of herest here, but such a focus must be ;lt least 
potentially a significant part of the group's &vitis. For the most put we would exdude 
such essentially skgle-purpose o ~ o n s  as an irr&vidu;ll business err-r~3ri5e, a single l&r 
union or a political party; tht W s  main goal is to make a profit, whilt the union's is to 
further the interests of its membus +is those of the firms where they work, and tbt 
party's is to t&c over state power (as opposed to influencing it, as with the institutions of d d  
~ociery).~ 

-- 

' The "state' as u d  in this paper bas been in widcsprud usage n. last since the mid-3980s - longer than 
'civil s o d a y  ' but still &tivy w in its meaning here zs the whole set o fpvammd 0-, rangiq 
from local to nariod, &at d e  and ~ O I C C  rule for rbe s&ey. The sate is thm not only tht p&cd leader- 
ship or h e  bu~uucracy, and it dues not arirr only at & national or (as in the Uaited St~er) intamccEiPt Id, 
but n&er it is tbc collectivity of office-bo1ding pofiticd lades and h u e r a c y  at dl levels. For an overview 
of r-1 d y s s  of the concept of ' h e  q' see SkaepoI (1985) and R d a n q m  and E- (I** for a 
cririque, see Ahond (1988)- 

' s D ~ e p o l i r i c r l ~ e r m i g h t ~ i n d o d e d i n c i v i l r o d a y b y t h L ~ o n , i f ~ ~ ~ i f t o i c t  
as a p r m  group rather thzn tzkc power; the Green Bvty Sa Germany would bc an -e here The 
number of such pvrits in tbe Tiiird World is probably small, 5owcva, cspedly in & h c c  of the 
proporGod representation dmod systems &at tend to atcouqe thdr eonrinunce in tbe West& Eumpm 
political scene. 

Another reason KO adude policicd parties as d from the dcfiaitoa of civil soc iq  is that h e  corpus of 
rescad sad litcrztlvc in political science on is SO Cgc that to include than in any credible way w d d  
mean having to devote a great d d  of effort to h, which d d  d y  come rt the expense of a d p i n g  
otbu dements of civil society Assmiag the donor a p i e a c c  hur w d d  llso add t w dimension to the 
evaluation, given the Iuge role &ax the National Endowment for D e m ~ ,  tbe Natiod Democratic Insitme 
and the Nztiod Rtpubli~ M m t e  have all played in this field To assess their actkitiles would iq cssen# be 
a separate dlritional a&, far outside the xopc of the airrent one. At some hare p o h  a CDIE 
evaluation of donor support for politid pvtics may be ~ ~ ~ S C I L  

In irs Demorracy and Govmrona plicy paper, USAID tu one p o k  includes under civil society 'profmod 
assoriations, civic groaps, labor o r p b t h -  goups +nd other ~ o p g o v m e n d  &oaq  pups' 
(?991: 8). In the u m e  document at mother place, the &tion is considvaby h d c r :  'a wide variety of 
organizations, from political +cs through national pmfessiod &dons (4 as hod, mtdid and b&nas 
societies or societies of h e r e d  accountants), t~ rtsarrh MMCI (universities, academies or private think 
tanks) and associations of citiztas (ndghborhood c o r n m e  o@tion~, Mornnions, w o d s  orpnizations 
or parent-teacher associations)" &id: 6). For the present CDIE drntioxi, che sh~rter  &idon t closer to che 
mark- 



Needless to say, our deiinition will have to be flexible ulough to enwmpass the various 
smings in which USAID operates. In countries where hdividd business Grms or Iabor 
unions have great iduence an state policy but ue not a d y  part of the state, they wodd 
inch ?ed as part of civil society, And in all cases, w e  wsdd seek to include associations of 
firms (e-g., chambers of commerce, trade associations) and tiaions (eag., trade union congresses), 
which generally have as one of their central purposes ta inaueno~ the st& 

The charaaeristic institution of civil society is what we may c;rll a "civil societv organizationw 
(CSO), which can be defined as a non-governmental organization (NGO)'1 rha has as one of 
its primary purposes influencing public policy. Thus while some NGOs are CSOs, m y  - 
in faa  probably most - NGOs are not, h mosr: Third World systems, only a portion of rhe 
total society is included within the total universe of NWs, and only a portion of all NGBT 
are also CSOs, as indicated in Figure 3. We should emphasizt zt this poiat: d m  CSOs s h d d  
be inte~reted to be the full universe af non-governmenul o ~ t i o n s  that try to influence 
state policy - those supported by USAIB, by orher donors, and rhose receiving no foreign 
suppcrr. W e  intend to look at dl threc types, but our amt ion  will focus prindpdy on the  
first two. 

A critical issue with respect to CSOs is thx of gut on om^ from the m e .  In the former 
Commrtnist sysems of Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, most wocktiom were of course 
notoriously creatures of the state, but a lack of autonomy has ?to c h ~ ~ f c r i d  much of us* 
ciational Ue in many carpontist political systems, as in Lath Amui~ .  Still other 
organizations that would seem at &first blush to be fully autonomous zum out on ipvedgation 
to be much less so, as with assodations reliant on state subsidies, rlcwspqers dependent on 
government advertisemenu, ac. h some nominally dmEocraic tbunties, key lssociatiom 
may be so constn;lled by ties to sbc sute that ad society is at most ody cmbryu8ic or 
incipient. In d l  others, origar&ies may exercise such +ve Mueacc over public lifc &zt 
they have for all practical purposes become the m e ,  squeezing out any genuine civil soc iq  
in rhe process. There would appear to Be somt kind o f p m r q  been CSOs with E n l ~ o -  
no influencz on the state and oEgar&e.s or elites &at have ia dfea &en over the state. 

Oae important research issue for this study, then, will be to address thc autonomy issue. W e  
want to focus on the middle pair of the spectrum: but we intend &o to be mentive to irs 
edges, especially to presently powerless CSOs tbar: co Jd become players in civil society on rbt 
one end and overweening oligilrchs whose g r i ~  might be pried Ioox horn rhe stvt on the 
orher end. 

' We should c m p h s i i  &at w c  do not intend in this ~ S S ~ ~ S ~ Q I X  to 1-k u dl aaon or a g ~ s  that l f fea 
sratt behavior - d y  at ad soday actors. Thue ue, of course, many other factors id- state behavior, 
such as rhe economy, culture and even individuals (see the discussion of F i e  Z, Wer on in the tat), but w e  
are focusing on avir society in tbis role. 

In :'.e present paper, we have followed &e most prdenr  ungc within USAlD in mrp10Ying the t m  
NGO to refer EO domestic LDC Smtions,  whSe r e  &e term 'privm volupmry o r p i z d o ~ ~  PVO) 
for American-based o ~ u o n s .  



The media do not fit: n d y  h t o  the f m c w ~ r k  CCfi~%a%&t!d &a hr, far a  new^^ or 
broadcast station is oflare in the riatcre of ZE h&*+idud fc. 4;2 zhan a '~oIust*y smciarioa. 
Moreover, the media as aa mtiry are aot so moth q a & : & i f a t i t ~  like CSOs b u ~  rather are a 
pocerr, somewhat Iike s d e ~ ,  d m o a ~ ~ i a n s ,  mobZktiom drive md &e he. Eqt &e 
have a special qt~diry rr p. ~ ~ O C S S  in view of ~ k i ~ k '  t,cIxid mlz h r i ~ ~ r i n g  r~rn'jparentg nnd 

" -. 
accou3mbiIisy and in pub!xl;+ng &tizm ~pinious ~ ~ c h  %hat we kds& them m awji dchiaun 
of civil s&ety,1° 

';-' .4nc:Ecr way to pm : :Y k~g.cr~rn~= ~5 the rr,& bere is t~ o k m e  that cid -5- and dun- could 
!::yeion t&~ivtIy wi&o- ; - L:TG~O~~% XK.~ dtm00nnfi3xX @r~+&d o&r avut- rrb public q & o n  such 
s Ie?iby.;ng or petitionhg or ar5kes a-cr  adable], ba &icy p.edr4 stlox h a i o n  without k c  me& beczuse 
there reall; is no "other avtn~t"  :.c .aF ir r ~~btirtxte fer the ~a&z B is  d i E d x  m Z+ze o ~ b m  civil 
sociery {GX even one :&AX worb; ~ e q  wc!I zz 22) wi&i~~t  fre2 me&, The +te holds WAC ds wdlr m t& 
exter,r thaz the media arc s~ppressed or con~dled 5y the PAR, civi! sociery suffers. 



One useful way to think of civil society is ro characterize it as having a kind of "in-bemeen- 
ness." In its usud defmhion, civil society lies between the sate on one side and rhe individual - 
or family on the other. But c i d  society also sits between what is usually thou& of as zEc 
public and private sectors (some writers see it as a "third seamw in addifion to these two). 
And there is an additional dimension as well, in thax CSO.5 are usually not (although some 
may be) profir-seeking, but neither are they generally what we thiafc of as non-profit, service 
providing organizaxions (though at times they might be). 

To sum up, civil society comprises the collectivity of those ssdai o s g h t i o n s  that: 

@ enjoy a significant degree of autonornv from the aas and 
@ have as one important god among o&en to influence the state on behalf of their 

members. 

At its highest and most general level, civil society (or the CSO) organk people to act outside 
government for one or more of four basic ends: 

* delivery of goods and/or services (the trzditioaal role of NGOs in the devcZopment 
sphere, which is continued by many C S e ;  

self-governance, in which the CSO acts as a supplement or substitute for rhe state 
in formulating md main-g rules of behavior; 

* participation, i-e., enabling and/or empowuiag citizens to t?ke part in pu'bic He; 
and 

.. accountability or advocacy, kg., pressing the sate on policy issues to  become more 
responsive to its citizenry.. 

What to include. Taken, co~lecrively, the four ends f sced just above caa bc considttr~d as the 
overall purpose of donor-assisted efforts to promote ad society. All four ends are k p o r ~ m t ,  
and rhe last three relate directly to democracy, but this study will focus principally on rhe 
farter two. We exclude CSO delivery functions because, unlike the other three functions, h e y  
belong essentially to  the wider universe of NGOs in general and would best be wduated 
under that rubric. 

We also exclude self-~ovemance, for while ir is indeed a strong and even funbead aspect 
of democratization in some countries," i t  wodd make the present study largely anmanage 

l1 e.g., in many Afri-I systems, when the saze is in effect incapable of acting as such, parti&y at the 
local level. Ar a deeper level, it can be uytd tht pasf experience in dgovermnce Is the key d l e  in 
making for sn effective democratic sa te  (see hmam 1993); by rhis reasoning, d-govcxnance should be accorded 
a very high priority in civil society p-- On thc other had,  it cur a h  be argued that, b.causc self- 
governance through NGOr is nccessu;ly limited EO Jocal level and r relatively s d  scope, in the end it must 
be the Rate &at delivers the bulk of the developmental goods. As one observer puts it, 'NGO pro j~ ts  are 
imponant, but they do nor by thernsclva provide solutions to problems on a national sale" (Clark 19%: 65). 
Accordingly, rhe third and fomh  h a i o n s  of civil society - par~iupation and accountability - musr assume 
a higher priority over the  long nm than self-g~vcrnanu. For alternative but essentially similar inrupmtions 



able. By spreading the d y ~ i c d  scope too wide, we would make it too thin to produce a 
useful piece of work. The governance funaians of civil society will have to be lelr to another 
evaluarion. This assessment, accordingly, wiY focus on promoting parrici~ation and advocacy 
as purposes of donor-supported cid society strategies. 

Widening partiupasion. How do parriapation and accou13ubil.iy relate to dcmouacy? A 
strong civil society directly supports democracy by in -weral ways: 

educatin~ and mobilizing atizens genedy to exercise their right to participate (e.g., 
through civic educaticra programs); 

encouraging previously marpindid -ups (e.g., women, minorities, the poor) into 
the pofirical arena to participate; 2nd 

* building a complex net of goups having members with overlap~in~ multiole 
tions in many o ~ e i o n s ,  thereby serving to modeme the potentially desub- 
ilizing effeas of single memberships in exclusive groups (especially those b d  
on ethic religious, tenitorid or economic clavages). 

Deepening policy accountability. A stpong civil society a h  supporn dtmoaxq by 
deepenin7 ~oIicy accountability to its citizens - the distinctive hillmark of h m .  - 
dong two dimensions. In a negnive sense the sate must bd kept from abuse and mdhyI 
which is the &erne of the grecdhg paragraph, But m u n d I l i t y  also has a positive aspect, 
in that the sate  must be orsp~~?sive to the needs 2nd wants of ks people." TBe citizenry, 
in other words, must be able to exercise a role in telling tkc stpe what policies to p'-e. 
Borh aspects embody a deevening iavolvernenr of the p p 1 e  in the &airs of the sate, in 
contrast to the p-articipatory h w s i o n  discussed above, which caaccmed primarily a widening 
involvement, as more and mom ci tkm arc broug!!t into potitid life. 

A strong civil society promotes this positive accounubility in tither a pluralist or a corporatist 
In the p~urrlist &am, which is more f d a r  in the United S t a s ,  the political 

universe is one of rough-and-tumble competition between all ccraers. Here society 
enhances accoumab&ry by: 

facilitating a constant flow of citizen inputs to the sate, which , bcing condnudy 
reminded of what h citizens want, finds it di f f id t  to wander too far from 
those wishes; 

9 fostering pluralist cornmition by mco.~+g ?11 groups to press their wdas on 
the state, which ilccodngly &stoven itself having to aammod.axe co&cr;nP 

of this paint, see Clark (1991: 64 &ff.) and CuroU (1992: 124125). 

Elections serve this accouuttbi1ity function, sf cour~e, but they occur only at Per;dic in& md by their 
very nature demand account;rbidity for a program, i.e., a whole p&gc of k ~ e s .  The kind of accountability 
civil society provides, on the contrary, an take place anytime -whenever CSOs an press its a s e  d y  
with she mxe - and it concerns parti& issues, i.e, those of interest to the CSO imro1ved in prtseat;ag &un. 

l3 The participation aspect of civil society &cussed just above in the text applies s b d d y  in both plttdist 
and corporatin democ3cy. It i s  only this policy accouaubility aspect that operates dIfferatdy in the two variant 
types of democracy. 



v~ices in such ways that it m o t  surrender to any one voice or small  coterie 
of voices. 

In the corporatist version of acco~n~abiiity, which is more wmmcs in the cantinmtd 
European democracies, citizen interests are generay aggregated into apex organizations 
representing fanners, women, h d t h  sector workers, crc, Here the behavioral mode is one of 
bargaining and negotiation between represcmative organization ?nd the state rather than the 
conflict and competition rhat character& pluralist systemis. kt this milieu civil 'saciecfl 
promotes accountability through: 

awresenting citizen interem to the state; and 
ne~otiating on behalf of those interests. 

Suooortin~ civil soEietv: two basic stratceies 

In supporting civil society to strengthen democracy, donors have two basic strategies that can 
be pursued: 

Basic Strategy 1 PSI). Donors can focus on the "enabling en or "rules of 
tbe  game" for ad society by working to improve the conditions in which it 
can fimaion effectively; 

Basic Strategy 2 (BS2). Donors ean work w& a given avif sodcty environment by 
suoportinp specific CSOs. 

Alrhough 3Sl lagidy precdes 3S2 (in that the conditions propizious for civil society should 
be in plaw before it can function most cffmively), in fia USAD in the past hu tended more 
to support BS2, even when the conditions aimed at in BS1 were not in place. That is, she 
Ageac)r often supported specific CSOs as part of its project tifort despite a we& civil society 
environment in the host countzy. 

At least three reasons can be adduced to account for what az first glance mighr seem such an 
illogical approach. First, BS2 was to a large degree the limit of the posi'ble in many *a- 
xions, given Cold War strategic concerns, USG geo-political considedons, etc. In such 
& ~ ~ c e s ,  when USAID at times fouzici iueX it supporting authoritarian regimes, pressing 
host country governments to open up their political systems to CSO parricipation was often 
not it feasible policy option. Accordingly, USAID for rhe most pan mdd ody tollaw BS2, 
which meant supporting &e delivery and (to a lesser extent) sdf-governznoe p p s e s  of civil 
society. 

Second, geo-politics quite aside, d~nors including USAID save until f d y  -EL+ tended to 
"think apolitidIy," operating primarily within the context of a "technology trader" m d  
of development, in which economic growth was the &n goal and donors focused mainIy on 
projens rather than policy. In this d m ,  the donor emphasis tended to be on "thinking 
technicall;7" or "thinking bureaucratically" rather &an on "thinlring strategicdy* and 
"thinking poIitically." 



Thkd where USAD md =her donors Eke &e Asia Found&- k c  'thotl* p k ~ y '  
in Wing their ;lid mzqies, it was re?sod that supportkg BS2 could &If bc a 
t rdorming i l p p r d  - a way to + r m  an kauspi&ui d h g  emironmew, an the 
idea tfiz some dviI S D d q  aakiry could kif w a beacr en- for civil society. 
Such an approach d d  be k ' b c d  ;rs *doing a W e  q 2 p & l e  to do mart$ to 
reverse a metaphor ooftcn used in cbmcwmz * .  

g ~ ~ ~ ~ o m i c  d d " p m "  stmqits, ZIGS l p p ' d  
mi&x be labg1.d a "uickle-up straqyIL This kiad of ejv3 scKiecy &on, of course, had to be 
Lrgely prticipor). in nature, as opposed to polity r w ; o a m i l b ~ a ~  in view of the 
relarively unfriendly &kg cnGo- eaam n tht dmt. 

As the 1990s began, buwwer3 the Cold War dd, making the fint a& on BS2 nmch 
less powerful. In &tion, doaofi bad by t b  bae &e+ been t e  far sorue time dong 
poiicy lks in rhe economic Btvdoprnem .sphere, e . ~ ,  in pwshing " s t d  ad-" 
appr&. In a word, ir bad b m r  muck more fusible to eqpge in 3% as WCII as SS2 

As a reserck ism*y 3352 implies a politid behavior q p r d  in whkh shc d tpdm 
are w h  happened? who did wha? who gut invoked in deckitms? who made policy? On 
the&ehd,~~2*;nmorci~w~&whtrc&*qttrsics 
become: who bacfi~s? d o  loses? w k  h am in controD 

§equcadngthcttrp;tgies, A s i " p ~ i n t h c d i s w s s i o n d x s v e , r h e t w o ~ c ~ E i l v e  
been squmctd in s c v d  different wqs, which can be tcr for& as foIIows: 

BS1 leads to BSZ This is zhe I+cd v c e ,  in which the donor &st WO& to 
i m g r o v e t h c d l i a g e w i f o ~ t f o r d s o e i a y ~ t h c n w h + n & ~  
i s s u i u b 4 ~ t o ~ ~ p p o a * c ~ ~ ~ ~ * p t t r s u t c i v i f ~  
&es. f n t B ; s ~ r ~ & t w o ~ ~ ~ d d m ~ , i f t H c d o n o ~ f &  
r h ~ t h e d ; m w ~ i s ~ ~ r e e c p d v e t r , B S 2 u , ~ w ~ d o n g t ~ ; ~ ~ ~ e  
but w m t o  mntintlcpas~tashcmuptht&nmmt cvcs w~csappon- 
kg 3 S 2  Thus the donor todd be working batfi to continue kqmimpravin% the 
mvironmt~ (MI) and m m p l t  CivZf society &om (BS2) in ohc d i n g  
enviro- 

* BS1 is umecaay, BS2 p'uceds- Here zht cflvironmer~ is ;lllre;ldy m i v e  to 
CSOs, aad so the donor can simply move ; n h d  with BS2. 

%52 I d  &I BS1. In this " ~ o ~  spprcxa&' the donor fiads iuelf ton- 
srrakd ( d y  by gm-polirid c o ~ ~ o n s )  from pursrrin% ES1 bm is able 
to give some support to BS2. The organk~ions s u p p o d  are likely to be 
NGCk tha are nor at tht same &ne CSOs (6. Flgurc I), 'm the donor hopes 
tonun&esllintoG~in&courxofsuppo~&Ix h o p e s ~ u - ~  
these incipient Gfi ~ailf. have some cadytic impact ia improving thc civil 
SDCIety dinme in &c host cowtry. 

8 BS2 stands a h e ,  independent of BS1. lhir k rhe pptnn akded to-above 
which donors 'think ; ipoEdpw and use a stria '&ology z d a *  
appro& or, even if they would Eke to " t h k  pliu'dy," find tftemse1es 



unable ro do so bcmusr: of policy concerns 6.orn the donor govemmmt." 
Among the four basic miis of civil society lisred above, the CSOs supported in 
this pattern would mosr j ' y  engage in delivery and xlf-%ovana~cx dvifies, 
t~ QWOK~ to the mici~ation and a - d w  tff~rts. As impEd in  ark 
discussion, we d not be looking at cou~trics in which this f o u d  approach 
was tmployed 

Limitations of dPil scciety. In dditian ro C O - ~ ~ V C  cffeas on dcm- explored 
here, rhere are atso indicarions that cid society can have more dampening repercussions, in 
both is pfu& tnd s o r p o r ~  versions. In rhe advanced pluralist democracies in p u d d ~ ,  
concern has g o o n  fhP too much interest soup Skuma on the Stl.te ova too long a paiod 
may well lead to immobdkm and a hardening of the democratic artcrSts or *@&* r;lthff 
b to a rich and vibrant & d t  pc3hyJs A dcbiIitPad state contin~o~~ly p d e d  
by mnfliaing s p e d  interest groups may well &en become too fable to act in the in tcm~ 
of &e citizenry as a whole. 

In corpomist democncv, on the d e r  hand, rh reprcswtdod monopoly acudui to 
groups and rhe relnirdy 4 number of d groups cm l ad  m a paskk 4 
dependency bemeen dvil sociay and r h c  in which xigid d d o n  of public bendits 
inhibits innovation md grow&. An d d  4hgcr he.e is Mi&&' (1915) f+motss " h n  kw 
of oligarchy," acmr&ng to which orgmk&-4 I&&p (in this case zu~co&ed by d 
goups &&g to steal its memberskip hasel comes to subseinae hs o m  intmsts for &USC 

of ;ts nembersJ6 

~ e r e i s & r h e ~ e r ~ ~ i L h b O f h t p p e s o f c i r r i l s o d t r y , a r p d # n s c o f t h c ~ e r  
public good may k dfeaively d d  in rh rush of imerra groups to appmpripe r odd  
goods for rhemelves. If the polity h m ; c s  comwrd either with d e r ,  m e  p a p s  
(the plunlin ~TXZXI) or with larger, negotiating gmups (rhe co~pbr;ttia system), rbe 
o v e ~ ~  natiod g d  q g s  h a  in &e M e .  

C i d  sociny, &a, is not an umkigzd blessing, and it may have deleterious as well as 
beneficial effects on demo~racy.~ 

" Policy derersnktiom at the muldatad donors s h d d  be mtntiod lrne also. The World Bank., for 
~ ~ , x c s i r s c h u t c r u ~ h i b i t i n g i t f r o m ~ i D m & O f ~ h t t ~ e ~ h t r e ~ c i v i l s o c i c t g ~  
(KC World Bank 1992 5). 

A nttprfy coked r m n  for this condition in thc domestic Amaicu, comert is ~~~w @e R a d  
1992 ;Ifso O h n  1992 & 1993). h is dso pom'ble rbu, even if they do tompcte v i g d y  with ac6 orher, 
CSOs may simply become so numemas &at hey dog np a d  overwbJm tk smtc's apcitp for -ding, as 
Hadng;on feared some 25 yevs ago (1968). For a brwdcr critiqru: a@# $& W e s  in tk see 
Macdodd (1992). 

l6 In &lion, corporarism is *Lo a politid &e that can hrve zrifiing &CUS on the very anagcpcc of 
meaningful &mocney, as hu o h  k e n  the bse h lath Pmericr (Kt Turd? and K h  1990, ap. 112 &@. 

17 For an extensive dlc*ssion of rbe ncgetive sides of &d sodtry, stc the S@ issur of Fbbk u d  Sxkty 
devozed zo '%con+ hsociarions and Democracy" (1992), in Put;& thc long a ~ r y  by Cohcn and lrogur 
(1992)- 



A model for civil socictv and democratic development 
- 

The two Bask Strategies for scpporring civil society to pmmote democratic development are 
posrayed in Figure 2. As indicated in the Figure, USAlD and o&a donors support civil 
sociexy either by endeavoring to improve the enabling cd.virormem PSI) or by suppordng 
specific organizations within civil society (852). BSI is more poGcy-oriented (and thur morr 
abstracr, as hinted by the dashed h e s  in the Figure], while BS2 is more project- or institution- 
oriented (and hence more concrete, as i n d i d  by the solid-bordered boxes in the Figure's 
central ponion). To the extent thaz BSI works (or is unn-wy bemse the en&@ 
environmenz is aheadY in place) BS2 Nmcdr (i.e., CSOs pmue their &vida 
su.mdu1ly), they affect a n e  policy, with the ultimate rrsulr of funhexing smakbfe 
democracy within rhe host cvmtrg's polity, as show by rhe box in the lower rigk-hmd 
comer of the Figure mtded "democmic devdopmcnt." 

The model shown in Figure 2 invites wcssment at several steps. First, wkh fespe~~ ro BS1, 
we can ask whether and to what extent aa en&liag environment: is in p h  d w h  if any 
role USafD and other donois had in creating such an environment. And thtn secund, IS2 
can be wessed in its s e v d  stages, as depiacd with the Romm numarts. the kthtion;rI 
srrucntre and svul& @beled I in the Figare) of dvil so&- the &&s 0 ~~m by 
the p u p s  corktuning dvil socierg; rhc (Dl) of Aose activities or, nne policy; and the 
u l k e  impact @V) of sure poKq on &mocmric doelopmmtU A fift6 foau of assesmeat 
can be directed to USAID'S contribution to  the other four steps. Constructing a methodo1ogy 
for assessing these phases will be &en up later on in this evaluation design paper. 

'' Tbere is of course beyond this tkt issue of democracy's contribution to economic growth, atopic on which 
&ere has becn much discussion and debate (see e-g., Haggard 1990; Diamond 1992c). For this CDIE evaluation, 
however, ntstainable democracy will be seen as the end objectkt of a d  society strategies. To pursue the kquiry 
beyond t h a ~  poim would be ro zisk making the vscsnnent too luge and cumkrsome to -e. 
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T h e  presence of "other factors." important component of the model depiaed in Figure 
2 is rhe box in the lower lefr-hand corner labeled "other factors." These would include such 
facrors as the followin$: 

the economy (in both its i n r e d  and external dimensions, eg., effects of hctua- 
tions in world tup~modity prices upon hostauntry pok id  systems]; 

the political system (e.g., the ebb and flow of po1;ticll pzrcp fomnes); 
society generally (e-g., religious movements); and 

+ even individuals (e-g., through kinship links with leaders). 

To the extent that any deveIoprnent effort succeeds, it is always a process to &en- 
tangle the donor contribution to rha = c a t s  from J1 tbae other forces at work in the systen~. 
This is true even in sectors where " d t s "  are rtiztivdy welt docummted d susceptible to 
quantitative mdysis. For instance, even rhough statistid evidence mry be quite solid in an 
area like infat modity ,  how much of the improvement in a given country w be attributed 
to donor prognms and how much to d - u r b a n  mip ion  (which puts parents into more 
mntaa with preventive and Nntive health programs h d y  in place)? W& civil s o d a y  
endeavors, it is diffdt  even to musure what has happened, let done gauge a donor-asshd 
program's comiibutim to mtking it happen. Still, &en has ken co&dtnbItIt progrtss 
recendyin'aeginningtom~drmocncy,~w~~~iweSSiPgthc&ebsofoUtsi&cffb~ 
in promoting iti9 We win be foUowing in this path Trying to separate out the rehive 
contribu~ions of USAID and other donors shown in the upper I&-bd box of Figure 1 from 
those of "other factorsw in the Iower I&-hand box will be an important fosus of this 
evaluation. Once again, we should emphasize that w e  will not up to analyze the entire nngc 
of elements that have ;in effect on the state; we will focus on civif society in this r& But 
we will be aaentive to thee  "other filzxors," in particular to wha pattam they display in 
influencing rhe state and what such patcans might imply for dvil SOdq.l  

Two levds of analysis. The +ion &us far of the two basic @es implies two levels 
of analysis for our assessment, and this is indeed the ow, as Table 1 indicates. At the first 
level (corresponding to Bl), the issue to be addmd is to what extent USAID and other 
donors have been able to b-prove the conditions for civil sod- itself (i.c, the enabling 
environment), wbile at th+ second level w2), the question is how dvil society (that is, the 
colleaivity of CSOs) have impacted demomatic development, either with or without donor 
assistance. Tbis kind of analysis can also be scur in terms of in-dmt 2nd dependent 
viuiabIes, as indicated in the Table. As is also i n d i d  in the Table, both levels of analysis 
invite attention to the "other factorsm discussed just hove. 

l9 On m d n g  dcmocncy see for instance krkeles (1990), Hadcnius (1992), as well as the more established 
effo~ts in place from Freedom HOW (c-g., McCoIm 1992). On t6c even more &cult (beause it lie. at a further 
remove horn the wen= r h d v e s )  task of donor contribution to demucracy, see carter (1993 drift). 

2'" For exampie, in his study of business associations and politics in Bangladesh, K&ek (1993) obsvvcs that 
the deep cultural pervasiveness of personalistic cooncctions in &ion r d & g  (tadbEi) tends to dirca bushes 
leaders to wcrk i n d i v i d d X d y  in seeking to change state policy A- than through groq.  SJch a pittern 
wodd imply not only an uphill stny&e for associations steking to represent the business sector to rhe 
government bur also a serious contvziat on the dwelopmcnt of dvil sociev as an active component of rhc 
political F e r n .  



Table 1. Levels of analysis in assessing civil society and dernocraPk development 

Civil socim develo~rncnt stratezies 

Leve: 

Basic Strategy I 

One good way to gauge what uvil society a u  do in an activity- or project-dated SUKC to 
support democncy is to ask, 'Whzt problems can civil society-bd efforts address?" fn 
posing nine such problems, Table 2 endeavors to be reasudIy migprchensive in answering 
this question, though it is surely not ~ ~ e ;  other proMans amerr?bIe to civil society 
approaches can be expected to come into view as our assessmeat progresses? 

The ad society strategies presented in Thle 2 arc fint crtegorizcd in row 1 mrding to 
whether they are basidy aimed at the enabling environment (i.e., BS1 strategies) or are 
focused on support for spacific CSOs to fuder either puticipaion or policy a c c o m t a b ~  
(sS2). Each of the nine strategies (raw 2 of the T&e) is cast fixst in wrms of thc 'develop 
meat problem" to be dealt with (row 31, then the program purpose and longer term god (rows 
4 and 5). In the sixth row are shown the major project elemmu likely to be chosen. Row 
7 lists some examples of the Ends of NGOs &a mighr be enlisted to implement these prbjea 
elements, while row 8 gives the most &dy motivations for these groups to become involved. 

7 

Independent variables Dapendent 
variables 

The ninth row indicates expected "endof-project" outputs for the different str"@es, and the 
next row lisu some itnitid ideas for measuring project success in &g those outputs. Rows 
11 and I2 present first issues and problems that might create difficufties for the m4ous stme 
gies and then some tcrrtative responses to such ehdcnges. 

I. USAlD & other do- 
nors 

2. Other factor 
3. Otbrfactor 

An example will ~ u s t n t e .  " D e m o d c  culture" strategies (depicted in column 1 of Table 2) 
are aimed at insritutionalizing demomatic political participation and so fit into lBS1, or the 

Civil society (enabling 7 

environment) 

Democratic devslopmmt Basic Strategy fl 

The intenr in Table 1 is to bc inclusive, but sigdianr categories of civil society map have beea 
omitted. One prioriry for this CDZE assessment will k to build a yp10gy of civil 4- strategies that is at 
the same time both as inclusive and as parsimonious as p i b l e .  Unless &c typology can be collsolidated into 
a srcd amber  of strategies, however, it is unliktly that we d look at hem dl; rather we will hvc  to be 
selective. 

1. CivB roc"0ty 
2. Other factor 
3. Other factor 



"enabling environmmr" box shown in Figure 2. Thus 'dtmoardc d t w e "  is fomd in the 
first section of row 1 (i-c., Basic Strategy I), Such n strategy would be especially appropriate 
in some of the more advanced developing coumrics of Latin America, where the polity has 
only recently emerged from a period of nrsrclined autborituian rule. The social infrastructure 
in terms of education, media, associatiocal Me, ac., is there to sapport dcmcr;lcy, but the 
democratic environment or dmre  is sill somewhat feeble and d c i &  it has mot yet taken 
firm root and &us far is still in danger of a relapse into doriurian Nte (as happened in 
Pen: in 1992 or was threatened more recenty in Guatemala]. Thc development problem, 
then, as indicated in row 3, is a democratic system that is in place but may weil prove 
unsustainable over time. Accordingly, a democracy projaa addressing &is chdcnge would 
have as its purpose (row 4) contributing t o w d  a stable dcmocmic politp; but such a polity 
can be sustained over the longer term (row 5) if it is supported by an enduring dcmocr;ttic 
culture, that is a commonly held set of social d u e s  wirhin the citbmy that believes democ- 
racy to be the ody zcqtabk way to maage the coux1uy's &ak. 

A USAID projea in this conrext (row 6) wouId Udy be o m  in tht civic education area, 
which would support dfarts to inculcate and strengthen d e m d c  +dues in the popularion. 
Appropriate NGOs to ~~ such work (mw 7) might be inaun0-rp groups &dar in 
th& functions to what the h g u e  of Women Voters does in thc United States, I d  d d o n  
monitoring groups and thc tikc Such assockions could be cxpcccdd to be mothad (SOW 8) 
largely by middldw impulses towud good government and public rcaim& of the SOIT that 
nixnulate similar groups in the United Sutcs. Thc mos impomt tmgibIe d of a projaa 
in this area (row 9) would be continued ;idhtrencc to dcmoc&c pnctioes (which over time 
wadd contribute to the purposes and gods shown in rows 4 and 5). One way to mczsure 
success (row 10) in strengthening democratic a h r e  would be to use opinion surveys to assess 
how people feel about d e m o d c  vzlucs. A major problem to be e x p ~ c d  over dmt (mw 11) 
is that of keeping up the momentum of such r projcb; people a n  become fatigued with 
repeating the same task again and again, eg., in promoting civic studies cffom with succtssive 
cchoru of schoolchildren or monitoring d v e  elections. To counter such fhgghg 
enthusiasm, somehow the motivation for such efforts has to be continually reinvigc1d and 
reinforced (row 12), perhaps by suca~ive eohom of CSO partieipmts (e.g., 
university students to assist with civic education aimed at dcmentary and secondary students). 

Examples of countries where such a democratic culture strategy could usefully be taken up are 
Chile, the Czech Republic and Uruguay - a l l  of which are not only rccrnt ncruiu to demo- 
cratic ranks, counvies where most of thc i n k r i o d  infrasach~e is already in pIace to 
support democracy, but dso are counties where the posibity of a relapse to authoriuti;znisn: 
can by no means be ruled out, 

Civic-minded CSOs are sca~c1y the only kind of orgpktion~ to be supported through ad 
society strategies, however, as a second examplc will illustmc. Self-promoting NWs, 
concerned primariIy with the wtlfare of their mcmbus, c m  also become CSOs contributing 
so sustainable democratic development. The " d e m ~ i c  capidismu strategy depicted in 
column 5 of Table 2 is such an approach. Here, for atample, agr i cu ld  water user 
assodarionr mighr be encowaged to form m &mce to lobby the state n both lod (rhe 
distna water engineer) and national (the water devefopmeat minktry) Ievels. Their agendas 
couId be more farmer control over water docadon, more equirp for " d c n d u s "  in surface 



water irrigarion systems, more systemaric rehabilitation, &c. Far these associations, civil 
socier). activity will not be the main g o 4  rather such efforts would be a by-produa of their 
principal emerprise, in this case providing water to rheir ~llemlbcrs. In the process, tho&, 
the water user assodarions wodd be m&omting state con& of the economy by 
contributing to Qdsfon-making taG presskg the state to be more responsive to public 
demands. What appears to happen in these cases is thp an NGO fin6 it can only go so far 
in pursuing its substmoive mi&m before it runs up ~~ government yfiy c c o ~ t s .  
To expand =d continue its work kcher, thc N W  must in effect become a CSOOZL 

There are dangers in SU& antegicr, to be sure, Too mvly &-seeking groups m;lking 
demands on the state and realizing those demand.. u n  lea$ to an htercst-group gridlock that 
effectively h o b i l k s  the polity, a condition that has been &led "dcmoscl~t~sis" ia the 
American domestic context &uch 1992; sec also Olson 1992 and Olson 1993). One answer 
to gridlock wodd be more autonomy for the executive bmch to  act in a dad kt- 
as opposed to the parochial interests of the CSOs. 

In any given country, not sill the nine smt"g;es depicted in Tabk 2 will bc in place. b 
Bangladesh, for example (which wiIl probably be oar fus field study, ;m inirirl analysis of 
materia adab le  on tHe C D W J  database ind ia te sh  strategies ~ ~ n & g t o  c 0 1 ~  
1 , 2 , 5 , 6 , 7 ; m d 8 o f T ~ ~ e 2 ; r r e o r h ; l ~ e B e c n d i n a l ~ o r ~ ~ i d ~ ~  
decade- Within tke range of strategies found in a country, we win pick s e v d  on which to 
focus our own auaiysis, and rhen pick scvtrd  CSOs to smdy ;D depth for eacho h the 
course of the entire study, it may not bc possible to zndyt' dl the nine mes of Table 2, 
but we should be able to cover most of them, d to do so acruss more one comtry 
sating, so that it wil l  be possible to devote some h e  to conqmmtk adysis  in the fin;zI 
evaluation synthesis. 

" For an anafysis of water users group' affecting state poky k Sodcast Ash, see Bruns (1993b Tender 
(1993) offers similar examples from small h e r  orpktions in B d ,  as does Dawmn (1993) for.child sunrid 
NGOs iI? Peru. David Kortea (1987, 1990) offers a somewhit s h h r  picture witb his concept of a "third 
generation' in NGOs (rht &st two being relief-andwJfvc d c e  delivuy and d d e ,  d-&t  

developmem promotion, but he is more concmed with policy implmrrntmion in bis third generation, wbmas 
for r h i s  CDE vscssmcnt the focus is snore on po l6  dvmxy- 

Obviously, in some casts a panicular CSO will be engaged in more than one strategy. For example, the 
water usen associations mentioned above in the tart might well be hvo?ved in whtc are Itbeled 'dcmmtic 
capi~alism" and "democratic p l d s m '  strategis ic Table 2. 





Ouestiolrs and issues to be addressed 

The principal questions ao be addressed in this CDZE assessment are: 

How an6 LO what arrenr has U S D  (uld other donors) by fostering civjl sod- 
contributed to d e m h c  development? 

@ Wha~ can be distilled from &is experience thn cm guide md i n f ~ t ~ l l  f u t ~ t ~  USAID 
efforts in supporting dem-tic development? 

In addition ro rhir primary focus of rht mrdg, rcvenl other issue have a q t d  pr cmindy 
worthy of mdy from the rrploratory work done &us far. Thse secondq topicr olin be 
raised later on in rhir paper, but for now the h i o n  will ffoau on rhe principd questions 
to be pursud 

The model of civil society and dcm-c development pmsentad in Figw 2 dsu  nos as 
a m i n g  point for v s n i n g  the effiacy of civil society 6- in prom& d e m k c  
development. Ow brric plan here is to evaluate d socicty as such a promom in four 
sequmrial phases, udng key indicators to measure progress in each stage. The p b  follow 
rhe flow d Figure 2, beginnkg with the enabling mvironmcnt that b the focus of BSI, &en 
passing to BS2, S L & ~  wirh instimtiond StmChrre and mength (box 1 the Figavc), lending 
on ro the activities pursued by uvil society inaiNtions (the arrows Lbeled II), the imp- of 
those activities on pubLic poky (the arrows d e p i d  as m), and M y  the impact of tha 
policy on the wider society (the arrow noted as N). The successive phases in Figure 2 a n  a h  
be framed as consecutive questions: 

* PSI) In what ways have thur been changes in the legal, poIirial (including politid 
culture) and poiicy environment regardkg civil tocicty over the past two or 
three decades? 

@S2, phase I) Wb;zt, broadly speakiag, is the aanvc and composition of dvil society? 
(352, phases JI-m-X'V) Did CSO activities s u p p o d  by USAID and other donors 

lead to imptavcmcats in partiapation and policy acmuut;lb% chat affected 
sate  poliua in ways that have had a positive ;"Pact on democratic dr~dop 
rnent? 

@S1 and BS2) What was the invo1vement of USATD and other donors with ad 
society, both in tern of the enabling environment and with q c a  to CSOs? 

In what follows a schema is offered that takes tEe four qu401ls posed just above and pin- 
points in successive columns rhree things: 

spe&c asuects of each of the phases shown in Figure 2; 
possible jndicators for assessing change in that aspea; and 
feasible methodologies or means for verifving: those indicators. 



The enabling environment for civil society (see the first three colwnns of Table 2, Table 3, 
and Figure 1). As noted above, the key questions here are: 

@ In what ways have there been changes in the legal, political envirofiinent, political 
cuhre a d  poky environmem ova the past two or three decades? 

* How propitious is that environment for dvil society activity? 

The focus of analysis here is on whar has happened to the enabling environmmt over cimc and 
on what it is like today in terms of facilitating the c h a r a a i a i c  activities of civil society- IP 
Table 3, as u: the succeeding tabla presented to ill- our assessment methodology, the 
first column shows the aspa to be assessed (im this case the dimensions of the enabling 
environrnmt). The second column portrays what term or muto be the most Ecly indicators 
that will show change in that aspect, and the third column suggests p a s  for verifying these 
indicators. At this point, we are not yet concerned with the role of USAID md orher donon 
in improving the enabling environmen; &at will come Iater on in rhis schema. 

Ir should be emphsized that dl three columns in ach of our merhodology Ales are at rfdr 
poim suggestive rather rhm definitive. In each country audy we will find some measures, 
indicarors and methodoIogies more suitable thzP arhcrs, znd w e  anCsipate modifying our 
approach as we proceed. 



Table 3. An enabling environment for civil society 
- 

DIMENSION INDICATORS MEANS OF VERIFICATION 

Legal environment Constitutional provisions, laws, regula- Legal documents 
(de jure: what do rions in force, guaranteeing: 
the rules say?] humsr: rights 

freedom of speech & assembly 
a public aer;ountab~li?y 

Political environ- Mititary/police are not suppressive of: Int'l monitoring reports 
ment (de fecto: human rights (Amnesty Int'l, State 
what is the actual 0 freedom of speech & assembly Dept, etc.), interviews 
situation?) 

State supporting free speech: Interviews, knowledge- 
i a print media (censorship, newsprint able outsiders 

sllocstian, govt advertising) 
broadcast media (private stations 

permitted) 

Public acceuntabifi assured through: Documents, interviews, 
regular electi~ns knowledgeabie outsiders 

0 transparent decision-rn8king 

I access for CSOs 

-01itical culture (do Public opinion supports civil society Opinion polls 1 
social values sup- 
port civil society?) Sustainability of environment over time Historical track record 

Policy environment Political agendas of etites Interviews, knowledge- 
(what do political rMe outsiders 
elites want to do?) 

Institutional structure and strength (see Table 4 and the box labeled T in Figure 2). As noted 
above, the key question here i. . 

What, broadly speaking, is the nature and composition of uvil society? 

If the groups that constitute civil s o c i q  are to be dfcctive in promoting democratic devel- 
opment, they must have mained a cuuin rninirnum apacity for engaging b public &airs. 
Each group must have: 

@ an identifiabIe and self-aware pnstinrency; 
* a seE-conscious idea of mission that is both credible and compelling to its member- 

ship; 
a leadershiv that in fact represents the membership and is finnIy linked to it; 
an action stratew focused on influencing state policy; 

0 a dependable financia1 base to fund its activities; and 
sufficient autonomy from rhe state that it can credibly endeavor to influence the 

state without being (or becoming) captive to it. 



An additional factor cont_ribu&g to insrituoiod strength is 

e le?era@ng - rhe additicad effeaiveness a CSO a n  atrain by working with orher 
like-minded groups or placing irs own in government positions. 

Tabk 4. Institutional structure and strength 

CHARACTERZSTIC INDICATOR MEANS OF VERIFlCATION 

ionsfalfiances with other Interviews, knowledgeable out- 



Institutional activities and their impact (set cslumns 4-9 of Table 2, the arrows labeled II-TV 
in Figure 2, and Tables 5-7)- Here &e key questions are 

What did the CSOs analyzed in h e  previoffs step d y  du, both individdy and 
collectively to promote parriciparion and policy a c c ~ m t a b ~ l ~ ?  

@ Did these activities in fact have an effect in making state off ids  more accountable 
to the citizenry or in producing changes in sutc policy? 

Did improvements in accountability or changes i s m e  policy hzve m y  effect on 
democratic deveIopment? 

The following three tables address in sequence each of rhe three qxsions posed above. 

CSO activities. Table 5 focuses on bzitution;rl aaivities, which wrrespod to &e arrows 
labeled ZI in Figure 2. 

Table 5. CSO activities 

ACTIVITY 1NDICATORS MEANS OF YERlFlCATlON 

Table 2, Box A in 

, voting dsta, media re- 

(BS2, category B 
in Table 2, Box B 

strationt, public protests) 



fn aadyzing C50 activities, we will endeavor to focus both on what &dbidual C S O s  arc 
doing a d  on what the clolfectivitv of CSOs are dokg ln each conatry smdied, we will piek 
for scruriny a number of CSOs judged to  be 2lustrative of the CSO seetor, and much of OU? 
fidd research effort will be devoted to tracing through their activities. But we will also be 
interested in what CSOs in general are engaged in. Thus (referrkg to Table 5) we will be 
trying to assess what individual CSOs are doing to mobXi  patcnd ~onshencies, fobby 
policy makerr, etc, and ;a the same timt building z picture of w h  CSOs in an o v d  sense 
are doing here. "Umbrella NGOs" (whic!~ d y  purport to represent the organizations 
working in a particular secror, such as health) wiZl be ;la + focus of interest in this 
regard. 

Another dimension of inma here will be the level of aaivitv in which a CSO engages. TO 
affect public policy, a CSO must iairidy mob& a constitumq for action @st Lr 
Table 5). Then it musr in some fahion activate t h  c o b c y  (seaad in &e 
Table) a d o r  its own leadership (third activity) to press for change. And then finllly, s least 
some C f 0 s  will join forces with other b k d d  O-ons to function as an &ct EO 

affect poIicy (fourch ilaiviq~). W e  d be docusing on dl four levels of activity in this 
evduatjon- 

Civil society impact on state DOE? Fable 6 and the arrows in FFigurc 2)- The d 
purpose of the activities discPlssed just above is to lrtnucau jtistc policy. But menefy 
undemthg an mi* (which is w b  the indiazors prcscmcd hove  cul measure) docs not 
auromaricdy m= that such effort will have an imp- I s d i n g  and compkhg  a petirion 
campaign urging legis1a~or-s to chage b d  tenancy jt~rrtt~, for hsmmx, does na. by id 
mean that the laws on landholding will be changed. This is o separate p-, which also 
musr be explored and verified2' For rht p b e  & key +on is: 

8 Did the institutional activities a d p d  in the previws step hvc an &kt in makinp pbEc 
o&& more accomtab1e to the citizenry or in chaq iq  stac poliq? 

24 LT political science terms, the principal ccmctrn in focusing on civil socictfs kqna on state policy kwith 
sute deciszm-djzg. In the text's next section dealing with policy impact on d e m d c  dntcfoprnat, the major 
considenrion is with outcomes. The fim can be cbvYruized as a more behnrio+d a p p d  (wh hppcns?) 
arid rhe second as one more akin to  poliuul economy (who benefits?). There is a longstanding d e b  within 
pohdd science as 10 ==hi& approach is more fruirful, going back at I c v t  t~ the 196% (for two ofthe 
a r w e s : ,  see PolsSy 1989 and Domhoff 1W8). This CDIE ?sstssmcnt will in dfm employ b& approaches 



Table 6. Civil society impact on state policy 

IMPACT POUCY CHANGE lNOfCATORS MEANS O f  VERIF1CAT;ON 

The successive c01- of Table 6 &art out how the study d damnine the amt to which 
G O  aaivity bas been tnnslatcd into dmngu in state policy in the t;uious branches of 
government and at different 1weIs. As with the hinrtiod activities &ati just above in 
Table 5, here also we wiil be concerned with the impact on state policy not just of individual 
CSOs but also of CSOS collcaively. To what extent, for instance, do legis1ztoa find they 
must k e n  to a range of CSOs rather than to only a few? Do mvly different kinds of CSO 
have access to lo& councils, or ody some? Do middlofamer water user d o n s ,  for 
example, enjoy such access, while p u p s  trying to represent hdlcss *M workers or 
smd-side rural food processors (e-g., rice huskers] find thanselves denid it7 These are the 
types of question to be asked here. The indicltors and m w  of v&&on listtd in T&le 
6 will enabIe the CDIE tevns to asses what policy changes have d y  worked 

Executive branch: Executive policy statern-, Documents, interviews. media, 
upper levels regulations, program initiatives knowledgeable observers 

Executive branch lmplementation r ~ u l ~ o n s  Documents, intewiews, media, 
lower levels kg., police rules of procedure) knowledgeabfe observers 

Legislative branch Legislation responsive to civil 
society demands 

Documents, interviews, media, 
knowledgeable observers 

local councils 

Legislstws responsive to civil 
society organizations 

Councias responsive 

Interviews, media, Lmowledgs- 
sbte observers 

Documents kg., minrrtt151, 
interviews, knowiedgssble ob- 
sewers 

Council members responsive 

Direct CSO participation in 
coonci! activities 

Imervitws, knowledgeable ob- 
SWvBCE. focus groups 

Justice system Access to system for wider COIF 
stituencies 
Use of afternative dispute reso- 
lution mechanisms 

hwments, interviews, knowl- 
edgeabb observers 

1 



Policy irnuaa on democmic deve1o~rnmt (sm Table 7 and the IV amow in Figure 2). Thtt 
key question in r h i  section of analysis is: 

* Did improvements in accountability or changes in sate policy have any effect on 
democratic development? 

Just as CSO efforts to impact state policy do not n e d y  have such an impact, so too 
changes in stare policy do not by themselves mcm that the new laws, rqukions or decisions 
will in fact be b e d  out. To trace the land tenure example given in the section above, new 
land tenure laws or decrees Ely no means gumntee that the & fmo (or wen &&re] s i ~ t i o n  
regarding land tenure in the countryside will change. The history of went dccak resonates 
with land reforms enacted (sometimes e d y  and sometimes with genuine p-st) but 
unimplementd 

Table 7. Policy impact on democratic development 

SOCIAL IMPACT INDICATORS MEANS OF VERlFlCATlON 
r I I '1 

Wider participation 
(e.g., affirmative 
action program) 

Greater representation in civil 
society la feedback loop1 

Previously exclusive positions 
now open le.g., to women) 

Membership data on CSOs 

1 

Improved human 
righxs situation 

There are two levels or orders of impax invoIved here, the f m  on democratic developm~t 
and the second on the wider god of swukable economic &dopment. The first o h  
impact occurs when the sate seriously undertakes to imp1tment a new policy, whereas the 
second order coma as the policy actually has a sigdicznt impact cn sod-. 'Fo follow 
through with the land reform example, tbe Gnt order impact will happen when tbe strtt has 
started to confiscate land declared surplus and deed it over to formu tenants. The xcond 
order impact will be the effect of this process on agricultural production and trade, d 
emplo: --lent, the rural political economy, ctc. The ultimate god of a foreiga aid project 
involving tenancy refarm is of course to effect improvements in this second order impact area, 
but in this CDIE assessment we will not be looking toward this kind of long term effect. 
Rather we will. be studying the first order impact, assessing policy impact on sustainable 
democracy. To put it another way, here we will be looking at democracy more as an end in 
itself than as a means to a larger end. 

Lists of officahdders, organit, 
.o'on memws, office staff; 
focus groups 

Improved publc 
probity 

I 

Decreased human rights abuses External monitoring (St- Dept, 
Arnntsfy Intel annual reports, 
etc.), media 

Higher public standards for pro- 
bity and behavior 

Media, opinion surveys 



Certainly not dl the effects of civil society on democratic deveIopment can be anticipated to 
be positive. Indeed, rhe "law of rmnintadd conquen~9~" can c2ente through CSOs to 
wreak considerable havoc on the polity. To take another example from the land tenure 
reform sphere, pressure from tenant farmer CSOs could spawn land reform legislation tha 
would benefit the tenants by making them owners, but have the longer tttm effect of making 
it more profitable for rhem to replace former hirtd laborers with family labor, thereby 
severely weakening a whole sector of mrd socicty, as happened in the h d k  stw -of K e d a  
to a considerable extent in the 1960s (Alexander 1980). One group grew stronger =Me 
another suffered. One task of o w  assessment will be to explore such possible negative mnse- 
quences stemming from whaz appear to be su& cid sodcty strategies. 

USAID (and other donor) impact on civil society znd d m s d c  dcvclopmcnt (set Table 
8, and the arrows lading from the left-hand boxes in Figure 2). This is the "attribution issue" 
where the key question is: 

I 

H o w  cur we tell if what USAID and/or other donors did d y  m n u i b d  to 
what happened>. 

fn many ways this is the most difficult of d u n i o n  questions to answer, for thc Agm y is 
not the only factor promoting change (or "independent variable") in any o o v .  There arc 
dl kinds of forces at work in evexy "red-life" situttion in aU sou& - political, economic 
and social - and these have effects on what happens to d e m w ,  as is indicated by &e box 
titled "other factors" in Figure 2 and the dashed arrows l&g from it co the "enabling 
environmentw rectangle of BS1, the "civil sociny org&donsw box of FS2, and rbe "stat 
policyn and "democratic development" boxes on thc right side of he Figure tbn '&present 
developmend outcomes. 



Table 8. Donor impact on civil society and democratic development 

OBJECT OF INDICATORS 
DONOR IMPACT 

MEANS OF 
VERlFlCATION 

I. Institvtional Use of USAlDIother donor re- Documents, budgets, inter- 
structure & sources views 
strength 

11. Institutional USAlDlother donor role in de- Documents, budgets, inter- 
activities ptoyment of institutional struc- views 

ture & strengtb 

Ill. State policy Effect of USAlDIather donor- Interviews, knowledgeable o b  
supported activities in changing servers 
Mate poficy 

USAlDIather donor role in poli- 
cy dialogue: securing policy 
acceptance 

IV. Policy impact lmpiementation of policies sup Documents. media monitoring, 
on democratic de- ported by USAIDIother donors interviews 
velopment 

USAIDIother donor role in poli Interviews, knowledgeaMe ob- 
cy dialogue: securing policy servers 
implementation 

Downsnetam iapact of policy Interviews, knowledgeable ob- 
on social welfare servers, socio-economic data 

Discerning a USAlD effect to c i d  society can be expected to become succcssiveIy harder as 
one progresses through the sages of Figure 2 ( r e f e d  to in Table 8 by the roman nume& 
denoting successive rows). It should be reasonably ani&tforward to determine what was 
actually contributed to CSO insritutiond suuaure and strength by support from the Agency 
md other donors (row I), and perhaps only slightly less difficult to ascertain what such 
support did for CSO activities (row II). But tracing a donor thread in how these activities 
affected sate policy (row m) and in turn how state poiicy impacted on democratic 
development (row TV) becomes more and more exacting as the effects move ever further 
"downstreama from the source. 

Not the least of the problems here in assessment will be the role of "policy didoguc" h e e n  
donor and host country govc-nment, which cur bypass the whole c a d  civil society chain, 
as shown by the dotted line in Figure 2. Such policy dialogue can often be a most dfective 
complement to a donor's c i d  society antegy (e.g., by reinforcing a host counxry govern- 
ment's resolve to do what civia socieq is urging it to do anyway), but from an assessment 
sandpoint it can be hard to disentangle the causal roles of arc in fact three interrwined 



threads: international donor rupporr; the "other fibon' &cased above; md policy didope. 
Table 8 indicates how we would begin to unravel the a d  agents by endeavoring to 
distinguish between donor e f f m  and policy dialogue. In theory, o n e  these two threads are 
separated out, it would be relatively straightfornard to k m  the contribution of "other 
factors" simply by assigning them residua effects, much as the "errorw term in a regression 
equation is made to account for dl the utxpIained vvivlcr In faa, of course, zhis will dl 
be much more dificult, but Table 8 does lay out our dune for beginning to gnsp thc nettle 
of donor attribution. 

Secondary issues for study 

It was mentioned earlier that from the work done thus far on &.is assessment, a number of 
secondary issues have emerged as suitable for study. They stan largely from developing our 
model of avil society and the methodology for conducting the evaluation. Most of them can 
be addressed wirb the data we develop as the evaluation pmpsscs. Other such issues may 
we11 surface as the scudy moves dong, but every &on will & d e  to bold their number 
down to a concise and manageable list, in order to best focus and concentrate our energies in 
ways that will be useful to USAID plmcrs and strategists. At present the most hpoaant 
of rhese secondary issues appear to be those c lkusd Wow, which uc presented in what now 
zppear to us as their order of priority. As the evaluation p r d  and tentative &dings 
emerge, it may become wohwhile to chvlge this priority. 

I. Sustainability, pluralist cornperition and corporatism How can a ad society best 
sustain irseIf and in the process sustain dunucratic development? Un& what ckgnmnw 
has civil society failed to sustain (or contributed to a fdure in msminind democracy? The 
answers would appear to differ according to whether the polity is more p l d s t  or corpordt 
in orientation. 

Pluralist mainability. Here the key factor is ensuring campetition. Unless groups 
energetically compete with each other, the poliy faces serious dangers, either 
(1) that a few CSOs will dominate the policy ten=& and skew things in their 
own interest, or (2) that a Iarger nwnber of CSOs wiIl simply collude to divide 
benefits (especidly subsidies) among t k d v c s  ?t public q m s e ,  resulting in 
a End of "interest group gridlock" that hobbles tbe politid system. The crux 
of the problem is tbat exccssive accountability to individual groups (or 
coalitions of groups) can mejn a I?ck of accounditity to the polity as a whole. 
Only a healthy competition cur, prevent such untoward outcomes. How a n  
this competition best be achieved and maintained? 

9 Comoratist sustainability. With its emphasis on "conso&tiond" behavio;(whcrein 
leaders of potentially hostile or competing eonsrinrencies pcgotiate caexktcnce 
arrangements), corporatist democracy &O runs a double &k The first dauger 
is that group leaders will cut deals that immobilize the polity arid economy by 
dividing up all available resources into rigidly fixed shares and thus locking 
public policy into place indefinitely, while the second is &at a self-senring cabal 
of leaders will rhcmselves benefit inordinately while depriving assoaational 



mexnbes (who have no rccowse in the corporztist setup that provides only one 
hierarchical stsuetme for each sociad groupha. Yet another danger is that, 
in a society o s g d  dong carporatkt lines (as with many Latin American 
countries), ad society as a mechanism for ensuring accounrtbii may nevcr 
d y  get launched, for the state will prove tao strong in its desire to control 
social fife through corporatist organizations. In the corporatist case, account- 
abifiry has to come from compning politid parties and an energetic media that 
will ferret out and publicize corrupt behavior. How can such attbuntabilny 
best be maintainedF 

2. Problems with success. Just as an anemic or undernourished civil society is dysfunctional 
to democracy, so too an overactive civil society may wen bring problems of its orpa. Two 
in particuiar deserve mention in this context. 

PoIicp insulation. Policymakers arc generally thought to need some huksion 
;tgainst pop& pressures if they arc to u n d e d e  serious Arts at rtructud 
reform, espedJty in thc economic sphere. In some cases, suwgchening civil 
society may make policy reform more difEicult (e.g., stronger bbar unioas 
better opposed to dismantling wrrrdrtl parsads, or an energid "compdoru 
business conmu& a g a k  tnde derqkion). What are the &ffs he' 
Is ttberc a use to bc made for suppaning NGOs seleaivclg d c r  &an across 
the b o d >  

Antidemocratic civil societv. U& ceruin ~ e s ,  uvil tociay a d d  
become antitbetid zo democracy id; it could in a scnsc lose its civility. The 
institutions of civil sociery can &r all promote k d v e  e t h i c  conflict and 
religious intolerance just as they a n  foster corutruaivt pludism. There m y  
also bc other ways in which competition can go too far beyond pl& in dc- 
scmaive dkections. In Latin America, ad s o c k y  h often in the past dishto 
grated as the corpora& tendencies w i t h  it have blotted out ail autonomy, and 
what was at least potenridy an embryonic civil society became a bandmiden 
of a gasping, elitdominated ssate. Arc there ways to help channel civil society 
into more constructive paths? Codd this be done withour &ptdation and 
co-optation? 

3. Scctord differences. As is evident from Table 2, cid soaetp covers a wide variety of 
senoral activities. Donor-supported ad society dwelopmcnt strategies range Pram assking 
virtually dl NGOs in a attempt to build preconditions for dcrnacrq (column 4 of Table 2) 
to directing such assistance to very specific activities such as human rights or civil edu~tion 
(columns 1 and 2). At least a couple of issues vise from these dlff n erenes: 

Seaoral &aivmess. Are NGOs more cffekve at influencing the stite in some 
seaoral areas (e-g,, agriculture) than o&ers (e.g., legal reformj? To the extent 

a O n  the extent of the chdlenge presented by the tendency toward corpora*&m, specidly in ht in  Amcricrn 
polirid systems, see Wkda (1994). 



that such differences d, what can explain thed Are the patterns here more 
pronounced within host countries or between thed 

Sectod vriodties. Aside from xhe quesrion of relative e£€e&veness posed just above, 
are some sectors (e.g., women's o ~ t i o n s )  more cntical for democratic 
deveiopment than others (e-g., environmental advocacy groups)? Ifxhere are 
differences here, are they sufficient to w m t  directkg ad society program- 
ming efforrs in particular directions? Implied here is a more strategic question: 
shodd USAID support all types of CSOs, or only certain types, or is there too 
much variation across regions and countries and levels of democratic develop 
ment to make any such judgments? 

"Benefit/c~st andvsis." Is the civil society return on investment gtwter in some 
areas (perhaps human rights, where a little work can som&es have a large 
impact) than in others (perhaps legal assistance, where even pro bono legal aid 
is managerially costly if given on a casebyuse basis)? If they d, what are 
the program implications of such differences? G k n  tha specific civil society 
strategies (as indicated in Table 2) appear to be more approprizte than ohen  in 
parcicdar country setting, it would not n d y  be productive to hist on 
moving to rht cheapest strategy. W6n guidelines might be suggested hen! ' It 
should be noted that no rigorous tconamctric treatment is intended hut; rather 
the analysis will be tssentiiuy qualitative, dong the lines eharctd out in Table 
3-8. Thus the term "ben&t-cost d Y s ; s "  is placed in quot;ltion marks in the 
paragraph heading here. 

4. Sequencing and strategies. In laying out our understanding of Basic Strategies I and 2, 
we have held that each is conceptually an independent entity, imspMivc of which comes first 
(see the earlier discussion of sequencing). But this may not be true. IS2 may look somewhat 
different, according to whether it p k ,  succeeds or occurs altogether independently of BSI. 
This empirical issue 4 1  be addrcsscd in the course of the study. 

5. Host country policy framework Donor support for aviI society assumes a host country 
policy framework that is favorable to NGO growth. Under what c i r m c e s  do host coun- 
rry governments favor NGOs or oppose them? What are the impacts of such policies on 
democratization? Can donor support for NGOs in an unfavorable policy framework help 
democratization in the longer term? The general issue of hostcountry mqtiviry to PVOs 
and NGOs is being addressed a CDIE study now in progress (sct Barclay et d. 19931, and we 
hope to draw on its findings to illuminate our own work here. 

6. Civil S O C ~ C ~  and ndistortionsn. Neo-dassicd economic theory tends to posit that any 
economic system differing from its own model suffers from "distofiions" of one son or 
another, which, if removed, will yield an optimal market system (in which consumer welfare 
is maximized and the most efficient use of scarce resources is attained). Such thinking wumes 
that the neo-classical form is a near-perfect (id not perfect) type, virtually a Platonic "form" 
which red-world economies are imperfect imitations of. 



It is tempting to ernploy a similar approach to democracy7 holding &at a competitive, ptunlist 
model is the norm (or Platonic "form") to which 151 d systans should aspire, and that 
anything blocking movement in that direaioo constitmu a distortion ro democracy. This 
idea, however, assumes that we know just what the ideal p l u r k  typc of dcmoa?cy is (an 
idea few American political scientists would currently accept with respect to our own politid 
system), and also - at least implicizly - that the Americau version of plunlism is the best one 
for all systems to im at emulating. A m r e  edeaic appro& xnight posit several Weberian 
"idea rypes" of democracy (perhaps in pluralist and corporatist versions), to which mI-world 
cases couId be compared, but this ractic presents similar prob1ems as w d .  To convincingly 
ded with these maaers would be far beyond the scope of this study, but we do iatcnd to 
explore it a bit, puricularlP with respect to the pl~nli~m/corpor;rrism itsue addressed briefly 
above. Specifically, it would be d to a c l k  (if only in an i n i d  faskion) the issue of 
whether it makes more developmenul sense to conceive of pl&m and corporatism as rwo 
alternative democratic types or to scc them as wukioas on a single theme of plunlism. 

ConduEtine the fidd study 

Conceivably the d t  for study in this CDIE assessment could be individual CSOs, USAID 
projects focusing on CSOs, or host countries within which CSOs assisted by USAfD have 
been operating. Given the diEuse nature of so much CSO accivky and the aced to ;~lssess CSO 
impact collccxively w i t h  the context of a political system as well as indiviMy7 &e most 
mitable unit for study appws to be the nation. 

The first need, then, is to find countries where there has been a USAID track record in 
supporting civil soaety (hopefully supplemented by &om &om other donor agcncics, though 
this will not be determinative in choosing countrie). A second need will be to detvmint zn 
appropriate balance between regions where the Agency has bcm 2R;ve in supporting a4 
society. T h e  data compiled for Appendix A s d  to be a good place go srut, and this is in 
fact where our choosing process bega~. We employed the DIS dambase? to d which 
coulltkes had the most CSO-related materid a d A 3 e  a WSAID/Wshingon, then chose 
candidate csuntries for an initid pilot study to test out the d & t y  of our model daring civiI 
society to democratic deveIapment. The bitid step in this prbcess has bcen to choose two 
possible venues - the Dominican Republic and Bangladesh -- then conduct a background 
desk study on each (Be& et d. 1993 and 19-41, wi& the intention of picking one of the two 
for our fm field visit. 

An additional reason for embarking on a pilot study is that our sister CDIE evaluation an 
"DeveIopmene Through PVOs and NGOs" proceeded in this manner with an initial fidd 
study of &lire, and found the exercise most productive, leading; thc CBIE team to modify its 
evaluation design in a number of significant ways Mort proceeding with rht main study. The 

-- 

a The Agency's Devclopmmnt Information System @IS) dauhc  include d USAID reports scet ip from 
oversea &ions axid from offices at USAIDlWashington. &uuse these repom musz be sent ro the d a b  
in order ro be included as part of it, the co~cctioa is by no rn- complete. Some missions ;lad some 
U S D / W  oofficcs supply more material thtn orhus- But it is as dose as ir is possible ro get to a complete 
inventory of & Agensy r a t e d  on any given topic. 



marerid available at USD/Washington, they found, was simply insufGaent to give a 
comprehensive picture of what had gone on with USAID-supporred PVO and NGO efforts. 
h consequence, they decided on s m d  evaluation design changes. It is wnceivable that we 
may undergo a similar experience. 

We anticipate sending a CDIE-intensive t- on the first country visit, including perhaps three 
CDIE staff professionals and one senior-level contractor, with the idea that each of these initial 
team members would then become team leader for subsequcnr fierd visits, thereby enabling 
us ro condua more than one country visit at a time as the assessment progresses. The 
PVO/NGO evaluation mentioned just above s u c c d y  employed a similar approach in its 
early work, and this experience seem worth d a t i n g ,  

Field study methodology. The successive pans of our approach to the field study work has 
been elaborated above in the ttnion on "Assessing civil society," but it would be appropriate 
to sum up this methodology by farming ir in renns of *key questionsm and the ways in which 
we intend to go about answering them. Appendix C sen f o d  an out..ine dong Fhesc lines. 
Ir should be emphasized, however, that the schema offered in Appendix C is at this paint a 
tentative one. The questions listed here scun at the outsct to be the critical ones to ask, but 
we anticipate the possibility of modifying these questions (as well as the ways H which w e  
answer them) as our assessment moves dong. 

Field study teams. Composition of the &Id study teams is critical for all evddom, for it 
is essential that an appropriate mix of disciplines and expricncc be included. For this 
assessment, teams wit1 be composed as indicated Mow. It should be notd that a single team 
member will likdy have more than one of the attributes Zistad here. 

the heam leader will be a CDIE dirca-hirc puson, though a contractor who h 
participated in an cvlier CDIE-14 field study in th is evaluation could be 
assigned this task; prcfczably the team l& will be a politid scimtist; 

a politid scientist country specialist for the p d &  state being studied will be a 
team member; the combination of politid science and caunwy expertise is 
especidy important here for at least one of the tan members; 

* at least one team member will have an extensive background in focus pfouv 
methodolow; 

lanyua~e skills will be essential for work in Latin A m e r i a  or hcophone Africa 
(rhough all the team members need not have high levels of lauguagc prafiaen- 
7). 

Bangladesh: a pilot study. Bangladesh appears to be the most feasible country for our pilot 
study for the reasons listed just below. For an initial analysis of u-d society in Bangladesh, 
see Benhin et d. (1994). 

there has been considembIe track record of USAD effofi in support of NGOs and 
CSOs for a number of yevs that has been docttmented in the DIS database; 

a number of other donors (e-g., Canadian CIDA, Swedish SIDA, NORAD, 
DANLDA) have vigorously supponed NCOs and CSOs over this period as 



well, thus facilitating a wide range of bonor/CSO Z;nLaPes to study, M well as 
a wider range of CSOs themsdves thm would be found in many countries; 

in addition, there is a rich literature adable on NGOs ia Bangladesh (see the list 
of Bangladesh NGO references at the end of -chr genenl derences for this 
paper); 

in the course of rhe past three dec&s, the country has variouslj. come under a 
successian of repime m w  - mhoritarj?n, quasi-democratic and democratic - 
thus offering a-record-of experience G& both BSI md BS2 under different 
conditions; 

there appears to have been a d a r  trend (if an uneven one) in the direction of 
widening of civil sociery over the last two decades, a1 leas some of which may 
be attributable to donor actiVit)'; 

the "developmentd haqg" in use &ere is Euglish, which means that ability in 
anather "developmcntd language' (i.e., Spanish or French) wiIl not be ileusay 
for any of the CDE core team members (as would be the ase if we took the 
Dominican Republic for our first country visit); 

having been openly dcmonztic for &e past three yrars, BvlgItdtsh at present 
provi.des a receptive country svstem for an evaluation of the type proposed here; 

several different civil so&? mrat&q (as per Table 2) could be explore& 
e Bangladesh is undeniably ;l tntlv leu developed count- which wodd be betttr for 

our firsr study than an ADC; and finally 
* none of rhe potential CDIE team members has ban bvolved in designing or imple 

menting USAiD programs or projeas that have supporeed democratic develop- 
ment in Bangladesh. 

Selecting CSOs for study. In choosing CSOs for d a d u i  andysis, we wilI seck to include 
a good variation dong the &re dimensions depicted in F ' i  2 and Table 2, ss fonows: 

basic strategy - we wvlt to look at CSOs involved with h t h  basic srfateeiq - 
enabling environment and organizationd support; 

principal focus of activity - under BS2 (organizationd support), we wish to include 
CSOs concerned mainly with participation as w d  as those primarily conen- 
trating on policv auountabilitv; 

type of strategy - within the larger participation and policy accountab'iity 
categories, we want to aqdyze CSOs pursuing the various specific szrateeies (as 
shown in row 2 of Table 2); 

For Bangladesh this selection process should prove relatively simple, because in addition to the 
DIS database there are several other ancillary resources to bla: upon in view of the prominent 
role NGOs have played in the development process over the k two decades and more. 
Specifically, it will be possible to tap the abundant litemwe d a b l e  on NGOs, and the 
widespread knowledge about them that 6 s  within the donor coxnmunity. For sribsqumt 
field studies, CSO selection wiU probably prove somewhat more diffdt,  becruse wen though 
the DIS database will be available, these ?nciUuy sources of knowltdge d be harder to find. 

Subsequent country studies. After completing and writing up the pilot study, the CDIE team 
will split up, with- its different members serving as team leaders for the remaining country 



studies, as indimed in Figure 3, which offers a couple of possible scenarios. The counrries . . 
(which are sill rentative at this point) have been chosr - on the basis of what could be gleaned 
from an initial search of the DIS database PIUS personal knowledge and experience gleaned 
from the CDIE team and its consuItants to include: 

a wide regional coverage (subject to the requirement that a sufh5ent USAID track 
record be in platz to  permit country field study assessments); 

@ a range of civil society strategies employed (as per Table 2); and 
a variety of development problems and contexts, so that the sample includes both 

LDCs and ADCs, and includes some countries further dong the democratic 
path than others. 

Our present design begins wish the BangIadcsh srudy noted above and &en moves to t h e  
field studies to be conducted more or ltss simultiureously. A third wave of two field visits will 
finish up the empirid work in late summer 1994, to be followed by writing the evduation 
synthesis, which should be completed in the fill of the svnc yar. In axed with CDIE's 
current approach to its evaluations, brief accoupu of the field studies wiU be written up, but 
elaborate published technical repom will not be prepared Instead, the touptry-level work 
will be aimed principally at the find synthesis report. In the evdtkon synthesis f m d i d  
at the right-hand side of Figure 3) we d together what has been learned from thc 
country srudies as well as the more general knowledge that this evaluation design and aucluuy 
CDE home-office activity have generated ro provide a final report for this assessment. 

Country sample. As the outset of our study, the country sample beyond B a n g b h  looks 
tentatively as rhoam below. As the sttxdies progress and we deepen our understxna of civil 
society's role in democratic development, we may madify the -1e. 

The Domidcan Revublic has seen a great deal of USAID-assisted CSO k v k y  over 
several decades and appesus to be an e x d e n t  illustration of iong-term suppart 
for democratic development. As noted earlier, we have begun preparing a 
background desk study on the Dominican Republic (Berthin a d. 1993). 

Thailand represents a reIatively advanced dweloping country that &er much 
wavering back and forth is now reasanably well launched on the dtmocratic 
path. USAID has a long experience of substantid supporr for NGOs there to  
be studied, and ia addition, two prominent Am~~ricm PVCh have been working 
in this seaor in recent years, the Asia Fo-mdstion and PACT. The USAZD 
mission in Bangkok is currently slated to close in the near b, but that 
should not affect the validity of studying Thdad, for our purpose is to distill 
specific donor experience in order to draw g e n d  lessons, not to make 
recommendations for individual country programs. 

Eastern Europe has seen substanrial USAID invments  in suppn of democrat& 
tion over the past several yearj, and there is mtry prospea that this interest 
will continue over the near-term future and probably longer. By this time there 
should be enough experience in supporting cbd society to justify indusion of 
an Eastern European nation in our sample. ?'he actud choice made wili be in 



consultation with the 9emocratic Initiatives Off~ce in the Europe and NmIy 
Independent States Bureau. 

The Latin America and Caribbean Bureau has worked longer in supporting 
democracy than other regional bureaus within USAID, and has an especially 
rich experience in civic education efforts (srategy 1 in Table 2). Accordingly, 
it makes good sense to indude a second LAC cormtry in our sunple, and it 
would be appropriate to select 1 case in South America, where rhe developmen- 
taI course has been quire different from what occurred in the Cmtral American 
and Caribbean region. Chile appears to be a good example of civic education, 
particularly with its Partinpa CSO. As an ADC that has recently undergone 
a democratic transition from an authoritarian reghe, Chile wodd also seem to 
have much in common wixh the EM region, for which its experience might be 
instructive. 

We plan to visit at leas one country in Africa, but at rthis point are not sure which 
of rhe many USm-supported countries in that region would be most suitable. 
Given the wide range of e~periences among the African countries1 she bes 
course here wodd be to d e  our selection in consultation with the Africa 
Bureau's Democratic Initives Office after our first field studys when we 
should have a better picture of which particulv c i 4  socieq issues we want to 
f o c i  on. At the ourset, rbc most approprke countries would app.ear oo be 
Kenya, Madagascar or Zambia. 
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Appendix A. USAID project activity in the civil society area 

Projects with probably civil society componcnrs active in FY 1985 and later 

m e  Cauntrv Proj _# FYs - Proiect name 

EUROPE 

2 Ex-Sov reg 
2 En Eur reg 
2 En E u  reg 

En Eur reg 
En Eur reg 
En Eur reg 

2 Poland 
2 Hungary 
(Bureau total) 

Dem Plur  Initiative 
Reg Dem Initiative Pgm 
Political Process 
R u l e  of L a w  
Soc Proc/Cult Plur 
Citiztns* V@mc Corps 
Asst to Dem f n s t s  
spt for Pem Pluralism 

3 Egypt 263-0220 91-94 WO Dt~el-t 9.0 
3 Egypt 263-0231 93-98 StrcngthcningGovernance 35.0 
3 NE reg 398-0280 87- BUm R t s  2.9? 

NE reg 398-0375 91-92 Dev Dem Institutions 2 - 0  
{Bureau total) ( 4 8 - 9 )  

Afghanistan 
Nepal 
Nepal 
Sri Lanka 
Sri Lanka 
India 
Bangladesh 
Bangladesh 
Zangladesh 
Pakistan 
ANE Reg 
AKE Reg 
Mongolia 
Philippines 
Philippines 
Philipgines 
Philippines 
Philippines 
Philippines 
Thailand 
Thailand 
f ndonesia 
Indonesia 
Asia Reg 
Asia Reg 
(Bureau total) 

Afghan PVO Support 3.6 
PVO CO- f iaanchg  If 15.0 
Democratizatia in Nepal 3.0 
PVO Co-f imtnc ing  II - 15.0 
Nat R e s  & Env Policy 12 . 0 
Dem Apprch to Resource Eff 4-O? 
Pvt Rural fnitiatives 10-0 
Inst Srren/Civie Partic 3 .3  
Hum Rts Support c0. 1 
Strengthen Dern Processes 18.0 
H m  Rts 1.5 
&moc Iastitutfons Spt 10.0 
Tng for Mkt-based Econ ? 
PVO Co-f inancirlg I 7 . 0  
W O  CO-financiag 1% 17.5  
Pvo co-financing XI1 12 -3 
NAFP Civic Action 1 5 . C  
Dem Pluralism lbitiative 12.0 
W O  Co-f inancing fV 25 -0 
PVO CO-financing fI 11.2 
Natural Resource M g t  40-0 
PVO Co-fimcing II 29.8 
Str fnst Dev (PVO CoF 3) 17.6 
Civil & fIum Rts Dev 23.7 
Asia Democracy 4 . 0  

( 3 1 0 . 6 )  



AFRICA 

Bolivia 
Costa Rica 
Dom Repub 
Dom R e p u b  
E l  Salvador 
E l  Salvador 

- Guatemala 
Haiti 
Haiti 
Raiti 
Haiti 
Haiti 
Haiti 
Honduras 
Nicaragua 
Panama 
Peru 
~araica 
Jamaica 
Jamaica 
CentAm reg 
CentAm reg 
IAC reg 
LAC reg 
LAC reg 
LAC reg 
LAC reg 
uc reg 
(Bureau total) 

Kenya 
Angola 
Mozambique 
Ethiopia 
So Africa 
So Zbfrica 
So Afxica 
So Africa 
So Africa 
Africa reg 
Africa reg 
=rica reg 
Africa reg 
Senegal 
Rwanda 
[Bureau total I 

Agency grand total 

Democratic Institutions 
Pvt Agencies Collab Tog 
PVO Co-fiaanc!nq 
Democratic Inltlatives 
M Inst Free Labor Dev 
Am Inst Free Labor Dev 
Str Democ Institutions 
NGO S q p r t  XI 
NGO Support I11 
NGO Support V 
Democracy Enhancement 
AtSmin of Justice 
Spt Constitutional Dem 
Strengthen Dem lasts 
Str Dem Institutions 
mmoc~atic Initiatives 
Democratic Initiatives 
Small Bus Associations" 
Voluntary Sector Dev 
Lacal Partic in Dcv 
Strengthen Democracy 
Free Labor Dev (AIFLD) 
ffum Rts Initiative 
W O  Sector Pol/Pgm Design 
Citizen Participation 
Am f I16 t  Free Lab m v  
Dem Initiatives Tech Spt 
Dem Trade Union Dev 

PVO Co-financing 
Democratization 
PVO -3% 
Spt for Dem & Governance 
Corn Outrch & Ldrshig Dev 
Hum Rts SupPo* - 
Bldg Dem Institutions 
Transiticn to Democracy 
Praanotion of Democracy 
Bum Rts Fwd-Africa 
Mxican Women in Ikvel 
African Bureau Dem Fund 
I3em/Gov Prog Dev & Spt 
PVO/NGO Support 
Dem Initiatives 

NOTE: This list includes projects active during Or after the later-1980s that are likely to have induded a civit 
society component (by which is meant some emphasis during LOP on NO0 participation in the political arena in 
an advocatory role. or as representing their members to the state, atc.1. The sources for the tist were the 
Congres~i0~1 Presentation for FY 1 993 and the CDIE/DI project database. 

Type 1 = projects in which civil society appears to have been the main fotw of effort. 
Type 2 = projects in which civil society appears to have been one among several foci of effort. . 
Type 3 = projects in which civil society was not cxpficitly included as a focus initially, but is likely to have become 

such a focus as the project was implemented. 
No type = projects not yet classified; CDrE database retrieval as yet is insufficient to do so. 



Civil Society-refated Projects by Region and Type 
{Projects active in F'Y 1985 and later) 

NOTE: This table includes those projects from the previous table that could be included in types 1, 2 
and 3. The remaining 20 projects could not be immediately classified on the basis of information 
available in the DIC database, but appeared quite likely to hatre some civil society component. Those 
that do fit into the classification employed here would most likely fit into type 3. 



Appendix B. USAtD assistance for democracy promotion activities. FY 1991-FY 1993 
{current year $ millions) 

Elections 

Executive accournability 

Other democratic initiative 

Source: Derived from GAO (1 994: 12-1 3), which uses data supplied by USAfD. 



Appendix C. Field research agenda: key questions and assessment methodology 

KEY ASSESSMENT ClVll SOClET Y ASPECT 
QUESTION 5 0  BE ASSESSED 

MAJOR iNDlCAfORS SOURCES OF INFORMATION 

In what ways have there Legal environment (de lure: what do Constitutional provisions, laws, regulations in tegal documents 
been changes in the te- Ihe rules say?) force, guaranteeing: 
gal, political (including 6 human rights 
political culture) and t freedom of speech & assembly 
policy environment re public accountability 
garding civil society over 
the past two or tl,ree Polltical environment (de lacfo: Militarylpolice are not suppressive of: Int'l monitoring reports (Amnesty Intl, 

decades Z what i s  the actual situationl) t human rights State Dept, etc.), interviews 
freedom of speech & assembly 

State supporling free speech: Interviews, knowledgeable outsiders 
print niedia [censorship, newsprint alloca- 
tion, govt advertising) 

rn broadcast media (private stations permit- 
ted) 

Public accountabiiity assured through: Documents, interviews, knowledgeable 
rqular elections outsiden 

rn transparent dccisionmaklnfl 
rn PCCO;; far CSOs 

Polilical cutturn (do social values ~ u b ~ i c  oplnian supports CI~II society opinion polls 
suppotl civil society!) 

Surtatnability of environment wer time Historical track record 

Policy environment (what do polll- Polltical agendas OF elites tntetvlews, knowledgeable outsiders 
eal elites want to dot) 





KEY ASSESSMENT 
QUEST!ON 

What did the CSOr 
analyzed in [he previous 
step actually do, bolh 
individually and collec- 
tively to promote parlici. 
pation and policy ac- 
countability? 

Ch'lL SOCIETY ASP€ C t  
TO BE ASSESSED 

Mobilization lor participation (how 
does a CSO aclivate its potential 
constituencyl) 

Advocacy for policy accountability: 
public energizing (how does a CSO 
try to hold authoriHes accountable 
by working openly? promote pollcy 
change?) 

Advocacy for hli accountability: 
lobbying with policy makers how 
does a CSO try to hold national 
authorities accountable by w&lng 
directly with theml promote policy 
change?) 

Extending through other organiza 
lions {e.g., umbrella NGOs) (how 
does a CSO leverage its efforts?) 

MAjOR INDICATORS 

Orgznizational growth, notworks of rnemhcrs 

Adivism of members 

Electoral patticipation (supnort lor candldates, 
votlng patterns) 

Mem--en' efforts toward parlicular policy 
makers (letters, visits) 

Membersf wider efforts (demonslradons, public 
protests) . 
Use of public fora (the media, international 
oganimations like Amnesty Int'l, etc.1 

Format Interaction (e.g,, boards, hearings) 

tnfotmal Interaction 

Support for other CSOs; alllances with interna- 
tional NCOslPVOs 

SOURCES OF INrORMATlON 

Membership rolls, evaiuetion of same 0.1. 
knowledgeable observers 

Meeting minutes, observation, focus 
Broups 

Interviews,~ knowledgeable observers, 
voting data, media reportin3 

Interviews, documents, focus groups 

Intcrvlews, documents, focus groups 

Interviews, documents 

hrtewiews, documents 

tntewlews, evaluation by knowledgeable 
oursiders 

Interviews, knowledgeable observers, 
budget & other ducuments 



KEY ASSESSMENT CIVIL S ~ C I E T Y  ASPECT 
QUESTION TO BE ASSESSED 

MAJOR INDICATORS SOURCES OF INFORMATION 

Did these activities in Executive branch: upper levels (have Executive policy statements, regulations, pro- Documents, interviews, media, knowl- 
fact have an effect in national loaders been afffected by a gram initiatives edgeable observers 
making state officials CSO's effortst) 
more accountable to the 
ci,irenry or in produckg Executive branch: lower lcvels (has Implementation regulattons (e.g,, police rules Documents, intcrviews, media, knowl- 

in poticyl the bureaucracy been affectedtl of procedure) edgeable observers 

legislative branch (have members of legislation responsive to civil society demands Documents, intcrviews, med~a, howl. 
nalionallregional Icgislativz bodies edgeable obsewcrs 
been affectedl) 

Legislators responslvc to civil society organiza- Inlervlcws, media, knowledgeable oh- 
llons sewers 

Local councils (have members 01 Councils responsive 
local lcgislataive councils been 
affected!) 

Council members responsive 

Dlrect CSO particlpatlon In cotrncil acthities 

Documents (e.g., ininutes), interviews, 
knowledgeable observers 

Interviews, knowledgeable observers, 
focus groups 

Justice system (has the legal system . Access to system for wider constitueficles Documents, interviews, knowledgeable 
become more responsive? Use of alternative dispute resolution observers 

rnechanlsms 

Old improvements In Particlpatlon (has it inreased? e.g., Ptwiously cxcluslve positions now open (e.g., Llsts o l  olficcholden, organization 
accountability or chang- affimatlve action program) to women) members, office staff; focus groups 
es in state policy have 
any effect at1 democratic 
developmefit? 

Greater mpmsentatlon In civil roclefy (a feed. Membcnlrip data on CSOs 
back loop) 

Human rights situation (has it im- Oecreased human rights abuses 
proved11 

External monitoring (State Dept, Amnes. 
ty Inl't arlnual reports, etc.), media 

Public probity [has It Increasedl) Hlgher public standards for prob!!y and behw- Media, opinion suweys 
lor 



KEY ASSESSMENT 
QllESTlON 

To ~rhat extent did the 
~ l f o r t s  of USAID and/or 
other donors actrrally 
contrlb~~te to any im- 
provements in civil 
society and democratic 
tfcve!opment that may 
have occutnid? 

C I V I  SOCIETY ASPECT 
f 0 BE ASSESSED 

Did donor activiw affect CSO insti- 
tutional s!ructure & strength? trf. I in 
Figure 2) 

Did donor activity affect institutional 
activities7 (cf. 11) 

Did donor activity affect state poli- 
cyt tcl. Ill) 

Did donor activity affect pollcy lm 
pact on democratic development? 
(cf. IV) 

MAJOR INDlCAfORS SOURCES OF INFORMATlON 

Use of USAlD and/or other donor resources Documvnts, budgets, interviews 

USAID andlor other donor role in deployment Documents, budgts, interviews 
of institutional structure & strength 

Effect of USAID andlor other donor-supported Interviews, knowledgeable observers 
activities in changing state policy 

USAID andlor other donor mle in policy dia- 
logue: securing poiicy acceptance 

lnipfementatlon of policies suppotled by Documents, media monitoring, inter- 
USAID andlor other donors views 

USAlD andtot other donor role In policy dib Inlerviews, knowledgeable observers 
rogue: securing policy implementation 

Downstream impact of policy on social welfare Interviews, knowledgeable observers, 
sociwconomlc data 


