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Summary

Measuring civil society strength has become entangled in competing definitions of civil society.  A more productive approach begins by considering civil society from the perspective not of what it is but what it does. Civil society functions – articulating citizens’ interests and demands, defending their rights, and meeting their needs – can be performed by a variety of institutions and organizations, not all of which are or need to be detached from the government.  Determining the strength of civil society requires assessing how well these functions are performed by a continuum of organizations and institutions.  A disaggregated, multi-sector model is developed that assists with measuring CS strength in any specific context.

Few concepts that have become popular among social scientists have enjoyed such rapid and concurrent acceptance among agencies working on economic and social development as has the term "civil society -- and few have been so vaguely understood and explained.  The World Bank, the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) and most United Nations agencies have begun not only to write about "civil society" in their publications, but to include "civil society" objectives and components in their projects.  Yet when personnel from these agencies are asked what is meant by the term, they are more likely to ask for help in getting a clearer, more substantial understanding of the subject than to venture an answer themselves.


It is encouraging that "civil society" is now on the agendas as well as on the lips of development professionals and also social scientists.  For too long, analysts and promoters of development have been preoccupied with economic variables and objectives, as if these factors could overcome or compensate for deficiencies in the political realm.  Now it is increasingly concluded that countries cannot and will not make good use of financial resources unless their public institutions exhibit characteristics such as accountability, transparency, and responsiveness to the needs and concerns of their publics.  Justifying and endorsing autocratic governance for the sake of economic growth (e.g., Huntington 1968) is now passé.


If a concern with accountability, transparency and responsiveness is challenged, one can respond by asking which were the four countries in sub-Saharan Africa that received the most U.S. assistance during the decade of the 1980s?  The answer is Liberia, Somalia, Sudan, and Zaire.  Few countries today have populations more miserable and debilitated than these, not due to the failings of their people so much as to collapse of their social, economic and particularly political institutions, and to a weakening of many cultural values.  In the future, one can expect it will be harder for the likes of Tubman, Doe, Barré, Nimeiry, and Mobuto to gain backing from donor agencies or to receive rationalizations from scholars as was once done in the name of “modernization” and economic growth.


In some ways, civil society has become a code word justifying engagement with non-economic concerns, much like the concept of "social capital," which is also widely used these days though not any more widely agreed upon.
  Both terms make certain imputed causes -- diffuse phenomena that involve mostly mental and non-material relationships -- sound as concrete as the specific outcomes and material effects that are attributed to them.  Something rather important is being addressed in both cases but with underdeveloped conceptual tools.  


We believe that more progress can be made in assessing and scaling "civil society" by considering it in relation to state institutions and by regarding this term as an adjective more than as a noun.  It refers not to a single, homogeneous thing which can be larger or smaller, stronger or weaker, but rather to networks of relationships between state institutions and the citizens within a society who are subject to state authority as well as among those citizens. This balance of power and influence can favor the state more than citizens, or vice versa; but it is important to bear in mind that it is the balance that varies, not some thing called "civil society" that stands between citizens and the state.  As will be suggested below, at least parts of the state may function as contributors to the purposes that prompted concern with civil society in the first place.  


The term civil society is widely used as a noun, and we ourselves use it here in this way to refer to a set of institutions and relationships that affect the balance of power between state and citizens in favor of the latter.  However, this is not simply a zero-sum relation, where more power for citizens means automatically less for the state, and vice versa.  Depending on the aims and performance of state institutions, their strength can contribute to what is thought of as civil society.  

The analysis that follows leads to a  positive-sum understanding of the relationship between state and civil society where the latter gives citizens greater capacity to engage with the state in mutually agreeable endeavors rather than just to oppose the state or to retain complete autonomy from it.  Civil society in these terms is seen as possibly facilitating productive interdependence where state institutions are willing to accept such a relationship rather than being enmeshed in relationships of dominance or subordination (Abers 2000; Brinkerhoff 1998; Fung and Wright 1999).

Operationalizing and Measuring Civil Society
The precise meaning and boundaries of civil society are difficult to pin down.  Different sources offer varying definitions of what delimits civil society and what sets of actors should be considered within it. However, they are consistent in reifying civil society and distinguishing it from the state.

Diamond, Linz and Lipset (1995: 27) define civil society most broadly and inclusively as "the realm of organized social life that is voluntary, self-generating, (largely) self-supporting, autonomous from the state, and bound by a legal order or set of shared rules.  It consists of a vast array of organizations, both formal and informal: interest groups, cultural and religious organizations, civic and developmental associations, issue-oriented movements, the mass media, research and educational institutions, and similar organizations."  Economic, religious, kinship and political interest groups are all included within civil society, according to this definition.

Stepan (1988: 3-4) takes a somewhat different view, defining civil society as "that arena where manifold social movements (such as neighborhood associations, women's groups, religious groupings, and intellectual currents) and civic organizations from all classes (such as lawyers, journalists, trade unions, and entrepreneurs) attempt to constitute themselves in an ensemble of arrangements so that they can express themselves and advance their interests."  Political associations are considered in this view to constitute a separate arena called "political society."  Stepan focuses on the space within which initiatives and interactions occur rather than on actors or agents involved.

Huber, Rueschmeyer and Stephens (1993: 73) define civil society more concisely as "the public sphere distinguished from the state, the economy, and the web of family and kin relations."  Groups with an economic purpose find no place in this definition, and broad sets of social relationships are excluded, though political organizations are included.  The underlying concept, like that of Stepan, is of space rather than of actors.  Similarly, van Rooy (1998: 30) defines civil society as “the population of groups formed for collective purposes outside of the state and marketplace.”  

Linz and Stepan (1996: 7-8) focus on "self-organizing groups, movements and individuals, autonomous from the state."  They include in their concept also individual protesters and mobs, focusing like Diamond et al. (and unlike Stepan) on actors, those who engage in political and social transactions, rather than on the space (arena or sphere) in which those transactions occur.


The content and scope of civil society can be seen to vary considerably according to different definitions.  Operationalizing the term “civil society,” assessing its strength in different contexts, and mounting programs to strengthen civil society are all made difficult by this lack of conceptual clarity.


Rather than approach this subject through definitions -- and adding one more -- an inductive approach is taken here, asking what are the purposes and outcomes that are at the heart of the widespread current concern with civil society?  Then, what are the structures associated with these functions?  This produces an understanding of civil society from the perspective not of what it is, but according to what it does. This is not a classic structural-functional analysis because no tendency toward equilibrium is assumed.


Supported and reinforced by widely shared norms and values, the different categories of institutions and organizations that are performing civil-society functions enable members of society to:

· articulate their interests and make demands, 

· defend their rights vis-à-vis the state and others, and

· meet their needs directly, without depending on state agencies.


Civil-society organizations and capabilities by their existence and effectiveness help to ensure that people's interests, rights and needs are not suppressed and are, instead, fulfilled.  Under various circumstances, these functions can be assisted and protected by institutions of the state, so there is not always or necessarily an oppositional or zero-sum relationship between citizens and the state, as is implied in much of the literature -- and more so, in the rhetoric -- about civil society.  


Achieving and maintaining the outcomes listed above generally depends on the existence and operation of interacting sets of institutions and organizations, as discussed below, which are reinforced by favorable conditions -- policies, precedents, procedures -- and supportive cultural values -- norms, beliefs, attitudes -- that give status, legitimacy and predictability to these institutions, organizations and conditions.  These organizations, institutions, conditions, and values together will dispose, encourage and enable individuals and groups to take initiative and to carry through independent actions, enjoy security of person and property, exercise self-determination, and maintain individual and group identity. 

Cultural values are quite important for the functioning of civil society, buttressing whatever particular institutions and organizations can contribute to it.  Values help preserve a substantial degree of autonomy and non-subordination for individuals and groups vis-à-vis state institutions.  But it is people's capacities for initiative and independent action that give civil society effective scope for action, and these capacities are largely created and sustained through institutions and organizations, even as they are nurtured and sustained by certain values and other cognitive factors.  Clearly, many interacting and interdependent elements contribute to the maintenance of individual and group autonomy vis-à-vis the state.  But we leave to others, or for another day, the analysis of those elements of the policy environment and of civic culture that are supportive of civil-society institutions and functions.  Here we focus on those more structural elements, institutional and organizational, that constitute the main capacities of civil society.

Going Beyond a Zero-Sum Conception

While it is desirable to keep the state and civil society separate at the conceptual level – lest the aggrandizing tendencies of one threaten to engulf and overwhelm the other – it is the interplay between the state and what comes under the heading of civil society that determines in practice how well and truly civil society functions get performed in any particular context. At one extreme, a totalitarian state can entirely absorb within itself all “acceptable” CS activities while debarring and criminalizing unacceptable ones.  Civil society can hardly be very strong and effective in such a setting.  In a contrasting setting, the state may not only permit but also facilitate, encourage and engage productively with multiple independent actions initiated by organized citizens.  Civil society will obviously be stronger in such a setting, and civil-society functions will be performed more effectively.  Other examples, more descriptive of the usual situations faced in different countries, could be drawn.


The point is that in gauging civil society strength in different countries one cannot avoid making explicit references to the state. What the state does (or does not do) will influence how strong civil society is in any particular setting.  Civil society and the state may well constitute distinct and distinguishable institutional domains, as different analysts maintain (Cohen and Arato 1992; Chandhoke 1995).  But calibrating civil society strength without simultaneously examining how state institutions functions – i.e., without assessing whether they prohibit, permit, protect or promote civil society organizations and functions – is like performing "Hamlet" without the Prince.


For civil society to be strong in any context “state institutions would have to become more accountable to civil society by having their functions as protectors, coordinators, and regulators of citizens’ lives recast… Civil society and the state must become the condition of each other’s democratization… [including ultimately] attempts to democratically expand civil society through state support” (Keane 1988: 15-19).


What civil society does in a particular context and what these actions are able to achieve has a lot to do with what state institutions allow, enable, facilitate, support and endow.  Operationalizing and measuring civil society without also assessing public sector institutions is thus deficient.


There need not be a zero-sum relationship between the state and civil society.  “The power of civil society and the capacity of state institutions can increase together, in a positive-sum interaction, or they may also decline together, in a negative-sum way, as when the state’s policymaking and administrative capacities stagnate along with civil society’s capacity for independent self-determined activity,” much as we have seen within some of the unfortunate countries listed above (ibid., p. 61).


Acknowledging the potential of a positive-sum relationship means that we look more at the links that exist between the state and civil society.  “Though civil society stands in tension with state institutions [conceptually, in practice] a strengthening of both is necessary to deepen democracy and undermine injustice… social movements seeking greater justice and well-being should work on both these fronts and aim to multiply the links between civil society and states” (Young 2000: 156).


How can such an understanding of the structures and functions of what is referred to as civil society be made more concrete and operational? That is what we want to advance. A whole range or continuum of institutions and organizations can be identified thus as potentially contributing to the purposes associated with civil society. They do not represent a separate entity poised to counter the state. Rather they represent a configuration of social, economic and political structures that are bolstered by policies and other conditions favoring civil-society outcomes and by civic culture.

Civil society has been widely described in mechanistic terms as a kind of "buffer" between individuals and the state, simply conceived as in Model I below (Figure 1).  This is more of a rhetorical rather than an analytical model of civil society, and it has led to premature closure and simplification of the civil society concept.
[Figure 1 about here]


This view is too dichotomous to make sense of the political dynamics that operate in most countries.  Social scientists have increasingly paid attention to the concept of embeddedness, as discussed, for example, by Evans (1995) and Granovetter (1985).  It is surprising, therefore, to find civil society so often spoken of as something altogether dissociated from state institutions.  Some of the institutions and organizations that promote CS purposes are surely independent of the state, but others may not be -- and need not be.  


Institutions such as the legislature, the judiciary and subnational governments, which are necessarily embedded to some degree within the state, must be linked with non-state institutions and organizations if they are to be effective.  The ability of the more autonomous units of civil society to protect citizen interests, or to help citizens engage on favorable terms with state actors and initiatives, depends to a great degree on the orientation of such institutions, particularly the courts, that are embedded within the state.  Non-state actors within what is commonly called civil society should not be understood as operating all by themselves because that is not how they exist and function, as seen above.


Rather than contrast civil society (CS) with state institutions as shown in Model I, we propose a more disaggregated way for thinking about entities that can comprise civil society or, better said, contribute to CS purposes.  These can be arrayed along two continuua of embeddedness-to-autonomy as shown in Figure 2, with autonomy from the state paralleling embeddedness in society, and vice versa.  "Civil society" is stronger to the extent that more of these components, whether branches of the state or CS sectors, are oriented toward the performance of societal functions.

[Figure 2 about here]


Particular societal sectors or institutions in a given country may be contributing fully, partially, only marginally, or not at all to the promotion and protection of citizen interests, the defense of citizens' rights, and the fulfillment of their needs.  If not contributing, they do not add much to the measure of civil society strength in that country.  Conversely, to the extent that some branches of the state serve these purposes, they improve civil-society functions and enhance civil-society strengths.


Anyone concerned with knowing how strong or weak is civil society in a country, and whether there is strength to build on or weakness to be remedied, can get better answers to these questions by considering how the different sector are operating and by looking at the full set of sectors and branches shown in Model II, rather than by looking especially at non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and grassroots organizations (GROs), which are usually considered to be the most important or sometimes the only components of civil society.
  However, NGOs and GROs may not be very significant for civil-society strength in the absence of other supporting institutions and organizations.  As noted above, it is the nature of links and relationships between state and non-state sectors that represents the true potential of civil society in any particular context.


Organizations in the middle column of Model II (1, 2 and 3) are often dominated by or even function as extensions of the state.  But they can function somewhat or even fairly independently under various constitutional and cultural conditions.  What are classified in Model II as "semi-autonomous CS institutions" (4 to 7) are often allied to or collaborate with the state, but they are more likely than middle-column institutions to carry out CS functions and to augment the autonomy of individuals.  The right-hand column in Model II includes those organizations most likely to be independent of state control, though this is not always or necessarily the case – and even when these are independent, there is no assurance that they will be able to perform CS functions effectively.

An Overview of Actual or Potential Civil-Society Actors

What makes civil society important and strong in any context is not its existence as an entity but rather the quality and number of relationships between citizens and state actors that are mediated by a variety of institutions and organizations, including sometimes branches of the state itself.  How different state institutions behave – vis-à-vis their links with the other organizations and in relation to the performance of civil society functions in a society – is thus of central concern in operationalizing and measuring civil-society strength. State institutions can be analyzed in terms of six sets of actors. How  power is shared among them and how coherently they work together varies from country to country and over time, but they create the structure of the state (Miliband 1968).


S1. The executive: This is the set of persons who exercise broadest and final authority "in the name of the state." They are also known as "the regime" or "the rulers." Terminology is not standardized; in Britain, they are called "the government," while in the U.S. one refers to "the administration," although the functions and powers are the same. Collectively, these persons (one, or a few, a few dozen, a few hundred, at most a few thousand) speak and act in the name of the state.  By definition, this set of persons is not a part of civil society. But depending on the orientation and influence of other institutions along the continuum, these decision-makers may be quite accountable and responsive to citizen needs and interests. Civil society will be stronger if such is the case.


S2. The administration: This is the permanent staff of government, the civil service, commonly referred to as "the bureaucracy." These persons, numbering at least in the thousands and sometimes in the millions, may act quite autonomously from the regime, as the rulers may be ruling in name only, as is said to be true to a considerable degree in Japan, especially in the area of economic policy. In principle, members of the public administrative service are agents of the executive, but any government relies heavily on its bureaucracy to give effect to its decisions and to acquire information, revenues and other resources needed to govern.  The power of the administration can thus be considerable, and it can serve to represent and advance the interests of citizens and to protect their rights.  If this branch of government commonly referred to as the "public service" is disposed or required to function actually as this designation implies, all institutions and organizations performing civil-society functions can be more effective in advancing individual and group interests.  If not, the bureaucracy’s performance becomes a focus of CS pressure and resistance.


S3. The armed forces and police: This branch, which encompasses all those persons who wield force in the name of the state, includes also intelligence services and security forces where they exist.  Where there is civilian supremacy, this arm of the state is subordinate to S1 and S4 – and civil society tends to be comparatively stronger – but S3 is often able to act fairly autonomously, and some regimes are even "puppets" for the military and/or police, in which case civil-society performance will be considerably hindered and its organized expression may even be outlawed in some cases.


S4. The legislature: The elected representatives of the public, in addition to enacting laws and approving budgets, in some countries determine the government (S1). In many systems, the legislature is a "rubber stamp" for the executive or for the bureaucracy or the military.  In the U.S., certain powers are given to the legislature so that it can control the executive in certain areas of decision-making. But strong legislative powers are the exception rather than the rule. Where legislatures operate independently, they are important voices and vehicles, and civil society can be stronger as a result.


S5. The judiciary: Judges are usually appointed by the executive, though sometimes they are elected adjudicators of the law.  Though dependent on the executive, legislature and administration for resources and for enforcement of judicial decisions, courts having precedents and legitimacy in their favor may be able to limit these other branches of government.  This branch usually operates through a hierarchy of courts, culminating in a supreme court at the national level.  The judiciary may be more or less accessible to members of the public on terms that give them a reasonable opportunity for getting justice done, which will strengthen civil society.


S6. Sub-national governments: These operate at provincial, regional or state levels.  They can have some autonomy from other branches of the national government. Certain legal and fiscal arrangements can make this branch quite subordinate to the center, but in federal systems it is able to act fairly independently, responding to and acting upon regional expressions of need and interest.  To the extent that sub-national governments have their own taxing powers, they become dependent on, and thus more accountable to, their constituents, which can help make the performance of civil society functions stronger. 


Next let us consider a number of organizational structures that serve – or can serve – the functions and interests of civil society.  Rather than draw a boundary around CS and regard it as a self-contained buffer, as in Model I, we should consider various components that can contribute to the functions of civil society.  These range from social structures that are more or less associated with state institutions, as considered above, to others that are practically autonomous, as shown along the continuum in Model II.  


Various non-state institutions and organizations -- depending on the circumstances and on their leadership -- can contribute significantly to the autonomy of individuals and to their ability to speak up and speak back to the state. This is not achieved only through autonomy; sometimes it comes from having connections between these institutions and the state that give citizens greater voice and scope for action.  Organizations acting only by themselves are unlikely to have great impact on behalf of individuals and groups if they are not linked to and cooperating with other organizations.   More than just NGOs or grassroots organizations are involved in this process.  

1. Political parties: Some or all of the parties in a country can perform CS functions, representing and presenting people's needs and proposals, sometimes quite forcefully.  Political parties that operate actively and competitively, with local-level units enlisting ideas and personnel as well as mobilizing votes, can be considered part of CS when they represent regional, occupational, ideological and other interests within the political process at higher levels.


It is possible that a monopolistic single-party could function as part of civil society if it were internally democratic, with competition of personnel and ideas at local levels, and if these personnel and ideas then feed into national leadership and policy.  However, most historical precedents suggest that single parties are, or quickly become, arms of the state vis-à-vis the public. Historically and contemporarily we see that multiple parties can serve the interests of political elites rather than of society at large, contributing little to what is thought of as CS. Having a large number of parties in a country thus gives no guarantee of stronger CS. One needs to look at what they contribute to effective exchange among citizens and state, and whether they create opportunities for more satisfactory transactions with the state.


2. The media: In many countries, the media -- especially television, radio, and the major daily newspapers -- are controlled by the state.  But this is not true everywhere.  In many countries, one finds journalists working through various media an important source of independent information for the public and an ally in the exposure of malpractices by state institutions.  Does this make the media part of CS?  This depends on numerous factors and will vary from country to country.  But even some journalists within state-controlled media can function on behalf of non-state interests, depending on conditions, culture and traditions (and individual courage).  Many small daily papers and weekly or monthly papers, magazines and journals are quite independent of the state.  In countries like Ghana and Uganda, at least a section of the media should be regarded as part of CS by any definition even while the major media of communication are state-controlled.


3. Local government: Depending on how much financial and legal autonomy they have, local government bodies at county, subdistrict, locality or village levels can be part of CS.  Sometimes what is called local government is only an extension of central administration, in which case it should be considered as local administration, rather than as local government (Uphoff 1986: 4-5).  But if it operates with the kind of independence and flexibility that local governments have traditionally had, for example, in the U.S. and U.K., acting collaboratively with higher levels of government to carry out programs that local citizens desire, they are important parts of CS and promote non-state needs and interests.


4. Business sector: That part of private enterprise which is concerned only with producing goods and services for private profit should not be considered as part of CS. But there is often some aspect of businesses that is concerned with policy matters and that engages in public service. This aspect of the business sector should be counted within civil society. Having its own sources of income, businesses can be more independent from the state than other parts of CS.  Indeed, the state can be rather dependent on the business sector in terms of tax payments and employment generation, not to mention simply the day-in, day-out provision of goods and services that keep the public clothed, fed and satisfied.  So business enterprises, if they choose to do more than engage purely in profit-seeking production, can become key CS components, criticizing and proposing policies, and financially supporting other CS sectors in a public-spirited manner.


However, having noted this possibility, it must be acknowledged that often business interests, at least a major part of this sector, are closely allied to and aligned with government, being wooed by the executive and other state actors. Businesses need many approvals and can benefit from various concessions from the state, and state actors can impose many costs on businesses, overtly or otherwise. Key business leaders get absorbed in the state or become beholden to it, in which case the CS role of this sector is diminished or even absent. The exposure of "crony capitalism" in a number of Asian counties has shown this danger dramatically. However, during the period of autocratic rule by Ferdinand Marcos in the Philippines, we saw an organization called Philippine Businessmen for Social Progress (PBSP) play a key role in forcing a return to democratic governance.


The relation of the business sector to the state thus needs to be examined on a case-by-case basis -- and also over time, since this relationship can change. This sector in particular needs to be disaggregated when assessing its contributions to civil society purposes because it encompasses such a wide range of entities, from foreign-owned enterprises and investors to small-scale businesses and microenterprises.


5. Religious organizations: Whether these function as part of CS varies considerably from one situation to another.  Some religions, or at least their representatives, insist on remaining outside the control of the state, while others have a tradition of acting on behalf of their adherents vis-à-vis the state, giving protection and/or voice. In either case, churches, mosques, congregations or other religious institutions should be considered at least potentially as part of CS.  The Catholic Church in the Philippines under the leadership of Cardinal Sin became an active part of CS there since the mid-1980s, and the recent political transition in Indonesia was spurred in part by two large national Muslim organizations which were prepared to criticize the performance and faults of the regime.


In some countries, the concept of separation between church and state is so extreme that religious leaders and bodies focus entirely on other-worldly concerns, never engaging with public affairs or challenging the power of the state even when exercised unconstitutionally. This, it is has been suggested, is currently the situation in much of Nigeria, where religious organizations may be irrelevant to CS. But often they are some of the most secure and effective components of CS, even if not recognized as such.  Of course, in instances where churches are closely allied and aligned with the government, they can become effectively part of the state apparatus and undercut the effectiveness of civil society. But, how tied religious organizations are to the state or how independent in a given country is always an empirical question, not a matter of definition.


6. Foundations: This is a growing CS sector, as non-profit organizations dedicated to philanthropy of various sorts are springing up around the world.  This has been evident in Indonesia, for example, where yayasans now number in the thousands.  These are often very small operations, but they can operate on their own, independently from or in cooperation with the state, bringing money and staff (maybe just one or two persons each) to bear on different issues and problems that their founders and directors consider important.  Foundations are similar to NGOs, and indeed can in some countries be grouped analytically with NGOs.  But foundations have no aspiration of mobilizing large numbers of people.  Instead they focus on providing funding and expertise for selected activities that is mostly autonomous from the state. While they can be vulnerable to pressures from the state, they nevertheless can make CS more pluralistic, as seen in Indonesia.  This ipso facto strengthens civil society, giving state agencies more nodes of citizen activity to monitor and deal with.


7. Universities: Because so many universities and other institutions of higher learning are publicly established and supported, they are often considered as part of the state and have little or no latitude for critical action. But this ignores the large number that now privately operated, and also the extent to which publicly-financed universities, technical institutes and other such institutions can operate autonomously, even in opposition to government. The 1975 revolution that brought down an autocratic regime in Thailand was spearheaded by students from public as well as private institutions.


Governments around the world regard universities as "hotbeds" of criticism and opposition, partly because teachers are more independent and outspoken than many other professions. But this view arises also because students, having fewer personal encumbrances and as yet undampened aspirations, can be quite a radical force within society.  When both idealism and knowledge get combined in university settings, these become important outposts for civil society, even if sometimes isolated ones. 


8. Trade unions: These have traditionally been organizational channels through which the interests and concerns of large numbers of citizens can be expressed and advanced, aggregated in terms of their respective means of earning livelihoods.  On the other hand, in many countries, because of the potential power and autonomy of unions, these structures are controlled or guided by state agencies, or possibly eliminated and suppressed.  Where trade unions have become arms of the state, they obviously are not part of what is thought of as civil society; in other situations, however, they can be major protectors of individuals' rights and needs.


Unions enable workers on a group basis to engage in collective bargaining over wages and conditions of work, and to withhold their labor if no agreeable terms are arrived at with employers.  Unions commonly function now as national organizations, but they had to start at the grassroots, and their effectiveness depends upon maintaining such a base.


9. Professional associations: When what became known as CS began to take shape in Europe in the late 19th and early 20th century, there was quite a different institutional landscape.  Trade unions were incipient, and universities were small isolated institutions; the church usually had close ties with the state.  When Max Weber looked at European society, he was impressed with the role of "the free professions" (die freie Berufe), law and medicine in particular.  "Free" in this sense meant independent.  Their independent voices were important to keep an overbearing state in check where it was willing to permit public expression.  Now that various professions have expanded so widely around the world, they are usually ignored by analysts of CS, or simply classified as NGOs.  Yet they can be one of the most critical CS elements, in both senses of the word, because the professions have skills that make them important to both the state and the public.


Lawyers as an organized group can be especially important, as a number of Ghanaian governments have learned to their embarrassment.  Lawyers can challenge and work within and on the judiciary system, trying to make it live up to the usually lofty ideals it professes, like dispensing justice and providing equality before the law.  Other parts of CS can work more effectively and confidently to the extent that they can invoke all the available protections of the legal system.  The Ghana Medical Association has also been a persistently independent voice, speaking up not only for its economic interests but also for the health needs of the public.


Given the status and legitimacy that they possess as well as the information they have as experts, professionals can counter actions of state agents and serve the interests of the public by contradicting state claims. If professionals choose to communicate their knowledge independently, they break the state's monopoly on expertise. This is often seen now in matters of environmental conservation, e.g., regarding construction of dams or clear-cutting forests.


An important but frequently overlooked professional group is the artistic community -- writers, poets, musicians, composers, playwrights and others who produce ideas, melodies, verses, symbols and other things that appeal to the mind and feelings. These creative persons tend to be independent by disposition, and even to be critical of state power and actions. They represent a potentially very powerful part of CS, facilitating communication with and inspiring the rest of civil society with its songs, articles, murals and other forms of expression.  In the U.S., both the civil rights movement and the anti-Vietnam war movement in the 1960s were made more powerful and independent by the power of folk music.


10. Non-governmental organizations: These have usually been regarded as the major actors of civil society, but note that we have moved quite far along the CS continuum before coming to NGOs on its "autonomous," i.e., embedded in society, end.  NGOs vary greatly in size and effectiveness, covering a wide range of activities and functions. Some are membership organizations pursuing purposes of, by and for their members, but most are better understood as private sector, not-for-profit organizations that are accountable to their founders, managers and contributors (Uphoff 1997). NGOs can serve various functions, some more supportive of CS than others, however, the NGO category should be restricted to national and regional organizations to distinguish it from the next category of CS actors.

The important point, however, is that NGOs and the next category, grassroots organizations, are not the only sectors that need to be considered while assessing CS strength in any particular context.  Other branches and sectors can also perform CS functions.  And how well NGOs and grassroots organizations perform their functions depends quite centrally upon how these other branches and sectors behave and on the quality of linkages between NGOs and these other sectors.


11. Grassroots organizations: These are local-level and membership organizations, though they can extend upward through various federative arrangements to become regional and even national organizations with a local base.  Relations between grassroots organizations and the state are not always conflictual in nature (Brinkerhoff 2002), nor is there any reason to rule out the possibility of mutually beneficial cooperation with state agencies.  Farmer organizations that work with government agricultural extension services, or water user associations that cooperate with an irrigation department in the operation and maintenance of irrigation systems show that some degree of cooperation and embeddedness is not only possible; it is quite often also appropriate and desirable.
 


Horizontal linkages among grassroots organizations and vertical linkages with other kinds of CS structures and roles are an important part of the effectiveness, strength and robustness of civil society (Fowler 1997).  To the extent that norms and expectations of solidarity operate among and across CS sectors, the whole of what is called civil society is more capable of discharging the CS functions outlined earlier.  

Measuring the Scope and Effectiveness of Civil Society

When assessing the reach, status and strength of civil society in particular situations, focusing only on CS components without reference to state institutions will be misleading and stereotyped.  Looking only at that end of the continuum which is the most separate and autonomous from the state will limit an understanding of how much opportunity for power and influence individuals have within that political system; moreover, it will ignore opportunities for enhancing such power and influence within the middle range of the continuum.


The strength of civil society is much better assessed when CS is understood as referring to the functioning of institutions and organizations that establish connections among citizens and between the state and individuals to the benefit of the latter. Sometimes these are protective functions for citizens, but they can instead provide channels and mechanisms for collaboration (Brinkerhoff and Brinkerhoff 2002; Krishna 2003).  


The set of institutions and organizations that enhance the power of citizens will not be the same in all situations or at all times.  In some countries, the media may be a vital part of what is understood as civil society, while in others, they are simply mouthpieces of the state.  Civil society is more appropriately assessed thus when it refers to those structural and cognitive factors which sustain and reinforce individual initiative, action, self-determination and identity, creating a degree of independence in decision-making and from state influences.  How some agencies outside the state perform is critical for this assessment; but how particular state institutions operate vis-à-vis citizens is equally important.

The term "civil society" will probably never be fully freed from ambiguity, given the complex and contextual phenomena that it encompasses (Lewis, 2002).  The term has become entrenched in our language and thinking as a noun, which focuses attention on differences in kind (what is civil society, and what is not?).  It will be more useful for the purpose of measurement, however, to consider contingent differences and matters of degree, e.g., what is the role and effectiveness of the media in enhancing citizen rights in a particular country, and how much do the media contribute to advancing citizen needs and interests?  


There is clearly some intuitive sense in which observers and analysts conclude that civil society is "stronger" in some countries than in others – or is getting "stronger" or "weaker" in a particular nation.  This makes it worthwhile to find some way to represent these differences.  Our approach aims at identifying institutions depicted in Model II that are contributing the most to CS functions in a certain country. It seeks to identify possible locuses of weakness that could be addressed as well as on opportunities that could be taken up for strengthening CS.  Such an analysis considers civil society not as a discrete entity, but rather as a set of capacities and propensities that exist within the overall social, cultural and institutional structure of a country.  Diverse institutions, including some state institutions, need to be considered for this purpose.

We started our analysis of civil society by formulating this concept in functional terms: not in terms of what CS is, but rather in terms of what it does.  Our proposed scheme of measurement evaluates the strength of civil society in terms of the functions that its component parts perform or do not perform.  One can assess the strength of civil society in terms of the extent to which each of these parts contributes to:

· advancement of citizen interests, 

· protection of citizen rights, and 

· fulfillment of citizen needs. 


A measure of CS strength can be derived by asking two questions related to performance of the various institutional or organizational actors able potentially to accomplish these functions:

First, which among the different CS sectors, and which among the branches of the state, can individuals and groups approach and work through to further their interests, rights or needs?  How many of these sectors have leaders and representatives who are willing to listen to and take seriously individual and group demands?  Which among these leaders and representatives are prepared to help defend individuals’ rights?  Which and how many of these sectors can help people meet their needs directly, i.e., without recourse to the state?  

Second, we can consider civil society sectors and some branches of the state as initiating action on behalf of citizens and ask the following question: Which and how many of these sectors act of their own accord on behalf of citizens rights or demands – even when they have not been directly approached by citizens?  The judiciary in many countries has been known to take a stand against the executive in defense of individual rights.  Similarly, unions, political parties, the media, and local governments often act of their own accord to defend citizens’ rights, to articulate their demands, or to provide collective services.  

Answers to these questions give a good approximation of what is meant when people talk about civil society strength.  Table 1 below presents a sample evaluation exercise for a hypothetical country.  The right-hand column presents a score for the CS functions that are performed or facilitated by the sector concerned.  The total at the bottom of this column represents a summary measure for the country which can be compared with measures similarly constructed for other countries. 

[Table 1 about here]


The summary number indicates how broadly CS functions are performed in a country.  Our hypothetical country gets a score of 58 points, out of a possible 144 (16 times 9), in terms of how engaged different branches and sectors are in performing CS functions in this country.  Depending on the situation prevailing in other countries, the CS score would be higher or lower than this, and obviously, the score for any particular country on this measure will vary over time. The absolute number is not so important as differences in scores between countries, or for a country under successive regimes, as demonstrated below.

Though hardly very complicated and even if liable to some subjectivity in scoring, this framework provides a template for analyzing and evaluating civil society in terms of constituent parts and functions.  Strategies can be devised to bolster those sectors or functions that are found to be the weakest.  Agencies that are interested in strengthening civil-society capabilities in a country can take purposive action for enhancing the capacity of any particular sector or sectors that could engage in CS functions and to increase their orientation to engage in such functions.  Instead of speaking abstractly about generalized measures to assist civil society, this framework can target efforts in specific areas.  Financial and other resources can be employed most productively when they are directed toward specific sectors and functions identified through such assessment.

This method of analysis, producing an estimate of civil society strength, is no doubt an artificial and inexact construct, but it is no more contrived and inexact than methods developed to measure another concept, democracy, which has been studied for much longer by political scientists and practical administrators.  Both sets of measures are intended to attach some summary magnitude to phenomena that are very complex and dynamic, using conventions and consensus to make comparisons among systems and to estimate expansion or contraction.  Considerable disagreements continue to surround diverse measures of democracy, even though these measures have been around for some time, but as Munck and Verkuilen (2002: 31) conclude in their review article on measures of democracy, “having a data set on democracy, even if it is partially flawed, is better than not having any data set at all,” for it helps spot strengths, address weaknesses, and chart directions for future public policy.  A practical demonstration of this aspect of our method is provided briefly below.

Mapping Civil Society Differences Under Several Ghanaian Regimes

Any drawing of boundaries around civil society calls attention to its differentiation from the state, suggesting a zero-sum relationship. The schematic diagrams in Figures 3a and 3b show how different can be the "shape" of civil society over time within the same country. The mapping of shape and size of civil society reflects some interpenetration between "state" and "society" so that these are not two separate entities and not strictly zero-sum. The sequence in which sectors and institutions are shown in these figures varies from that given in Table 1 because the "closeness" of different institutional entities to the Executive can be different between regimes and over time.

[Figures 3a and 3b about here]



Ghana was chosen for purposes of illustration because its state-society relations are less complex than the other country that we know very well, India. The civil-society profiles shown below reflect our understanding of the relations between state institutions and civil-society sectors, based on over 30 years of following Ghanaian politics. They could be made more methodologically valid by getting consensus among, or averaging the judgments of a number of persons who are knowledgeable about Ghana, using Delphi techniques to arrive at numbers that represent complex relationships in simplified, summary quantitative terms.  


The branches and sectors are arranged along a continuum, left to right, reflecting the degree to which they give (or gave) precedence to state interests over citizen interests. The width of the respective columns reflects relative differences in power represented on a 0 to 4 scale that is certainly ordinal but probably more logarithmic than cardinal. Given the number of estimations made, the results are not very sensitive to individual adjustments or corrections made in the numbers used. Foundations, which have not become important yet in Ghana, are omitted from consideration, the kind of modification that needs to be made to reflect country circumstances (and itself informative about the shape and functioning of civil society).  


The resulting numerical aggregates for civil society -- 45 out of 240 under Nkrumah (19%), and 132 out of 270 at present (49%) -- are reasonably descriptive of the changed political relationships between the two regimes, the first, a one-party state, and the second, a competitive multi-party system. A comparable calculation, not shown, for Flt. Lt. J. J. Rawlings' first regime and the early part of his second regime, before he began to civilianize the government, scored 54 points for the scope of civil society, out of 190 points (23%) during those periods of military rule in Ghana. 


With more discussion among informed observers, there could be some adjustments in the allocation and total of points along the x axis, and some y-axis adjustments in the divisions made between state and civil society for the respective columns. The discussion and refinement from this starting point would itself be informative, but the changes in the overall totals would probably be fairly minor. Arriving at some agreed upon 'profile' of the strengths and weakness of what is referred to as 'civil society' would be the objective of such measurement. It would be informative and could be made prescriptive once consensus and confidence had been built up around it.
Conclusion
This method of analysis produces estimates of civil society strength that can be compared between societies and over time.  It could be refined in qualitative terms by adding modifications that account for policy environment and cultural supports, considering more than the orientation and capabilities of sectors and branches to enhance citizen autonomy and security.  The first step we think is to get the structure right. We suggest that this analysis provides an appropriate framework for understanding and assessing the functioning and effectiveness of civil society as it is generally understood.  

Combinations of quantitative and qualitative measures to assess the overall strength of civil society will need to be developed further, and more sophisticated methods and data will be proposed as analysts grapple with the nuances of this domain in the future. More progress will be made if we focus more on substance and effects than on boundaries.  Too much time and energy has already been spent trying to draw a definitive line around civil society, separating it from state institutions – with too little effort devoted to devising measures for understanding and strengthening civil-society capabilities. Our analysis suggests that it will be more fruitful, for the purposes of measurement at least, to considers civil society as a set of relationships rather than a discrete entity, making assessments in terms of civil-society functions and consequences.  


Civil society is strong in countries where these functions are performed actively and well by a large number of sectors and by some branches of the state; it will be weak where fewer functions are performed and where fewer sectors are involved in performing these functions.  Measures to strengthen civil society can be better conceived and carried out when civil society is understood not as an entity – what it is or what it might be – but rather in terms of what can be accomplished through some combination of institutional channels with historical and cultural supports on behalf of society’s members.  Diagnosing the weaknesses of civil society in any country and assisting efforts to address these weaknesses will be more effective with the kind of disaggregated analysis suggested here, which is concerned more with what civil society does and less with what it is or might be.
Figure 1:  Model I – Civil Society as BUFFER Between the State and Individuals
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Figure 2:  Model II -- Civil Society Organizations and Institutions as a

Continuum of INTERACTION among Non-State Institutions and with State Institutions

	STATE INSTITUTIONS
	SOCIETAL INSTITUTIONS/ORGANIZATIONS

	Core
	Interface (?)
	Interface (?)
	Semi-Autonomous (?)
	Autonomous (?)

	S1. Executive


	S4. Legislature
	1.Political Parties
	4.  Business Sector
	8. Trade Unions

	S2. Administration
	S5.  Judiciary
	2.  Media
	5.  Religious   Organizations
	9.  Professional Associations

	S3. Armed  Forces 

       and Police
	S6. Sub-National  Governments
	3.  Local Govern-ments
	6.  Foundations
	10. Non-Govt. Organizations

	
	
	
	7.  Universities
	11. Grassroots Organizations

	Embedded in the State --------------------------------------------------------Autonomous from the State

	Autonomous from Society ----------------------------------------------------------- Embedded in Society


Figure 3a: State-Civil Society Relationships in Ghana, 1965, at Height of One-Party State
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Figure 3b: State-Civil Society Relationships in Ghana, 2003, with Elected Government
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KEY:

Ex = Executive


PP = Political Parties

G = Grassroots Organizations

AF = Armed Forces/Police
M = Media


U = Universities

Ad = Administration

LG = Local Government
Pr = Professional Associations

Lg = Legislature

T = Trade Unions

R = Religious Organizations

J = Judiciary
 

B = Business/State Enterprises

Sng = Sub-Natl. Govts.
N = Non-Govt. Organizations

Table 1: A Measurement of Civil Society Performance for a Hypothetical Country

CS contributions are scored on scale of 0-3, with 0 = no function in this regard, 1 = minor or only occasional function, 2 = moderate function, and 3 = major function in this regard.










Functions

	Sectors and Institutions
	Articulating Interests/Demands
	Defending Rights
	Meeting Needs Directly
	Overall Score for CS  Contributions

	S2. Administration
	0
	1
	0
	1

	S3. Armed Forces & Police
	0
	1
	0
	1

	S4. Judiciary
	1
	3
	0
	4

	S5. Legislature
	2
	1
	0
	3

	S6. Sub-National  Governments
	0
	1
	0
	1

	1.  Political Parties
	3
	0
	0
	3

	2.  Media
	2
	2
	0
	4

	3.  Local Govt.
	2
	0
	2
	4

	4   Business Sector
	0
	0
	3
	3

	5.  Religious Organizations
	2
	1
	0
	3

	6. Foundations
	0
	2
	0
	2

	7. Universities
	1
	3
	0
	4

	8. Trade Unions
	3
	3
	1
	7

	9.  Professional Associations
	1
	1
	1
	3

	10. NGOs
	3
	2
	3
	8

	11. Grassroots Organizations
	1
	3
	3
	7

	
	
	
	TOTAL
	58
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� We have ourselves worked on operationalizing and measuring the related though different concept of social capital.  See Krishna (2001, 2002) and Uphoff (2000).


� Here we are making no systematic distinction between institutions and organizations, but a more nuanced treatment of the subject would do so, as explained in North (1990) and Uphoff (1994).


� Empirically there is little support for a zero-sum relationship which posits that an enhancement of either state of civil society diminishes the other. Examining the relationship over time between state and civil society in three countries, Sweden, the United States, and Western Germany, for example, Rueschemeyer et al. (1998: 271-2) conclude: “The overall picture in all three countries contradicts what classic liberal thought would have led us to expect… The [comparatively larger] welfare states of Western Europe do not seem to have choked social and political participation in their societies.  By contrast, the United States [the smallest of these states] is experiencing a substantial decline in social and political participation.” 


� “Why is it,” asks Eade (2000), “that these three categories – development, civil society, and NGOs – should have come to be regarded not only as mutually reinforcing but as overlapping or quasi-synonymous terms?”  It is necessary, she points out, to go beyond ideology and to come to terms with the complexity that exists in practice.


� As Mbogori and Chigudu (1999: 112) note, “Civil society and its organizations are inextricably bound up with government.” 


� Where these linkages are weak, NGOs can often serve ends that run counter to the overall health of civil society.  Moore and Putzel (1999) suggest, for example, that “Where states are ineffective, improving their capacity may be the best way to stimulate effective organizations of the poor.”  However, donor agencies often seek to bypass the state in such situations, preferring to deal directly with NGOs.  But NGOs “are not authorities against which rights can be asserted.  All else being equal, the use of NGOs as implementers of public programs is likely to demobilize the poor,” thereby weakening civil society.


� That cooperation rather than conflict between grassroots groups and state organizations is most conducive to development and capacity building is amply illustrated by recent studies.  See, for example, Tendler, (1997); Ostrom (1996); and Krishna, ed. (2001).


� We are in agreement, thus, with the philosophy underlying the development of the CIVICUS index; indeed, one of us, Krishna, has been involved with this development (see � HYPERLINK "http://www.civicus.org/new/media/CSI" ��www.civicus.org/new/media/CSI� for a description of the CIVICUS index).  The four dimensions considered within this index – Structure (of primarily non-state organizations); Environment (including political context, legal environment, and state-civil society relations); Values; and Impact – are all appropriate ones.  But lacking any disaggregation into component sectors and branches, this tool does not help in the same way to generate policy prescriptions regarding remedial action.   Diverse measures of democracy have also been devised (discussed later), and these measures continue to co-exist because they address different aspects and are useful for different purposes.
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