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13 Mistaking ‘governance’ for ‘politics’: foreign
aid, democracy, and the construction of ciyj]
society

Rob Jenkins

Through a long and uneven process of diffusion, the idea of civil soc;
has_entrenchcd itself within a diverse array of cultural and intcllmwty
settings, One of the contexts into which it has been ‘received’ is whfe ::tual
loosely be termed ‘the development profession’. The commun?t o
scho}ars, f:onsultants, activists, and policy analysts that influences olf' o
making in national governments, international agencies, andp nlgy‘
governmental organizations has constructed an elaborate discoy -
around ltl:nc role played by civil society in the process of social f::c:cmm-nrjSe
an.d political change in post-colonial societies. Because of the i’nﬁuence CI"
Fhls community on foreign-aid! priorities — which today encom asso
issues of how political life is organized — it occupies a unique niIthe ?s
::nteg)porary pp]itical ttlle.ory, representing a common locus for both tl':;:1
Co‘fi I:li(::];.of the idea of civil society and its retransmission to aid-recipient
Scholars attempting to bridge the gap between political theory and
devel_opmcnt studies have, in general, performed admirably in holdin
multilateral aid agencies to account for the hypocrisy of their policg
state_ment§ on civil society. In perhaps the best treatment of this issuey
Davnc,l Williams and Tom Young expose the emptiness of the World,
Banl_(_s stated commitment to respecting indigenous African political
_tradltm_ns.z The Banlk’s enthusiastic support for civil socisty, they argue
is nothing less than a backdoor attempt to transform Afri::an sociegt];e;
fror‘n‘ the ground up by substituting a new understanding of individual
political subjectivity — for it is only through such a novel basis for the

.y . .
This L;erfl‘n 1s.deﬁned bruadl_y to include all financial transfers (in the form of loans and
gran _) Tom governments, international organizations, multilateral financial institutioas
or private charities in OECD countries to either governments or non-govemmentai

s gggr‘;lzat'!ﬁps in ccoémmlcal]y less-developed countries (LDCs),

avi illiams and Tom Young, 'Governance ) i d
Poliical Srudies, 42 (1994), pp, 84-100. + the World Baok and Liberal Theary
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«gelf* that the accompanying featurcs of an open political sphere and a

. - peutral state’ can perform the roles assigned to them in liberal political

theory and neo-liberal economic policy.

While this has proved a useful exercise, particularly because it also
indicts the often sanctimonious community of northern non-
governmental organizations as collaborators in the process of social
re-engineering, there is less validity in pursuing what some might consider
the logical next step — namely, exposing the extent to which the aid
agencies’ con¢eptualization of civil society represents a ‘misreading’ of
political theory. The main charge is that the complex ancestry of the term
is not acknowledged by practitioners working within the development
field. In fact, the muitiplicity of meanings behind the term ‘civil society’
makes it pointless to condemn foreign-aid agencies for failing to adhere
to one or another definition. Just as other cultures have developed
indigenized versions of the notion of civil society, the aid community has
taken this most promiscuous of ideas and fashioned it to suit its own

" unique culture and purposes. There is as little justification for demanding

that the United Nations Development Programme adopt a Lockean
rather than a Gramscian conception of civil society as there is for
expecting the usage of the term in Chinese political discourse to conform
to the meaning ascribed to it by Plato. Different circumstances produce
different meanings, and these change over time in response to unpredict-
able influences. This is one of the main premises of this volume.

There is one crucial difference in the case of aid agencies, however,
which is their intentionality. They are deploying considerable £CONOMmIc
and political resources to bring about change. Because the notion of civil
society is thus employed instrumentally, we are justified in seeking to
determine whether the logic which underpins the particular conception
aid agencies have developed is consistent with the achievement of their
stated objectives, and whether it is compatible with other principles to
which they are ostensibly committed. The conclusion reached is that, on
both counts, it is not.

The materials on which this critique will be based are not the familiar
sweeping statements of the World Bank, which is barred by its Articles
of Agreement from engaging in programmes of projects with a specific-
ally politigal component® (While the Bank effectively skirts this pro-

3 The most important of these are Sub-Saharan Africa: From Crizis to Sustainable Grawth
{Washington, D.C.: The World Bank, 1989), Governance and Development (Washingon,
D.C.: The World Bank, 1992), and Governance: The Worid Bank's Experience
(Washington, D.C.: The World Bank, 1994). For more detailed statements, see the
publications of the Wertld Bank's Senior Policy Adviser in the Africa Region’s Technical
Department (written in his ‘personal capacity’ and therefore expressing views that ‘should
not be taken as reflecting those of the World Bank’): Pierre Landell-Mills, ‘Governance,
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ggb;ml)ll;nlz Effzﬁn";.g plohticz‘ll issues as questions of efficient
rem;in for the nl;r(l)gt asls on “governance’, its statements on jiv'l
far more active agentls:l?rrnttz: grii}g:lf :fl e‘ﬁted Plane of abStractilotf ‘;C"irettn
: attempting to build gjyi) v . 2C
Pl;otgl:‘:‘lr;zg: oafrebillgfhw?ual donor fc’overnmemsg. It bigdti:ni:g Societieg
e ol an;ra donors which have seized most ene:mg'n-aicl
el so thg an atiempted to prgvide substance to th Sheally
ailed programmati S We

- ¢ priorities of
actor, and the one dev of the most ¢
: oting the most resour i St zealo
ces to this effort us
~ the Unit
ed

Stat i
o oils;_ ez;\gae;;gy f?r :Ir:te;natlonal Development (USAID) - byt th
. 15 in the development i i | © view
ently in the maalyan D community will also feature promi
) FOfelgn-.ald programmes of advanced
ave identified civil society as the key in,
?ranc ,developmcnt’ in the economically
SOlllt.h . The !ogic runs roughly as follows,
policies and impartial implementation. Th
_goremrr:jents that are held accountable for
n turn i
econor;lice;;e:v(::rl:lpﬁg tthe existence of ‘autonomous centres of social and
non can act as watchdo, ivi .
oo ) gs over the i
gssoc;::;lir;s and government officials. Civil society consists ?)?l;ttles o
asso cnm.rts tl];at make up these ‘centres’ and the ‘enabling envi o the
shat Eﬂ ™ 3 t_ em 1o operate freely. It is an arena of public s aronment
asa se p,nvate_actors. Therefore, aid to the ‘democrac 4 ge iy
profess?g;o: » a8 it has increasingly come to be knowfl a&'tlfiovem-
professio t,h E:muf_t .bc ear_‘rpar]lced to support both individual asslocin ons
st po ltl'cal milieu in which they carry out their functio ations
inor variations this story i i "
i : ; ory is embedded in the thinki
ral aid agencies and muitilateral financial institutions ;ngvﬁifh:u fkft
) e

capiFalist ‘notthern’ coungy
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less-developed states of tl?-
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Civil Soctety and Empowerment in Sub-

Conference of the Society for the Adv Saharan Africa’, paper prepared for the Annual

Nopterence ocie ancement of Socio-Economi ;
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regervation of individual liberties is deemed by most agencies to be a
od in itself, it is the contribution of individual rights to engendering
and maintaining democracy and promoting sound government policy
and economic performance that primarily animates aid policy. By
qunding organized groups within developing countries, aid agencies seek
o create a virtuous cycle in which rights to free association beget sound
government policies, human development, and (ultimately) a more
conducive environment for the protection of individual libertics.
From the standpoint of the role inte which civil society has been cast in
promoting this equilibrium, there are several problems with this model.
¢ The most serious shortcoming is that aid agencies expect too much of
civil society. In order to justify its reliance on civil sogiety for so many
" different missions, USATD bas assigned a range of meanings to the term.
Fach use is, in effect, context-dependent. There is nothing inherently
wrong in this. The notion of civil society as mutable, something capable
it of adapting to new configurations of power, might even appear an
" attractively flexible idea. The problem arises when efforts are undertaken
- to operationalize these vatrying conceptions by building {or ‘fostering’, or
‘supporting’, or ‘nurturing’) civil society through the application of
foreign aid. It is in their attempts to wed theory to practice that USAID
and other donors have effectively stripped the notion of civil society of
any substantive meaning. This is not to say that there are no empirical
referents to the term in each of these various definitions, In each instance
it is clear which types of associations qualify as constituent elements of
civil society, and which do not. Rather, the main difficulty is that the
definitions are not capable of producing, in 2 ca-ordinated way, the three
main outcomes that assistance to civil society is designed to produce: (1)
transitions to competitive politics, (2) the ‘consolidation’ of fledgling
democracies, and (3) the establishment of market-oriented econemic
policies, and subsequently positive developmental performance.

To put it slightly differently, in order to make the case for civil society’s
pivotal role in achieving one of the three objectives, the concept is defined
w in ways that preclude it from contributing to the other two. This
- disjunction is remedied by specifying, when referring to the other two
objectives, alternative definitions of civil society that render its ability to
achieve them more plausible. Unfortunately, the political reality in which
events unfold is rather more messy and unpredictable. The dynamics of
political contestation are not inclined to change course in order to
accommodate the finely crafted theorizing of aid-policy analysts. Since
the three objectives are meant to reinforce one another in a self-sustaining

system, the USAID conception of civil society is fatally flawed. The
instrumental nature o

f the term cannot contain its multiple meanings.
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‘how to define “civil society” and set its conceptual boundaries’.” Their
‘goal is to assist the decision-makers within USAID ‘in designing and
evaluating civil society investments in the democracy sector’.®

One of the most suspect attempts to reorient the definition of civil
society in line with USAID’s diverse objectives was 2 1996 Program and
Operations Assessment Report. This document indicated a conscious
ghift in terminology, from the term “civil society organizations’ (C8Os) to
«ivic advocacy organizations’ (CAOs). This was meant ‘to highlight the
activist and public interest nature of the organizations USAID seeks to
support with democracy funds’.? Sensibly enough, this definition includes
‘labour federations’, ‘business and professional associations’, and ‘envir-
onmental activist organizations’. But the wider context makes it clear
that USAID is interested in these groups only to the extent that they
‘engage in or have the potential for championing adoption and consolida-
tion of democratic governance reforms’.'® What they are attempting to
support — through the funding of specific associations — is the acceptable,
public-spirited face of civil society. There are two problems with this.

The ficst stems from the inconsistency between the logics behind
economic and political aid. Political aid, in the form of funding for civil
society organizations, attempts to locate the “true democrats’ capable of
pressing for a ‘political opening’ - that is, a recognition by a repressive
regime that increased participation is justified. In seeking out such
committed idealists as strategic allies, however, USAID is violating the
sacred neo-liberal logic of allocative efficiency that underlies its economic
aid programmes. Northern aid agencies and multilateral financial institu-
tions have spent the better part of two decades attempting to persuade
developing-country governments that economic planning, in which state
bureaucracies attempt to ‘pick winners’ from among the range of
industries and firms within their national economies, inevitably leads to a

sub-optimal allocation of resources, and ultimately to rent-secking and
the creation of powerful interests wedded to the system of preferences.
The message was that attempting to second-guess the market would not
work. And yet the very same donors are attempting to do precisely the
same thing in what they have termed “the democracy sector’. They are, in
effect, distorting the free operation of the ‘political market’ by funding
groups svithin ‘civil society’ which rhey consider likely to support

democracy.
While it may be possible to justify these interventions by claiming that

7 USAID, Center for Development Information and Evaluation, ‘Constitwencies for
Reform: Strategic Approaches for Donor-Supported Civic Advocacy Programs’, USAID
Progam and Operations Assessment Report no. 12, February 1996, p. v.

# [bid. % Ibid., p. vi. 10 Thid., p. viil.
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Gordon White's typotogy of civil society’s meanings, however, is pat-
ticularly useful for our purposes because it indirectly highlights the extent
to which donor thinking relies not on one Wrong oF inappropriate
definition, but on an array of detailed specifications, any one of which can
be invoked, depending on which developmental objective it seeks to
achieve.1? {For his part, White sensibly limits himself to one clearly
defined tsage of the term for his own work, an analysis of the emergence
of voluntary associations in China during the period of economic reform.)

White argues that within the intellectual tradition which views civil
society as the sphere of associational activity operating between the state

The second problem with attemptin

12 Gordon White, ‘Prospects for Civil Society in China; A Case Study of Xiaohan City’,

mimeo, January 1992,
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atronage networks also impinges upon efforts to promote the type of

affirming civil society that aid programmes would like to see
entrenched. While it is possible for USAID to refuse them funding once
their usefulness in assisting the transition from authoritarian rule has

‘peen exhausted, cthnic associations mobilized for political purposes

canmot simply be wished away. Their role in bringing about the demise of

a dictatorial regime brings with it a sense of empowerment that can

embolden such movements to make further demands for a different type
of society and polity, These organizations need to be integrated into the
matrix of competitive politics — as they have been in India'® - rather than
cast as obstacles on the road to modernity and good governance.

That donor agencies are not unaware of the downstream implications
of an inclusive approach to civil society during the period of democratic
transition is evident from their approach to other associational entities.
Anticipating the difficulties that emerge when attempts are made to
‘consolidate’ a newly installed democracy, USAID explicitly excludes
political parties from afl of its definitions of civil society, terming them
part of ‘political society’.'? This is an attempt to nip the problem in the
bud. While there is ample theoretical precedent for such an exclusion,
USATD’s stated rationale for doing so — that parties seck 1o capture,
rather than to influence the exercise of, state power?® — is dubious. It is
pot until this logic is extended to the point of excluding from its
operational definition of civil socisty those organizations with close links
to political parties that it becomes manifestly untenable. To assert that
political parties can and ought to remain distinct from the social groups it
is their function to reconcile is to assign them a role as dispassionate

interest aggregators, shorn of ideology and immune to the pressures of
power. There is little empirical justification for such a view in either the
recent spate of democratization — the “Third Wave2! - or in the second
wave that followed decolonization from the late 1940s to the mid 1970s.
Poland’s Solidarity movement, perhaps the greatest single inspiration
for the rencwed interest in civil society among the donor community
during the 1990s, rested upon a complex web of relationships between
groups with overlapping memberships, cemented together by charismatic

18 The clussic account of how caste identities have adapted to democratic politics in India is
Lloyd 1. Rudolph and Susannc Hoeber Rudolph, The Modernity of Tradition (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1367).

18 [JSAID, Center for Developtnent I
Assessments Division, *Civil Society an
Design Paper’, 24 February 1954, p. 3.

20 USAID, *Constituencies for Reform’, p. 3.

21 Samuel P. Huntington, The Third Wave: Democratization in the Late Twentieth Century

(London: University of Oklahoma Press, 1991).
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The double-edged sword of autonomy: democracy, accountability,

and economic policy

At the root of the tortured attempts of development practitioners to
equate civil society with all that is wholesome in political life - citizen
involvement, public-interest advocacy, self-help — is a preoccupation with

36 This process can be characterized as a return to the pattern found during colonial rule.

As N. B, Dirks has argued, British colonialisry — its institutions as well as discourse —
transformed caste inta an extremely rigid social formation detached from political
processes, creating what Dirks calls ‘a specificaily Indian form of civil society’. N. B.

Dirks, ‘Castes of Mind', Representations, 37, pp. 56-78.
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promoting good governance. This is understandable, even admirable, [,
practice, however, it turns out to be something of a mirage. The probiem
is with how the conception of good governance is formulated - ig
particular, the explicit bias towards neo-liberal economic orthodoxy
Market-centred policies, it is everywhere implied, are ‘sound’, while thosé
that deviate from this logic undermine both efficiency and welfare 27
There is nothing to prevent USAID and other agencies from pursuiﬁg
su_ch policies. It is beyond the scope of this paper to dispute either the
wisdom of such programmatic priorities or the moral right of develop-
ment agencies to use aid as a lever with which to effect them. The
question is whether the characteristics they ascribe to civil society in
democratic transitions/consolidations are consistent with the roles envi-
saged for it in policy making and implementation.

As this chapter has argued, the dynamics of political movements and
the constantly shifting motives which characterize political life bear little
resemblance to the sanitized vision of civil society which USAID and
othf:r agencies seek to promote. But even if we accept the portrayal of
politics as a struggle of ideals, and therefore the conception of civil
gociety as consisting of principled issue advocates, there are logical
inconsistencies which undermine any claim to an operational com-
patibility between the various objectives of organizations like USAID,
The initial impetus for investing such great hopes in civil society as an
agent of change illustrates this. The flourishing of associational life in
many regions, particularly sub-Saharan Africa, was rightly interpreted by
many political scientists and development practitioners a8 representing a
forcc capable of threatening to undermine unresponsive regitnes. Accord-
ing to a wide and varied literature, a vast array of collectivities — from
associations of peasant farmers to village-level groups demanding greater
local control over natural resources — had become ‘disengaged’ from the
state.?® This disengagement had, in many instances, served as a proxy for
overtly political dissent: the ability of civil society thus defined to
contribute to regime change, to place democratic politics on a broader
footing, and to hold future governments accountable to the rule of law
instilled great optimism in the development community.

Many of these communities are in fact capable of providing the basis
for a more participatory, though mediated, form of politics. They can
and do help to broaden the sphere of politics beyond the formation of

27 See, for instance, USAID, Center for Development Information and Evaluation, ‘Civil
Society and Democratic Development in Bangladesh: A CDIE Assessment’, USAID
Working Paper Na. 212, August 1994,

2 See, forl instance, Richard Sandbrook, The Palitics of Africa’s Economic Stagnation
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985).
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elite consensus. Their ability to contribute to good governance is,
however, restricted by the way in which this term has been redefined. The
goalposts have, in effect, been pushed back. If one reads the small print,
the concept of good governance no longer refers simply to authority
which is accountable. It is the taking of actions consonant with sound
policy, which in turn is construed as market-oriented economics. This
raises a fundamental dilemma for the efforts of USAID to promote civil
society as the basis for ensuring good governance. The social groups
whose associational activities originally made them such attractive allies
in the eyes of donor agencies often possess orientations far from
harmonious with neo-liberal orthodoxy. Simply because they disengaged
economically from particularly rapacious states does not mean that they
are uninterested in a strong role for the state in the future. Indigenous
environmental groups, for instance, in many cases have ideas about the
economic management of natural resources that do not accord with the
‘priceist’ stance of governments committed to implementing donor-
backed structural adjustment policies.

In fact, many of the associations which inspired the original faith in the
power of civil society to act as a check on state power arose in opposition
to the imposition of such policies by authoritarian regimes. They were
formed to bury neo-liberal economics, not to praise it. Governments that
are swayed by such voices would, by definition, be providing accountable
governance but not good governance — an anomaly that further under-
mines the credibility of the aid agencies’ conception of civil society. In
other words, even advocacy (as opposed to self-interested, potentially
rent-seeking)} groups in civil society might not desire the policies that aid
agencies seek to promote. The assumption that they wilt is rooted in the
logic of the type of democracy that aid agencies envisage.? I the
government fails to embrace liberal economics, then it is not seen to be
operating within the context of liberal politics. The adoption of neo-
liberal policies thus becomes the sine gua non of civil socisty.

On 2 mote bagic level, what USAID and other donor agencies fail to
recognize (or at least openly to acknowledge in their policy statements) is
that frec-market economics removes many decisions from the purview of
not only the state, but also the political community, democratically
constituted or otherwise. In their zeal to see dominant social groups
stripped of their power to subvert public institutions for private gain, aid
agencies simultancously dissmpower subordinate social groups: the
associations that come closest to the ideal of citizen invoivement will find

29 e internal assessment, referring to USAID's support of business associations, argues
that “fin civil society terms, such assistance could be called a “democratic capitalism”
strategy’, USAID, ‘Civil Society and Democratic Development in Bangladesh’, p- 29.
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the political basis for pursuing even mil i istributi
undermined. The most imporgtant reasoclllyv:t?)‘/i lf}?ilsf?:ﬁitrlbﬁtwe o ojects
relativ:ely unchallenged is the ability of aid agencies iy ot med
adopltlon of market-oriented economic reform in df:moctl-)ag(c)lnt - the
In Fh:s respegt, India, which is not only democratic but also Ocountnes.
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less radical than advocates of shock therapy had hoped for, ha ‘me, hile
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ance (in the form of neo-liberal economic prescriptions). The eggvf'm-
betwcen good governance, accountability, market economics aqda il
society was thus maintained. b and el
"I'he details of tl_w Indian case, however, reveal a more complicated
picture — one which by no means justifies such facile assurl; ti
concerning how civil society is best conceptualized,® One of thep ain
reasons why the Indian reform programme has been able to overcommillln
political forces arrayed against it is the existence of a federal oli' ?
system, The logic of econemic reform brought many more dIe):c'l‘ma
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Indian and for_eign capital to their regions. Significantly, these leadure
were free to indulge in such activities because the r’nain elcctoeri
preoccupation of politicians operating at the state level is with courti;a
thelsul?port. c_;f organizations engaged in the mobilization of politiciz g
social 1den.t1tlcs (caste, religion, language, sect, tribe). SectorZI int et
groups wthwh, under other circumstances, might have had more sueres
with their ¢fforts to undermine reform found themselves subs$§:§

0 The arguments that follow are i
X ] elaborated in greater detail in R, Jenki g i
Politics and Economie Reform in India (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni;/ereslilll;nlgsl"es‘g{.,l’;%%am
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witbin the matrix of local, primordial politics — a place in which they were

* relatively powerless. Thus, in this instance, it was the existence of a

particular form of civil society — one in which cthnic politics was as

¢ organized, competitive, and linked to party pelitics as were the more

conventional functional associations — that allowed the state to avoid
‘capture’ by powerful interests opposed to the introduction of policies
deemed synonymons with good governance. Fixated on promoting the

" emergence of modern solidarities, USAID's conception of civil society

does not allow for the practical utility of such hybrid forms of democratic
politics,” even when these are instrumental in effecting their preferred
putcomes.

Another of the reasons why the Indian government was able to succeed
in introducing market-oriented reforms also flies in the face of USAID’s
strategy for promoting civil socicty. The extremely close relations
bhetween trade-union federations and political parties helped to defuse the
resistance of organized labour to a number of important reform mea-
sures. While, as with other reforms, the Indian government did not take
as bold a stance on labour issues as some neo-liberal advocates had
hoped for, it did take a number of actions that were previously considered
unthinkable given the extent of trade-union power: the partial privatiza-
tion of public-sector firms; the introduction of numerous changes to
work practices in the banking sector; the offering of voluntary retirement
schemes; and (in some regions) the turning of a blind eye by state
governments to illegal management lockouts by private firms. It was not
only the centrist Congress party, but also the centre-left and Communist
parties, that reined in iheir affiliated trade unions, limiting the impact of
anti-reform protests by independent labour organizations. While donor-
agency rhetoric condemns the establishment of links between civil society
organizations and political parties, it fails to recognize the extent to
which the ability of governments to achieve policy reforms which donors
themselves deem consistent with good governance can rely upon the
control of political leaders over such interests.

In their eagerness to protect social groups from the potential for
government repression, donors appear at times to have forgotten their
earlier concern with insulating policy elites from the exercise of undue
infiuence by powerful interests. Most foreign critics, after all, blamed the
persistence of statist economic policies of the type that India followed
before 1991 on the excessive power of arganizations operating in civil
society. Yet, in its elaboration of a five-siep procedurc “for determining
investment priorities in civil society’,* USAID advocates supporting

31 USAID, ‘Constituencies for Reform’, p. 5.
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e basis of exclusive instead of inclusive participation of relevant social
tors, thereby violating a key constitutive principle of the national
mocratic regime’.
Rather than revealing a shortcoming of Schmitter’s analysis, these
atures lend authenticity to his model, demonstrating how imperfect is

fe
- interface between civil society and democracy as it exists in practice.

[ They also highlight how incompatible is the match between the sanitized

version of civil society depicted by aid agencies and the reality of the only
‘functioning examples to which they can aspire in both north and south.
Western donors have gone from supporting dictatorship during the cold
war to insisting upon an immaculate and idealized form of demecracy
‘that exists nowhere but in their imaginations. In order to support that
vision of democratic purity, the idea of civil society has been distorted

beyond recognition.

In his analysis of why Communism failed to provide the basis for a
iasting political order'in east and central Europe, Ernest Gellner pointed
specifically to the absence of civil society.” But what he considered
jacking was not what aid-agency policy has created by the same name.
The latter vision is too clean-cut and invested with unambiguous virtue to
perform the functions to which Gellner was referring, Perhaps the need
to spend public funds on promoting civil society requires aid policy
analysts to portray it in such noble terms. The UNDP, for instance,
equates civil society with ‘social movements’, which by defimition are
constructed around ideals.® This sort of conceptual legerdemain makes it
difficult to grasp the contribution of civil society to achieving desirable
economic or political outcomes. Gellner depicted a more sensible
dichotomy: ‘In an important sociological and non-evaluative sense, the
Bolshevik system did constitute a moral order. By contrast, and this is
perhaps one of its most significant virtues, Civil Society is an a-moral
order.’® In what should be their moment of triumph, the West's
development professionals are in danger of repeating the errors of the
Communists by attempting, in Gellner’s words, to ‘sacralize’ the social
and political order. To invest civil society with a moral dimension is not

36 James R.Scaritt and Shaheen Mozaffar, 'Toward Sustainable Democracy in Aftica: Can
U.S. Policy Make a Differcnce? Working Paper No. 171, African Studies Center, Boston

University, 1993, p. 5.
7 Ermnest Gellner, Conditions of Liberty: Civil Society and Its Rivals (London: Hamish

Hamilton, 1994).

3% R C Riddell and A. J. Bebbington, Developing Couniry NGOs and Donor Governmenis,
Report to the Overseas Devetopment Administration (London: Overseas Development
Institute, 1995), 23-4.

3 Gellner, Conditions of Liberty, p. 137.




268 Rob Jenkins

only to misrepresent its histori
y : orica] r
po!lt:jcal life, but also to deprive it o
aradoxice i
(I;Jont 1 cally to contain, the aspirations f
rol over truth which are definin S ooer, influe e
3

. ‘ g featur s
T.h‘? blueprint from which ajd agencies ares ¢f politcs,
socicties resembles nothing so muc ¢ aitemp

high-scho : h as a textbook

uses the t:i]:t?d;ém St“d},’mg a subject that was oz?‘fethe SOrt issyey

grossly uﬂderplga i‘m‘neane as a euphemism for ‘politics?al.le‘j ‘Civiey’;

opposition 11va 1g the contingencies which influence th u} the proge,
i ements, the en N e fo :

exetcise of state power, trenchment of politica] Tiation

Civil saci
omb : lety emerge,
udsman, reflecting the values of i Partialgit ; as a g

1r‘r:;:t_ tic:1 ?:btllg welfare, This niche - its valug orie
ol themscﬁes ::11:0: stn.kmg simila}n'ty to the on
laid. They are ‘in’ bﬁfy[ig% l‘léfl" flaﬂon g
interests. Perhaps it ,
have created civil so
this latest re-expor
depoliticization and

ole n the reglll A

. - ation of-

fits capacity to eXpress azd
tl

ting to Constrycy

_ ort of politicy
fair Play, and commci?
ntat_mn and functionai
€ which donor agencieé

providing guidance

§hou}d not surprise us, after all,
clety in their own image. What w’e
T of _thcl notion of civil society
sacralization, but also its bureaucrat

that aid agencies
are witnessing iy

Is not oniy jts
1Zation.

order, ang. this

It can come COTV
i . desirablc, that its
ntries to which they give

but not asserting |

The promise of ‘civil society” in the South

Geoffrey Hawthorn

entionally to be said that economic liberalization is
political corollary is fiberal democracy, that liberal
democracy requires a flourishing civil society, and that the opinions
which will be expressed in these different spheres wilt in principle be
compatible. Civil society in Locke’s sense, ‘the state liked', is possible. To
be made actual, it requires a civil society in our sense, a lively ‘associa-
tional realm between state and family’.! This is the answer which has
been given by liberals in the ‘North and West to the question of how a
more responsive and accountable politics might be constructed in the
South and East. A free and fiourishing associational realm can improve
communication between citizens and their governments, raise public
morality, create a more satisfactory balance of powers, and in these ways
shape an acceptable democracy. It is an answer that misreads the

constraints on politics in these places.

11

The governments in Latin America which had begun to industrialize after
1930 (especially those that had benefited from exporting to the United
States in the Second World War) and of those territories in Asia and
Africa which came to political independence after 1945 accepted what
Victor Pérez-Diaz has described as the ‘moral project’ of the modern

1 am gratsful to Stefan Collini, Sunil Khilnani, Rama Maai, and John A. Thompsen for
comments on an earlier version of this chapter.

[ take Locke’s sense of the term from John Dunn’s essay in this collection, the sense
widely given to it in the optimistic early 1990s from Gordon White, ‘Civil society,
Democratisation and Development’, in Democratisation i the South: the Jagged Wave,
edited by Robin Luckham and Gordon White {Manchester: Manchester University Press,
1996), pp. 178-219. This sense is sharply criticized by Lawrence Hamilton, ‘Decon-
structing “Civil Society”: Institations, Practices, Roles’, unpublished paper (Cambridge,

1999). See section 111 of this chapter.
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