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This paper explores some of the critical choices and trade-offs that confront a donor interested in promoting democracy and governance in the Arab world.  The main basis of reference will be the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), and the focus will be on debates that have taken place either within that organization or regarding its approach to fostering democratic governance in "less developed" and "transitional" countries.





I.	THE CONTEXT: "SUPPLY" VERSUS "DEMAND" 


	IN U.S. DEMOCRACY ASSISTANCE


	The starting point for the reflections that follow is the emphasis that has been placed by the Clinton administration on civil society assistance programs as a way of furthering democracy-building and good governance.  Since assuming office in January 1993, the Clinton administration has shown a far greater propensity than its immediate predecessors for democracy promotion programs that rely significantly on civil society-strengthening activities.  This has been a significant departure from previous policies under the Reagan and Bush administrations.  Except in Eastern and Central Europe, where supporting civil society was seen as consistent with a strategy aimed at undermining communist regimes, both the Reagan and Bush administrations had shown a reluctance to rely on civil society work to support reform efforts in countries engaged in a transition to democracy.  The fear was that such attempts to build democracy "from the bottom-up" might destabilize fragile political experiments, backfire, and unleash forces hostile to democracy and/or the United States (Carothers 1999a: 89).  Consequently, the Reagan and Bush administrations had usually opted for "top-down" democracy-building efforts that relied instead on the reform of selected state institutions, so as to make these institutions more representative, accountable, and transparent.


	The Clinton administration's greater emphasis on civil society can be described as a partial shift from "supply-side" to "demand-side" assistance strategies.  "Supply-side" strategies focus on increasing the quality of governance or the "quantity of democracy" that are "supplied" by the state.  Typically, they focus on enhancing the effectiveness, representative nature, transparency, and accountability of those government institutions which largely determine the quality of governance and level of democracy in a country -- from legislatures and judiciaries to local government councils and selected agencies within the executive bureaucracy.   The rationale for giving priority to these institutions in the delivery of assistance is that it it through them that popular demands for participation, competition, and respect for the rule of law are usually satisfied and converted into public policy.  


	In contrast to the "top-down" approach of supply-side strategies, "demand-side" assistance packages aim to strengthen civil society in relation to the state, and increase its capacity to articulate demands for democracy and good governance.  Support for NGOs usually occupies a privileged position in demand-side assistance strategies.  The arguments usually put forward to justify such an emphasis typically are taken from the following list of four claims, which one could describe as "the supply side paradigm":


	1. Participation in voluntary associations fosters habits, values, attitudes, and skills conducive to democratic governance: efficacy (the belief that through involvement in public affairs one can make a difference in public life), social trust, habits of cooperation and collaboration toward common goals, civic-mindedness, and coalition-building and lobbying skills (Putnam, 1993).  By participating in these groups, the argument goes, individuals develop patterns of behavior and progressively internalize norms that will help turn them into citizens interested and engaged in public affairs.  The assumption, here, is that there exists a close correlation between individuals' propensity to participate in associations and their tendency to be engaged in public life in general.


	2. The denser and the more active the network of voluntary associations in which individuals take place, the greater this network can act as a counterweight to the state, discipline or restrain that state, act as a watchdog on it, or mobilize resistance to its abuses.


	3. Dynamic advocacy groups are essential to placing on governments the kind of pressures required to nurture in governments the political will to reform, and to force these governments to become more responsive to citizen's demands.


	4. NGOs provide vital avenues through which citizens usually disillusioned with traditional political parties can become engaged in the public arena, articulate their demands, and focus the public's attention on the key problems facing the country.  





	Drawing on the background that has just been summarized, the remainder of this paper will proceed in two steps.  The first will identify the limitations and potential dangers of assistance strategies that rely exclusively or predominantly on the nurturing of demands.  This section is not intended to deny the benefits that may result from civil society-strengthening programs, but to warn against the excessive expections that may be placed in such programs, especially where the political system shows an insufficient capacity to respond to, and process, political demands.  Evidence from several Arab countries will be used to suggest that supply-side assistance strategies are often a necessary complement to demand-oriented ones.  


	The paper will then zero in on demand-side strategies to highlight the choice that donors face between service-delivery or development-oriented NGOs on the one hand, and advocacy groups on the other.  Since the mid-1990s indeed, the Clinton administration's propensity for working with NGOs in its democracy- and governance-building programs has led to a debate among aid practitioners regarding the respective advantages and drawbacks of supporting grassroots, community-based associations engaged in humanitarian, welfare, or relief efforts, as opposed to concentrating instead on NGOs that press explicitly political demands in such areas as human rights, women's rights, minority rights, or greater respect for the rule of law.  After summarizing the main arguments made on each side of this debate, the paper will suggest that it is progressively losing its relevance, as on the ground a new generation of NG0s is increasingly blurring the line between advocacy and service delivery.  Thus, just as strategies that mix supply- and demand-oriented initiatives often may be the most appropriate way for donors to enhance prospects for democracy and good governance, civil society assistance may find particularly high returns in projects that pay special attention to both service-delivery NGOs that have taken on advocacy roles, and advocacy NGOs which also engage in activities of direct benefit to grassroots communities.








II.	THE LIMITATIONS AND POTENTIAL DANGERS OF 


	DEMAND-FOCUSED STRATEGIES IN THE ARAB WORLD


The main problems associated with donor strategies that concentrate on increasing the demand for democracy and good governance can be summarized in seven core arguments, each of which is developed below.  Of course, not all of these arguments apply to any given country, and the extent to which they do varies from one political setting to the next.  Nonetheless, it is this paper's claim that, when taken as a whole, these arguments should give pause to enthusiasts of civil society strengthening projects, especially in the political context currently prevailing in most of the Arab world.





1. The "Beware Civil Society Romanticism" Argument.


U.S. aid professionals -- especially perhaps the younger generation that entered the foreign aid bureaucracy in the Clinton years  -- have frequently placed excessive expectations in the capacity of civil society to contribute to democratic development and good governance.  Among the factors accounting for this phenomenon was the critical role that civil society had played in mobilizing resistance to authoritarian regimes in Latin America during the 1980s, as well as its contribution to the downfall of communist regimes in such countries as Poland and Czechoslovakia at the end of that same decade.   These events led some observers to rush into assuming that civil society could be expected to perform a similar, democratizing function in environments which, in fact, were far less conducive to allowing civil society to play such a role (as, for instance, is often the case in the Arab world).   Also critical to the new enthusiasm for civil society projects in the U.S. aid community was the professional and political background of many of those who assumed positions of responsibility at USAID after Bill Clinton's election in November 1992.   For instance, Brian Atwood, whom Clinton appointed Director of USAID in 1993, had worked previously for the National Democratic Institute for International Affairs (NDI), a democracy-promotion organization affiliated with the Democratic Party, and which in its overseas work has emphasized heavily civil society-strengthening projects.  Historically as well, Democratic administrations have shown a far greater propensity to emphasize civil society projects than their Republican counterparts, which have been more inclined to support democratization through the reform of state institutions.  According to numerous aid professionals, the young age, relative inexperience,  and lack of regional expertise of many of those who were suddenly propelled into decision-making positions at USAID after Bill Clinton came into office also contributed to the frequently unrealistic hopes they placed in the democratizing potential of civil society.


	Reacting against that trend, a growing number of analysts recently have warned us against what one of them refers to as "civil society romanticism" (Carothers, 1999a: 248).  Such observers note that what is called "civil society" often includes groups that are not democratic, whether in the values they espouse and reflect, or the objectives they support.  Indeed, in the Arab world, the strongest and most dynamic segment of civil society often consists of Islamist groups whose commitment to a democratic order is at best questionable.  One may exclude such groups from one's definition of "civil society" -- but, then, the argument linking civil society to democracy becomes circular: if only pro-democracy groups are included in civil society, the latter can easily be shown to be consistent with the growth of democracy (Foley and Edwards 1996: 51, ft. 19).


	Even when one focuses exclusively on NGOs that describe their primary mission as being the promotion of democracy, it is often possible to question the extent to which such groups do, in fact, foster democratic values.  Many of them are quite small.  Their membership and audience are limited -- and, consequently, so are their mobilization capacity and potential impact on public policy.  These associations may be driven less by the desire to push for structural political reforms than by the personal ambitions of their leaders.  They may be primarily instruments through which ambitious activists seek to advance their careers.  Their leaders may in reality have very little contact with the constituencies they claim to represent.


	Finally, a robust civil society does not always lead to democracy -- in fact, the opposite can sometimes be true.  For instance, in a thoughtful, well-researched, and provocative article, Sheri Berman brings to life the powerful contribution that a vibrant civil society made to the collapse of the Weimar Republic in Germany (Berman 1997).  Berman shows that, in the 1920s and early 1930s, Germany featured an unusually rich associational life.  In fact, ever since the nineteenth century, German society had displayed a frenzy of associational activity.  Through the 1920s, and up to Hitler's rise to power in 1933, the number and activities of associations rose even more dramatically.  Berman demonstrates that it was precisely that vigorous civil society that was mobilized by the Nazi Party (the NSDAP) in its rise to power.  Association activists dissatisfied by the inability of governmental institutions and the traditional political parties to respond to their demands flocked to the NSDAP, enabling it to evolve in a matter of a few years into a dynamic and remarkably efficient political machine.  For its part, the NSDAP deliberately sought to recruit civil society activists, harnessing their skills and networks to expand its power base (see Berman, pp. 420-421).  As Berman puts it, "had German civil society been weaker, the Nazis would never have been able to capture so many citizens for their cause or eviscerate their opponents so swiftly" (p. 402).  Berman draws on Germany's experience to suggest, more generally, that (a) far from always strengthening liberal or democratic values, civil society may undermine such values, or be used by those who oppose them;  and (b) while civil society does mobilize citizens for political participation, such participation may be directed at, and against, an existing democratic system.  In short, the vigor of associational life can be inversely related to the prospects for a stable, democratic order.





2. The "Additional Demands Are Unnecessary" Argument.


According to this line of thought, Arab countries engaged in a transition to democracy already suffer from a surfeit of unmet demands for greater political participation and freedoms.  Even where earlier democratization experiments have suffered setbacks -- as in Algeria since 1992, Yemen since 1994, and Jordan since 1996 -- governments backtracking on reform nevertheless continue to be faced with strong domestic opposition and demands for greater political pluralism and better governance.  Across the region, the past decade has seen the holding of numerous elections to professional syndicates, student unions, local and provincial councils, and national legislatures.  Observers monitoring these developments have noted that they usually involve vigorous election campaigns in which participants articulate competing political demands quite vociferously.  To some analysts, this situation suggests that programs to nurture Arab civil society may be redundant, for the latter is typically more assertive than is usually assumed.  It is for the most part capable of responding on its own to both political openings and persistent authoritarianism by articulating demands for democracy and good governance, and pressing these demands on the state.





3. The "Even Limited Increases in Supply Usually Generate Far Greater Increases in Demand" Argument.  


The democratization experiments that took place in the Arab world during the 1990s suggest that one of the most effective ways of stimulating the demand for democracy is, in fact, to increase the supply of it.   Consequently, even in countries where donors aim to increase demand, supply-oriented assistance programs should be given special consideration.  Certainly, throughout the 1990s, civil society in one Arab country after the next responded almost instantaneously to the supply of new  political opportunities.  Indeed, the critical variable accounting for the dynamism of Arab civil society does not appear to have been the extent of donor support for it, but the willingness of established regimes to concede greater space for autonomous political action.  Moreover, the overwhelming evidence is that even a marginal broadening of the freedom of maneuver available to groups and individuals tend to yield far greater increases in associational activity, which in turn results in new demands being placed on governments.


	In other words, where Arab regimes have opened up the political system, civil society has moved very quickly to occupy the political space created by retreating authoritarianism.  In virtually all Arab countries where democratization made any headway, the process began as a government initiative, not as a result of pressures from civil society (Harik 1994: 48-50).  As Harik put it several years ago, "governments in Arab states have had more to do with creating and promoting civil society than civil society has had to do with democratizing governments" (1994: 56).  The Arab world differs in this respect from the experiences of, say, the Philippines in the mid-1980s or Poland and Czecholovakia in the late 1980s.  These cases are often invoked by proponents of civil society, because they were indeed instances in which mobilization by civil society played a key role in bringing down oppressive governments.  But in the Arab world, political liberalization and democratization have not been initiated by dissidents and grassroots activitists; instead, the latter have been able to take advantage of political openings begun by regimes, and they have used the political space provided by these openings to press for further democratization.


	To find examples that fit the scenario which has just been described, one needs only think of Algeria, Morocco, and Yemen.  In Algeria, it was not an organized civil society but the spontaneous rioting of October 1988 that prompted the state to initiate what soon became the Arab world's boldest democratization experiment.  Within weeks of the promulgation of a new constitution in February 1989, hundreds of new political and cultural groups were formed, many of which became vehicles for the dissemination of ideas related to democracy, pluralism, the rule of law, and human rights.  Berber associations began to agitate for greater cultural rights,  while women's groups sought to mobilize opposition to the 1984 "Family Code."  For their part, religious militants organized themselves to campaign for an Islamization of society and politics.  In each case, however, the surge in associational activity was a product, not a cause, of liberalization.  


	Morocco since the mid-1980s provides further evidence that, once constraints on autonomous associational activity begin to be lifted, even if partially and progressively,  voluntary associations tend to emerge very quickly.  The spectacular development of civil society in the kingdom from the mid-1980s onward was largely a product of the late King Hassan's strategic decision to liberalize the economy and, shortly thereafter, to engage the kingdom in incremental, but nevertheless genuine, democratization.   Indeed, the three main phases of civil society expansion, as well as the sectors in which that expansion took place, reflect primarily the degree of autonomous political space conceded by the regime.  That degree was itself shaped by the fiscal and political constraints, both domestic and international, under which the regime was operating at any given historical juncture.  Thus, the first wave of NGO expansion, beginning in the mid-1980s, involved primarily service-delivery and development-oriented associations in areas such as health and small-business creation.  This process stemmed largely from the Structural Adjustment Program (SAP) adopted in 1983, and the concomitant withdrawal of the state from key economic and social sectors.  As the state found itself increasingly unable to meet the social and economic needs of a growing population, and as it realized that it would need to rely on private initiative far more than it had in the past, it decided to grant greater latitude to social, welfare and development associations.  In short, Morocco's fiscal crisis in the early 1980s led to state retrenchment, the rise of a new official discourse praising the merits of entrepreneurship and volunteerism, and the decision to give more freedom of maneuver to socioeconomic associations.  The new opportunities available to welfare and community-oriented NGOs stemmed largely from a conscious decision by the state to rely on these groups to address development challenges.  But, at first,  these changes did not lead to a significant broadening of the space available to associations with more explicit political agendas.


	By the late 1980s, however, a new phase of associational development began when the state showed greater tolerance of advocacy groups active in such sensitive areas as human rights and women's rights.  This process reflected a continuing need to broaden political participation in a society that was becoming younger, increasingly politicized and urban, and more open to outside influences and the demonstration effect exercised by democratization experiments in the region and elsewhere.  It was also in the late 1980s that King Hassan II appears to have realized that Morocco would have to change its international image if it wanted to secure access to international loans, foreign investment, and coveted trade agreements (especially the association agreement with the European Union).  Thus, the quest for greater "international respectability" prompted the regime to grant increased freedom of speech and associational activity in human rights-related areas.  It is perhaps no coincidence that the Moroccan Organization for Human Rights (OMDH) was allowed to form in 1988, the same year that Morocco applied for membership in the European Economic Community.  Women's groups, too, took advantage of a favorable domestic and international environment to press such controversial issues as the need to reform the Moudawwana, Morocco's Personal Status Code.�


	Finally, the third wave of civil society expansion began in 1995-96, when a new breed of advocacy groups appeared that was explicitly devoted to the promotion of citizenship and the advancement of Morocco's democratic transition.  The most visible and active associations or "think-tank"-like organizations in this category include Alternatives, Maroc 2020, Transparency Maroc, and Afak.  They all have taken advantage of the deepening of Morocco's political reform process and of the concomitant broadening of civic space to draw attention to issues ranging from corruption (Transparency Maroc) to the importance of civic values and personal responsibility (Afak).  Their mottos are transparency and accountability, the values they seek to promote are those associated with citizenship, their goals are good governance, the rule of law, and the free exchange of ideas, and their methods of choice consist of partnerships between government, the private sector, and civil society, in order to further the process of political and economic reform.  The point to be emphasized, here, is that the nature of these associations, their relative maturity and degree of sophistication, as well as the spirit and objectives that animate them, reflect very closely the stage that Morocco has reached in its democratization process.  What made these associations possible was not only the determination and dedication of their leaders and members, but, as importantly, the signficant increase in the "quantity of democracy" supplied by a regime that has presided over gradual, but continuous and sustained "democratization from above."


	In short, Morocco's experience demonstrates that as states are forced to give up their former ambition to exercise tight control over society, and as they allow the formation of new "zones of autonomy" for groups and individuals, NGOs and other civil society institutions quickly move to advance their goals and agendas.  The greater the political space that is conceded, the greater the sensitivity of the areas invested by civil society, and the more assertive NGOs are likely to be.


	Yemen's brief but remarkable democratic experience between 1990 and 1994 provides yet another illustration of a sharp rise in associational activity being made possible by democratization from above.  Indeed, Yemen's case proved that even in a country located on the edge of the Arabian Peninsula and often misleadingly summarized as "conservative," "traditional," and "tribal," civil society can respond very rapidly and with great dynamism to a political opening by the state.  Shortly after the former Yemen Arab Republic (YAR) in the north merged in May 1990 with the People's Democratic Republic  of Yemen (PDRY) in the south, a new constitution, press law, and political parties law created a broadly permissive legal and political framework which, in turn, directly encouraged the formation of numerous voluntary societies.  As a leading analyst  of Yemeni affairs noted, "more independent political, charitable, social and professional organizations were founded after 1990 than in the preceding eight decades ... The hand-painted signs of NGO offices lined urban thoroughfares, kiosks overflowed with newspapers, and the calendar of public events was unprecedented" (Carapico 1998: 140).  This flourishing of civil society, Carapico notes, was the third and most significant of three periods of civic activism experienced by Yemen in the second half of the twentieth century.�  All three, she notes, were the direct result of relatively weak and fragile governments seeking to enhance their legitimacy and mobilize popular support, resources, and energies by lifting many of the barriers to association, assembly, and free speech, and, more generally, by broadening the political space available to groups and individuals.


	Jordan provides further evidence of the close relationship between the supply of democracy by governments and the vigor of the demand for it by civil society.  But whereas the examples analyzed thus far showed sharp increases in civic activism following a lifting of restrictions on associational autonomy and freedom of expression, Jordan points to what happens when a regime provides insufficient political space for civil society to perform its democratic role.  Indeed, the legal framework which governs voluntary associations in Jordan, as well as the strict manner in which this framework is enforced, greatly limit the ability of voluntary associations to perform the kind of democracy-promotion functions with which civil society is invested by its advocates.  Law 33 of 1966, which regulates associations, prohibits them from engaging in political activity.  Meanwhile, the Political Party Law makes it illegal for parties to use the resources (assets, premises, and others) of voluntary associations.   That law makes a clear distinction between political endeavors and cultural activities, reserving the former for political parties, the legislature, and the electoral process, while containing associations to the latter.  To prevent any politicization of civil society, the state strictly enforces this separation between political activism and cultural pursuits.  Women's groups, for instance, are legally forbidden to agitate for women's rights, and associations seen by the authorities as crossing the line into politics will suffer retribution.  Since that line is always hard to define and quite subjective, the state enjoys great latitude to repress associations of which it does not approve  (Wiktorowicz 1999: 609-610).  In such an institutional context, it becomes very hard for civil society to defend basic rights and liberties, contribute to the expansion of political space, articulate a reform agenda, expose governmental abuses, and press for better governance.


 	Overall, therefore, evidence from Algeria, Morocco, Yemen, and Jordan would seem to suggest that persisting authoritarianism in the Arab world is not due to an inherent weakness of Arab civil society, but to the continued unwillingness of many Arab regimes to allow its autonomous development.  Put differently, it is the supply of democracy which is wanting in the Arab world -- not the demand for it.  When political openings broaden space for autonomous associational activity -- as was the case in Algeria between 1989 and 1991 and in Yemen from 1990 until 1994, and as has been the case in Morocco since the late 1980s -- civil society flourishes.  Though civil society typically does not bring about the initial political liberalization, it is usually quick to take advantage of it to attempt to transcend the legal and political constraints that regimes still seek to impose on it.  In light of such realities, donors wishing to accelerate the slow pace of democratization in the region should emphasize not only demand-creating and demand-sustaining associations, but changes in the rules that govern political competition, as well as the strengthening the influence and capacity of governmental  institutions that provide avenues for participation and accountability.  





4. The "Sustaining and/or Satisfaction of Demand Requires Effective State Institutions" Argument.  


However dynamic a given civil society may have proven to be, it is unlikely to sustain its role as a vehicle for greater democracy and good governance unless it operates in an enabling environment, one essential component of which is capable, effective state institutions.  There is no reason to believe that the Arab world is in this respect any different from Eastern Europe, where civil society has made the greatest advances in those countries where governments have shown themselves to be relatively competent, and the institutional framework in which they operate has been adequate (as in Poland and Hungary), while its growth has been stunted in countries characterized by the opposite situation, as in Romania (Carothers, 1999b: 26).  


	Indeed, Arab experiences also suggest that in the absence of capable governmental institutions, civil society will not be able to perform the democracy-building and governance-strengthening functions that its advocates ascribe to it.  Algeria provides the most dramatic illustration of this connection between state capacity and the sustainability of civil society dynamism.  There, much of the civil society that had developed from 1989 through 1991 withered away after the January 1992 coup. In part this was because the coup significantly constricted the political space available to associations that had not had enough time to develop long-lasting roots.  But this phenomenon also reflected, more generally, the post-1992 regime's inability to provide the minimum level of order, security, predictability, and consistent enforcement of rules without which a healthy civil society cannot develop.  Where political institutions are not strong enough to provide the basis for a legitimate and stable public order, civic activism is unlikely to flourish.   


	Though of course very different from Algeria's, Morocco's case, too, shows that civil society's ability to foster democracy and good governance remains constrained by the capacity of state institutions and by political leadership.  Morocco today features perhaps the most dynamic civil society in the Arab world.  That civil society includes numerous advocacy groups that enjoy great latitude to press for change even in sensitive areas.  The political context in which it operates was made even more favorable by the formation of a government headed by former opposition leader Abderrahmane Youssoufi in March 1998.  That government features many individuals who, either as ministers or in high-level positions within ministries, have long been active in civil society circles and/or have close personal relationships with associational leaders.  On numerous occasions, the Youssoufi government has expressed its eagerness to establish partnerships with civil society, and it has stressed repeatedly its belief in the vital contribution that civil society can make to political and economic development.  Yet, since the spring of 1998, actual reform has lagged far behind what civil society activists were hoping for.  This discrepancy between discourse and reality not only has created growing impatience and frustration with the government among NGO activists, but it is also raising the question of civil society's ability to help move forward a reform agenda in the absence of two critical conditions: capable and responsive state institutions, and a governmental team that displays the requisite level of cohesion and overall competence.  


	Clearly, the greatest obstacle thwarting Morocco's reform process today is not the absence of political will at the top.  Neither is it the resistance of vested interests that would be threatened by change (though that certainly is a problem as well).   Instead, the government's capacity to deliver on its reform promises has been hindered by two sets of variables.  The first consists of the very heterogenous nature of the governmental coalition.  Combined with the lack of experience of many of those who now occupy critical decision-making positions, this factor has led to internal bickering and numerous delays in policy implementation.  The second, even more critical and daunting obstacle to reform has been the ineffective, archaic political structures and institutions inherited by the government. These include a bloated and sluggish bureaucracy; an increasingly fragmented party system featuring weak and discredited political parties that are caught in the past and largely cut off from society; a parliament that is still struggling to become more central and effective, especially in the wake of the creation of a new upper chamber; local government institutions that operate in a system that remains excessively centralized and does not yet provide enough opportunities and incentives for voluntary associations to contribute to the resolution of municipal problems; and a judiciary that is in the midst of a courageous reform effort, but which still has a long way to go before it meets adequate standards of efficiency and independence.  


	In such a context, no matter how dynamic and effective advocacy groups may be in mobilizing public pressure for reforms, the pace and extent of these reforms is unlikely to measure up to the country's pressing needs.  More generally, one may argue that those Arab countries that are already engaged in a transition to democracy, and in which governments have shown at least a minimum level of political will to reform, suffer less from insufficient political demands than from an excess of demands relative to the capacity of the political system to satisfy them.  Faced with such situations, donors might be advised not to add to an already overabundant flow of demands, but to focus instead on enhancing the capacity of existing political institutions -- political parties, judiciaries, executive bureaucracies, legislatures, municipal government  -- to respond to these demands and convert them into public policy.  


	Indeed, one wonders whether some analysts do not frequently ascribe a lack of political will to reform, or a determination to silence all critics, to governments which, in fact, are less bent on crushing any manifestation of political pluralism than they are limited in their capacity to reform state institutions so as to make them more accountable and transparent.  The Palestinian Authority (PA) may provide a case in point.  A recent study suggests that many of the abuses committed by the Palestinian security services since 1994 reflect less a desire by the PA to subordinate society than it stems from deficiencies in the way these services are organized and staffed (Rubin 1999: 56).�   Human rights abuses sometimes are due less to a regime's intentional repressive proclivities than to problems within its police and security forces, including lack of professionalism,  adequate training, and monitoring mechanisms.  In such environments, the reform of the institutions in question may be just as critical to the curbing of abuses as the strengthening of human rights monitoring groups.





 5. The "Excesses of Demands Can Be Highly Destabilizing" Argument.  


 Countries that are faced with an explosion of political demands that cannot be satisfied because of the weaknesses of existing political institutions may find that frustration with such a situation may lead not to democracy, but to growing unrest and, potentially, violence, which in turn is likely to make the regime even more reluctant to broaden political space.  The case of Egypt during the first half of the 1990s illustrates, to some extent, such a scenario.  In general, whenever the structures through which the processing of demands can take place lack effectiveness and influence, the call for greater freedoms is likely to be replaced by maximalist, unnegotiable claims, and moderate participation will easily be displaced by violent strategies.  In societies characterized by widespread political alienation and fragile political orders, stimulating demands may even contribute to governmental collapse and chaos.


	History is also there to remind us that excesses of demands relative to the capacity of the political system to satisfy these demands can result in the breakdown of systems that are already democratic.  Where governmental institutions and political parties display a weak capacity to respond to societal demands -- and that is certainly the case in numerous Arab countries -- a vigorous civil society may serve not to spread liberal values, but to accelerate the erosion of an already fragile political order.  Going back to Germany's experience, Sheri Berman showed that the collapse of the Weimar regime was largely a product of the weakness of its institutions, and of their inability to respond to the demands placed on them by numerous and dynamic voluntary associations. 


	Throughout the 1920s, German governmental institutions showed themselves largely unresponsive to calls for economic and political change.  Meanwhile, the mainstream, established political parties lacked any significant grassroots organization and support.  Active only at election time, they were seen by the middle classes as dominated by unrepresentative elites, and as having been hijacked by particularistic, narrow-based interests.  The perceived shortcomings of these parties prompted their natural constituencies to turn instead to voluntary associations as a way of articulating their demands and becoming involved in public affairs.  Civil society thus became a sanctuary from, and the main alternative to, traditional politics.  But as civil society flourished, it placed additional demands on already weak and overburdened political institutions.  When these institutions proved incapable of satisfying these demands, their legitimacy was further undermined.  


	The result, Berman argues, was a highly organized and mobilized population increasingly dissatisfied and frustrated with traditional political structures.  Thus, the deadly combination of high levels of civic activism on the one hand, and ineffectual and unresponsive governmental institutions on the other, progressively corroded the foundations of the existing political order, and facilitated the rise to power of an anti-system party, the NSDAP, which made a deliberate and successful effort to harness civil society in order to subvert democracy.�  


	In short, many analysts's view of civil society remains shaped by the recent experiences of Eastern and Central Europe in the late 1980s, and Latin America during that same decade.  In both regions, civil society often played a key role in mobilizing resistance to authoritarian regimes, forcing the leaders of these regimes to engineer political openings, and, in most cases, ultimately helping bring these regimes down.  Yet, it bears keeping in mind that a robust civil society pressing demands on a weak, democratizing government may also overwhelm that government, and set the stage of a breakdown of a tentative, but promising, democratic experiment.





6. The "Civil Society Does not Contribute to Pact-Making" Argument.  


Civil society's contribution to democracy-building is usually limited by the fact that it is not typically a critical player in the signing of the "pacts" or "political settlements" through which democracy historically has been established.  Before a society can be suddenly exposed to the risks, uncertainties, and rough-and-tumble of democratic politics, the main political actors must first reach among themselves certain basic compromises over the rules that will govern their competition for power.  The main purpose of these rules is to determine how political disagreements will be settled, and how power will be shared among contending groups.  Only after such understandings have been reached can greater competition and political participation be introduced into the system, without threatening to undermine the political order.  


	Political elites that attempt a democratic transition without engaging in pact-making will usually do so at great risks to themselves and their country, as the example of Algeria between 1989 and 1992 demonstrates (Quandt 1998).  Similarly, the experience of Yemen between 1990 and 1994 shows that pacts signed in haste and/or characterized by basic misunderstandings about power-sharing are likely to result not in democracy, but in severe political crises.


	What needs to be emphasized, here, is that these political settlements -- especially the agreements reached over the constitution, the electoral law, and the laws regulating political parties, voluntary associations, and the press -- themselves provide the framework within which civil society operates.  They therefore shape the opportunities open to that civil society, as well as the constraints under which it will have to operate.  Yet civil society itself usually does not play a direct role in the striking of these bargains.  The latter typically are not reached by civil society activists, but by political leaders.  This is a fact that seems to hold both across history and cultures (Foley and Edwards 1996).  Therefore, even a donor interested in fostering civil society may find that it also must nurture the arenas (often a legislature) within and through which these settlements can be reached, since the prospects for a viable democratic system in general and a vibrant civil society in particular depend largely on the extent to which these bargains are sound and leave no major issue unresolved.  Furthermore, what analysts call "civil society" is never a monolithic entity; more often than not, it consists of groups that have conflicting agendas and priorities.  In this context, strengthening civil society may lead not to democracy, but to increased social fragmentation and dissension -- that is, unless the groups that make up civil society already agree on the rules of the political game.  But such agreements, as has just been suggested, are usually not achieved by civil society, but by political leaders operating within areans located on the "supply side" of the political system.  


	It also should be noted that no matter how vigorous and dynamic civil society proves to be, it may find itself powerless to prevent the collapse of a promising democratic experiment, and even a resort to violence, if and when earlier political bargains reached by elites break down.  In Yemen, when the political crisis between the General People's Congress (GPC) and the Yemeni Socialist Party (YSP) intensified in the wake of the 1993 elections, civil society exerted tremendous energy to mobilize public opinion behind reconciliation attempts.  It spared no effort trying to bring to reluctant leaders on both sides to the negotiation table.  Using all the mechanisms available to it -- including mass conferences, public rallies, workshops, round-tables, publications, and petitions -- it strove to foster a national dialogue, put forward concrete proposals to resolve contested issues, and sought to forestall the looming military confrontation (Carapico 1998).  In the end, however, all of these endeavors were to no avail.  They failed to prevent a violent resolution of the crisis, which was followed by new restrictions on civic activism.


	If the securing of pacts among political elites therefore is critical to both democracy-building and the preservation of autonomous space for civil society, donors wishing to nurture the latter cannot afford to ignore the supply side of the political system.  In countries where a dialogue between incumbent and opposition elites has not yet begun, donors must take steps to encourage that dialogue, with a view to reaching the pacts or bargains discussed in this section.  And when that dialogue is under way, donors must help move it forward.  To do so, they have little choice but to strengthen those "supply side" arenas, such as the legislature, in which that dialogue usually takes place. 





7. The Political Sensitivity Argument.  


Donors often feel that it is far more sensitive for them to support civil society-strengthening activities than to help reform state institutions so as to make them more transparent, accountable, and representative, thereby enhancing their capacity to contribute to good governance and democracy-building.  Assistance projects that directly aim to stimulate political demands can be threatening to host governments.  They may be perceived as unacceptable interference in the affairs of a sovereign state, and/or risk engaging the donor too directly in sensitive political areas.  They can even be counterproductive, causing host governments to retaliate against the associations that benefit from the assistance, making governments even more fearful of engaging in dialogues with opposition and civil society elites, and undermining the process of trust-building between state and civil society without which democratization cannot succeed.�


	It is easier for donors to claim that working with the supply side of political systems is politically neutral.  For instance, strengthening a legislature in which a variety of political forces compete, and helping that legislature become more representative, capable, and central to the political system, can be described as far more politically neutral than assisting NGOs (or, for that matter, political parties) that represent specific constituencies and promote certain policy agendas.  


	Demand-oriented strategies also tend to put donors in the awkward position of having to pick favorites -- selecting certain groups and the constituencies they represent for support, while excluding others.  This situation may naturally fuel resentment among those who see themselves and their agendas as having been neglected by the providers of assistance.  In general, civil society assistance programs often force donors to choose whether to provide assistance to a wide, representative array of organizations in civil society, including those whose nature and objectives may not be consistent with those of the donors (say, Islamist groups in the case of the United States), or to restrict that assistance to organizations the goals of which meet with the approval of the donor.  Either scenario contains serious potential risk for the donor: supporting groups that work against the preferences of the donor, or excluding them from assistance but then incurring their wrath.


	Working with the supply side of the political system does not raise these problems.  For instance, legislatures and judiciaries are merely arenas within which policies are made (as in the case of a legislature) or rules implemented (as for the judiciary).  They are not one of the actors that compete in the democratic game.  They do not represent particularistic interests -- or, at least, they should not, and, if they do, the purpose of assistance might be specifically to remove that bias.  What they are, however, is institutions the smooth functioning of which is absolutely essential to any democratic political system.


	Because supply-side activities are less threatening to host governments, they are also more likely to be accepted by them than attempts to stimulate demands.  Supply-oriented assistance programs make it easier for donors to project an image of impartial facilitators, akin to the role of mediators in international conflicts. In fact, negotiated transitions to democracy are somewhat analogous to resolutions of inter-state conflicts.  Incumbent and opposition elites are wary of one another.  They have little experience of mutual dealings of a productive nature. Thus, they often welcome impartial, third party efforts to promote resolution of problems that arise during their discussions.  





III.	CHOOSING BETWEEN ADVOCACY GROUPS


	AND SERVICE-DELIVERY ASSOCIATIONS


When donors seek to further democratization and good governance through civil society-strengthening projects, they are usually faced with having to choose between support for two different sorts of groups.  The first consists of advocacy groups that press explicitly political demands such as transparency, accountability, respect for due process and human rights, and progress toward the rule of law.  These groups typically recruit overwhelmingly among young, Western-oriented and often Western-educated urban professionals and intellectuals dissastisfied with the traditional political class.  They tend to be most active in the capital and the largest cities, and  direct most of their efforts at the national government.


	The second main category of NGOs consists of service-oriented, grassroots associations. Less concerned with the national arena than with enhancing the well-being of their respective communities, these self-help groups provide vital socioeconomic, relief, welfare, or humanitarian services, or seek to promote local development through the acquisition of basic skills and the organization of income-generating activities.  


	Though civil society assistance packages can involve support for both types of groups, U.S. aid practitioners over the past decade have engaged in an on-going debate regarding the strength of the contribution that each kind of association can make to democracy-building and good governance.  This section aims to summarize the state of that debate, especially as it applies to the Arab world.


	


The Case for Advocacy NGOs


Aid practitioners who recommend focusing on advocacy NGOs point first and foremost to the unfortunate reality created by continuously diminishing U.S. funding for governance and democracy-strengthening activities overseas, especially in the Arab world.  Over the past few years, the field of democracy and governance has born the brunt of successive cuts in the foreign aid budget.  Of all regions, the Arab world has been disproportionately affected by this process.  Within the Arab world, furthermore, only Egypt enjoyed a protected position throughout the 1990s, largely because of its role in the Arab-Israeli "peace process."  More recently, the West Bank and Gaza also have received special attention.  But when Egypt and Palestine are taken out of the picture, very little U.S. funding remains to finance democracy- and governance-related projects in the Arab world.  


	This process has intensified pressures on U.S. aid officials to become far more selective when deciding which democracy- and governance-related projects should be funded.  Against this backdrop, those aid professionals who urge concentrating on advocacy NGOs usually beging by asking the question: "How can a donor who can only draw on a very limited pool of funds best enhance prospects for democracy and good governance?"  And, to them, the answer is: "by supporting those groups that address core democracy and governance issues and champion structural, systemic reforms" -- i.e., advocacy groups.  


	"Advocates of advocacy" do not deny the merits of service-oriented and community-development NGOs: these groups tend to make a more immediate difference in people's everyday lives, especially the lives of marginalized, disadvantaged constituencies (poor populations, battered women, abandoned or abused children, mentally or physically handicapped persons, etc.);  they produce concrete improvements in such vital areas as health and education;  and they help make up for the blatant deficits of state institutions in social areas.  But, supporters of advocacy groups are quick to point out, service-delivery associations only make a marginal contribution to enhancing overall prospects for democracy and good governance.  Their benefits in those areas lie, at best, on the margins.  While they do help compensate at the grassroots level for some of the deficiencies of the country's political and governance systems, they do little, if anything, to draw attention to, and help eliminate, the structural shortcomings that produce these problems in the first place.  In short, they tackle the symptoms of serious systemic flaws, not their root causes.  No matter how praiseworthy and beneficial their grassroots charitable and relief efforts might be, and no matter how much dedication they reflect, they do not help reform the system.  In the end, a multiplicity of more or less disconnected community-based initiatives is unlikely to ever evolve into a broad-based movement for change.  In fact, community-development associations are sometimes riddled with parochial and primordial values that stand in the way of modern notions of citizenship.


	Therefore, the argument goes, donors will obtain far greater returns on their democracy and governance investments if they focus on advocacy groups that agitate for fundamental, structural changes in the rules of the game; help discipline the state and hold government officials accountable by playing a watchdog role;  sustain the public's appetite for reforms; are explicitly engaged in the broadening of civic space and the protection of legal rights; can articulate a compelling vision and reform agenda;  help advance ideas of transparency, representative government, and rule of law;  challenge intellectual, political, and cultural taboos and outdated ideas that thwart progress;  expose abuses of authority and seek redress for them;  publicize the failings of the political class, thus pressuring parties and politicians to modernize their discourses and programs;  act as a source of new ideas and debates regarding key issues and choices facing the country;  and force the government to pay greater attention to some pressing governance- and democracy-related issues which otherwise might be left unaddressed.  


	Finally, some analysts remind us that "working at the local level is difficult for USAID and other aid organizations [in that] such work requires a more detailed, nuanced knowledge of the recipient society than aid projects directed only at the national level" (Carothers 1999a: 230).  Consequently, it is easier and, in some ways, less risky for a donor to engage in civil society-strengthening projects that target advocacy NGOs active on the national arena.  When intervening  at the grassroots level, a donor is more likely to misunderstand the realities on the ground, and open itself up to manipulation by actors who may successfully misrepresent their goals and secure support for projects that may, in fact, be at odds with the donor's overall objectives.





The Case for Service-Oriented NGOs


Supporters of service-oriented NGOs tend to highlight the shortcomings that advocacy groups frequently display, while emphasizing the contributions that community-based associations can make to democracy and governance.  Their misgivings toward advocacy groups stem, in part, from the latter's small membership and audience.  In fact, according to some observers, advocacy groups are often effective at attracting donor funding not because they enjoy popular support or are having a major impact on their respective societies, but, for the most part, because they are led by articulate, well-connected and westernized individuals who know how to phrase their goals in a language that donors can understand and to which these donors are likely to be very receptive.  Some analysts even argue that, more often than not, advocacy groups are creations of donors; they would not exist in the absence of the external funding that made it possible for them to arise, irrespective of whether or not they enjoy any indigenous support (Ottaway and Chung 1999: 107).  In the past decade, according to these analysts, the emphasis that donors have placed on civil society projects, combined with the limited ability of civil societies to absorb external funding, has encouraged the proliferation of NGOs that do not contribute in any meaningful way to genuine political reform.  


	From this perspective, the most important shortcoming of many advocacy NGOs is their artificial nature, and, therefore, their lack of sustainability.  Frequently entirely dependent on outside financing, these fragile, elite-based entities will not be able to survive shrinking foreign aid budgets in the West.  They are doomed to wither away as donor funding runs out, and, when they do, they will leave behind them no significant record of achievement, having at best highlighted the insufficiencies of the state and poltical parties without having proven capable of generating a genuine dynamic for change.


	Still, supporters of service-delivery NGOs do not merely highlight the limitations of advocacy groups.  They also emphasize the independent contributions that grassroots associations engaged in charitable, humanitarian, or development activities can make to enhance prospects for democracy and good governance.  First, they note, in countries characterized by low governmental will to reform -- that is, in which the state feels at best ambivalent toward structural political reforms, and constricts the space within which advocacy groups can operate -- there may be no alternative for donors who wish to support civil society but to work with community-based groups.  This is particularly true where the donor fears alienating the host government and is unwilling to exercise outright pressure on it to reform -- whether because doing so would be contrary to the donor's perceived strategic interests, or because it might destabilize an ally and benefit hostile forces.  


	The United States' civil society assistance program to Egypt illustrates this kind of scenario (see Al-Sayyid 1999).  In this particular case, the United States is unwilling to risk antagonizing a friendly regime that supports its overall policies in the region.  U.S. assistance to advocacy groups is ruled out on several grounds: first, the Egyptian government would not look favorably on U.S. support for such groups; second, the freedom of maneuver that these groups enjoy is extremely limited and there is little if anything that technical assistance could do to change that reality; third, many of these groups oppose key U.S. policies in the region, particularly with respect to the Arab-Israeli dispute.  The result is a civil society assistance program that focuses  on strengthening the capacity of service-oriented NGOs.


	In such controlled political environments, the argument goes, donors may still be able to facilitate incremental, limited democratization by supporting development- and service-delivery NGOs.  Advocates of civil society projects built around community-based associations acknowledge that the democracy and governance benefits of these activities might be only on the margins, and that they will take some time to materialize.  Still, they observe, such projects often constitute the only viable option for donors concerned with minimizing the potentially disruptive impact of their civil society assistance.  In addition, activities that center on local and development-oriented NGOs concerned with economic and social issues facilitate synergies with other components of the donor's overall assistance program to the targeted country.  They may also act as a counterweight to radical and anti-democratic forces that seek to capitalize on poverty to expand their appeal.  It is well known, for instance, that in the Arab world Islamist forces often owe part of their success to their ability to meet basic needs in such areas as health, welfare, and education.  A donor concerned with this phenomenon may find in it a justification for supporting alternative service-oriented NGOs, the strengthening of which the donor may believe to be more consistent with enhancing prospects for democratic development.


	Focusing on two USAID initiatives targeted at, respectively, Tunisia and Egypt, the discussion will now turn to an analysis of the potential democracy- and governance-building benefits of civil society projects that concentrate on community-developments associations.  As will be shown, these presumed benefits fall into two main areas: (a) the fostering of local level partnerships between the government and civil society actors -- partnerships which, in turn, may generate a broader dynamic conducive to democratization; and (b) the capacity for activities that begin as grassroots development initiatives to develop into advocacy.  


	In 1993-94, USAID was in the midst of its first genuine, explicit attempt to encourage democratization and good governance in the Arab world.  As part of this endeavor, the agency had launched in 1992 its Democratic Institutions Support (DIS) Project, one critical mission of which was to provide technical assistance in the design of democracy- and governance-related strategies and activities.   Out of that project came a compelling conceptual framework that made support for service-oriented NGOs active at the local level a critical component of a broader effort to foster democratization and good governance in selected Arab countries.  Before looking at how the DIS project in 1994 sought to apply that framework to Tunisia -- an environment particularly hostile to democracy-building activities by donors -- the overall logic behind it must first be described.


	The activities envisioned under that framework were essentially attempts to capitalize on two critical ways in which several states in the region were responding to severe fiscal crises.  First, they were explicitly encouraging service-delivery NGOs to take on some of the social and economic responsibilities that previously had been assumed by governments in such areas as health, education, welfare,  income-generation, and urban rehabilitation and infrastructure development projects.  Second, they also were showing a greater propensity to decentralize responsibilities, while at the same time pressuring municipal authorities to become more responsive to community concerns, among other means by collaborating more closely with grassroots groups in identifying and resolving local problems.


	In such contexts, the DIS project argued -- and especially in those countries where limited will to reform on the part of the host government ruled out civil society programs emphasizing advocacy groups -- assistance might focus instead on two goals.  The first would be the strengthening of the internal capacity of NGOs engaged in meeting community needs at the local level.  The objective, here, would be to help these groups become more effective in representing grassroots interests, incorporating citizen input, and carrying out projects in ways that would not only benefit disadvantaged constituencies, but also involve these constituencies more closely in the design and the implementation of activities.  Ultimately, the reasoning went, such endeavors might create among the individuals and communities affected a sense of empowerment that might generate a broader dynamic for change.  The second goal of assistance to service-oriented NGOs would be to facilitate partnerships between local government and community-based associations.  It was envisioned that these partnerships would materialize in joint initiatives to identify and resolve specific, concrete problems at the local level.  The hope was that these partnerships would foster an atmosphere of trust and a sustained dialogue between local government officials and elected representatives on the one hand, and community leaders on the other.  Over time, as more fruitful interactions would take place between civil society and officials, each would come to better appreciate the benefits of constructive cooperation.  As the state would become more sensitive to the merits of involving civil society in meeting public needs at the local level, it might also become more willing to allow it to play a greater role in the discussion of national issues.  In short, a multiplicity of local partnership initiatives might nurture a broader culture of dialogue, especially between reform-minded government officials and civil society leaders.  This process might develop over time into a national movement for change, creating a more enabling environment for civil society as a whole to expand progressively its role in shaping public policy.


	The logic that has just been described was reflected in a 1994 DIS project aimed at increasing NGO participation in municipal decision-making in Tunisia (USAID/Washington 1994).  Tunisia's political and economic context at the time seemed particularly conducive to such activities.  Since 1989, the Government of Tunisia (GOT) had constricted very significantly political space at the national level -- a policy driven largely by a fear that the Islamist movement was best positioned to take advantage of a political opening.  Neither parliament nor the legal opposition parties seemed to offer viable vehicles through which a pluralization of Tunisia's political system could take place.�  Meanwhile, the government had tightened its control over the country's once vibrant and autonomous trade union (the UGTT) and the region's first human rights organization, the LTDH (Tunisian League of Human Rights).  Such a situation significantly curtailed the freedom of maneuver available to donors interested in supporting political reform.  


	Simultaneously, however, financial and political constraints were pushing the GOT to decentralize certain governmental functions and encourage the private sector and NGOs to play a greater role in the delivery of municipal services.  Decentralization and privatization were driven by both fiscal imperatives and political considerations.  The former called for more cost-effective means of meeting the demand for social services at the local level.  The latter required the state to become more responsive to local needs,  and to provide more outlets for citizen involvement in public life at the grassroots level.  Consequently, while political reform was stalled at the national level, NGOs -- especially those engaged in micro-enterprise development, job training, and urban development -- were given somewhat greater latitude to articulate demands at the local level.  The GOT was now looking upon such NGOs as avenues through which both community efforts and donor funding could be mobilized in order to meet community needs.  For the first time since independence, the government was showing a readiness to break away from its centralized, elitist, top-down approach to policy-making and implementation, and was seeking to encourage NGO activity at the grassroots level (though only in non-politically sensitive areas).


	Those in charge of project design within the DIS project  encouraged USAID to seize this limited opportunity for promoting political reform in an environment that was otherwise hostile to democracy-building activities.  Though acknowledging that Tunisian service-oriented NGOs remained weak and subject to varying degrees of state control, they concluded that the most dynamic of these NGOs (especially in the fields of the environment and economic development) offered the only existing mechanisms through which local interests and concerns could be articulated and made to bear on public policy-making.   The report that came out of this reflection thus recommended identifying pilot municipalities in which USAID might initiate activities aimed at enhancing the technical capacity of grassroots NGOs, and at creating development-oriented partnerships between them and municipal authorities.  Faced with a state unwilling to open up the political system at the national level, with opposition parties devoid of genuine popular support, with a co-opted trade union, and with the absence of political space within which advocacy NGOs (such as the LTDH) might operate, the report argued that such a strategy -- though likely to generate only limited and gradual progress toward democracy -- was the only available option for donors to help expand popular participation in public policy-making.


	USAID's civil society assistance program to Egypt also illustrates how, in a relatively closed political environment, a donor might seek to encourage incremental democratization by relying on service-delivery NGOs.  Such an approach stems from the assumption that community-based and local development associations usually have an impact that goes well beyond service-delivery.  They provide individuals with attitudes and skills which, over time, may empower them to become more forceful in articulating certain political demands.  Consequently, what begins as social work or poverty alleviation can evolve into advocacy.


	Thus, the primary stated goal of USAID's civil society strategy in Egypt is not to contribute to democracy-building, but "to improve the quality of life for poor and disadvantaged groups" by strengthening the internal capacity of private and voluntary organizations (PVOs) and community development associations (CDAs) (USAID/Egypt, 2000).  However, this strategy also involves a more or less explicit attempt to enable these PVOs and CDAs to transcend the functions to which they have traditionally been confined -- providing relief and social welfare -- and to prompt them to take on advocacy roles.  According to its proponents, there is some evidence that this approach is beginning to yield results.  For instance, a report on activities carried out in the context of this strategy between October 1997 and September 1999 points out that, in several instances, projects that began by focusing on vocational training and community development led to important changes in attitudes and behavior, which, in turn, led to advocacy-type efforts (USAID/Egypt, 2000).  For instance, some of the CDAs and PVOs targeted for assistance have begun to petition the government for changes in laws on issues ranging from child labor to divorce- and alimony payments procedures.  In Upper Egypt, women participating in development-oriented NGOs have been empowered to raise such issues as female circumcision, early age marriage, and the right of women to hold identification cards (which are required to be allowed to vote and secure loans).  According to the report, the capacity building and training activities carried out by USAID contributed to these transformations by strengthening the ability of PVOs and CDAs to represent the interests of their constituents, while at the same time impressing on these associations' members the importance of engaging in public advocacy.  The report concludes that, over time, "more and more PVOs and CDAs ... have themselves become advocates of advocacy" (USAID/Egypt 2000).  In other words, they have come to realize that drawing the attention of the media and of public opinion to their needs, while lobbying government officials for changes in existing laws, are natural extensions of, and necessary complements to, their development activities.  Furthermore, USAID's experience suggests that when this process takes place, donors can easily weave advocacy-support activities into their development-oriented ones, by providing targeted NGOs with some of the skills and know-how that may enable them to become more effective in articulating their concerns to both decision-makers and public opinion.


	Finally, some will argue that the progressive integration of advocacy objectives into civil society projects that began as development-oriented ones provides several advantages.  First, community-based associations are more likely to develop grass-roots support than advocacy groups, which tend to be elite-driven.  Second, these associations can gather credibility by accumulating a strong record of concrete achievements at the local level before they take on advocacy roles.  And third, they are also likely to be seen as less threatening to governments than advocacy groups, especially when their activities have led to joint initiatives with local and regional officials; the trust built through such projects may greatly facilitate the task of service-oriented associations as they progressively engage in advocacy.  In short, rooting advocacy activities in development projects may provide these activities with a stronger foundation, a broader base, greater legitimacy, and, through the positive relationships created with government officials, a greater likelihood of effecting changes in the policy arena.





CONCLUSION


For donors, the main implications of the arguments and the evidence that have been presented in this paper are twofold: one relates to the proper mix between "supply"- and "demand"-side activities, and the other concerns the respective merits of advocacy NGOs and service-delivery ones.  


	With respect to the former point, the paper suggested that assistance strategies that emphasize civil society (i.e., the demand side of the political system) will usually be well-advised to include supply-side activities aimed at strengthening the capacity of existing political institutions to process and respond to political demands.  In fact, the more advanced the process of transition to democracy, the more assistance packages should pay attention to supply.  


	When the transition to democracy has not yet begun, when governmental will to reform may be lacking, when civil society is under siege and/or blatant human rights violations take place, making civil society a primary beneficiary of assistance may be particularly appropriate, if only to redress the imbalance of power between state and society.  Even at that early stage, though, some supply-side projects might be needed, since they may be  essential to the launching and sustaining of a national dialogue between state and society, and between government and opposition elites.  After all, these negotiations can be greatly facilitated by support for the institutional arenas within which they typically take place -- from local councils and provincial assemblies to national legislatures.  


	Supply-side activities become even more vital once political space has been broadened, and the transition to democracy is already under way.  At that point, and for the reasons that were examined in Part Two, it becomes critical to strengthen the effectiveness and representative nature of those institutions through which much political participation and contestation takes place, through which demands can be converted into public policy, and through which governance can be improved.  In fact, donors should not wait until that stage before providing these institutions with the support they need to become more capable. Instead, "pre-positioning" them may both avert subsequent breakdowns and reinforce the political commitment to move toward more democratic government.  Unless the political institutions that are central to democracy and good governance have been strengthened beforehand, they may prove unable to discharge effectively the enhanced responsibilities with which they are usually invested when the transition moves forward. At that stage, problems and popular disillusionment generated by poorly functioning political structures might deal a fatal blow to further democratic progress.


	Just as demand-side assistance strategies usually call for supply-side activities, local development associations, as this paper's last section suggested, can take on advocacy roles as well.  In Morocco, for instance, some of the most dynamic community-based associations today are neighborhood associations ("associations de quartiers").  These associations initially emerged to deal with pressing, concrete concerns such as the preservation or rehabilitation of green spaces, the maintenance of public order, the cleanliness of streets, as well as employment-, health-, and development-related issues.  However, they also have engaged in advocacy activities ranging from sensitization campaigns to lobbying municipal authorities and elected representatives and asking them to account for persisting problems and unmet public needs.   Conversely, still in Morocco, a prominent advocacy group such as Transparency Maroc (or "Moroccan Association for the Fight Against Corruption") has sought explicitly not to limit its action to advocacy, but to formulate as well concrete proposals susceptible of curbing corruption in specific sectors or institutions.  Indeed, Transparency Maroc has been solicited by certain corporations (such as the Office Chérifien des Phosphates) and government bureaucracies (the Ministry of Public Works and the Ministry of Education) to carry out activities designed to improve transparency within these institutions.  In short, a new generation of NGOs is increasingly blurring the line between advocacy and service delivery.  Just as assistance providers should be careful to design assistance strategies that pay due attention to the complementary relationships between supply and demand, they may find that this new generation offers the greatest returns on their democracy- and governance-promotion investments in the Arab world.
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� Adopted in 1957, this code gives drastically unequal rights to men and women, and legalizes discrimination against women in such areas as marriage, divorce, child custody, and inheritance.


� According to Carapico, the first one was concentrated in the port city of Aden during the last two decades of British colonialism (i.e., from approximately the end of World War II until 1967), and was reflected in the multiplication of trade unions, syndicates, clubs, and political parties.  The second occured in North Yemen during the 1970s, and witnessed an explosion in the number and activities of local self-help groups, mutual aid networks, and community-improvement associations.


� For instance, there are very few checks on the authority of local commanders, who tend to be very intolerant of criticisms of their actions and behavior, and do not hesitate to detain individuals or close down newspapers whenever they feel they have been slighted.


� In the end, whether civil society dynamism fosters or threatens democracy depends largely on the broader political and institutional context within which that civil society operates.  Berman's hypothesis in this regard is worth quoting at some length here, as it should be pondered by analysts of civil society in the Arab world: "If a country's political institutions and structures are capable of channeling and redressing grievances and the existing political regime enjoys public support and legitimacy, then associationalism will probably buttress political stability by placing its resources and beneficial effects in the service of the status quo... If, on the contrary, political institutions and structures are weak and/or the existing political regime is perceived to be ineffectual and illegitimate, then civil society activity may become an alternative to politics, increasingly absorbing citizens' energies and satisfying their basic needs.  In such situations, associationism will probably undermine political stability, by deepening cleavages, furthering dissatisfaction, and providing rich soil for opposition movements.  Flourishing civil society activity in these circumstances signals governmental and party failure and may bode ill for the regime's future" (Berman, 1997: 427).


� Faced with a donor determined to give priority to civil society organizations in the delivery of assistance, the host government may skillfully steer it -- without the donor always realizing it -- toward associations that are directly or indirectly controlled by the regime.  If such entities then become the main recipients of foreign aid programs, the very purpose of external assistance -- which is to redress the imbalance of power between state and society -- will be defied.


� In the parliamentary elections of March 1994, all the opposition parties combined had captured a mere 2.27% of the vote, following a contest in which administrative interference had not impacted significantly on the results.
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