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Lester M. Salamon

Foreword

Few developments in the recent history of Central Europe have been more
momentous than the emergence, or more precisely the re-emergence, of civil
society, of organized citizen activity outside the boundaries of the state and
the market. Indeed, the re-emergence of civil society was the key to all the
other momentous developments that have characterized the extraordinary past
two decades of Central European history — the fall of the Berlin Wall, the
disintegration of the Soviet empire, the re-emergence of the market, the
appearance of democratic government, and now the re-integration of Europe.
More than that, the re-emergence of civil society in Central Europe has
revolutionized the position of civil society on the world stage more generally,
boosting its visibility, enhancing its credibility, and transforming its repu-
tation from that of ineffectual supplicant to powerful instrument of social,
economic, and political change.

Despite its achievements, however, the Central European civil society
sector remains, at least in its Visegrad segments, a fragile organism, under-
capitalized, under-staffed, and still not fully integrated into the prevailing
political and economic order. It is as if these countries have not yet decided
how to reconcile their new civil society institutions with their recent history of
extensive state provision of social welfare services, not to mention their
earlier rich histories of civil society organization and voluntary action.
Indeed, this earlier history has been largely lost from view.

Fortunately, however, there are models within the region that might point
the way to how these traditions can be merged. Both Germany and Austria
have found in the Catholic tradition of “subsidiarity” a formula for combining
the strengths of the state with those of the civil society sector to produce a
humanized social welfare system in a modern market democracy, though in
both countries the models that have been created are themselves in need of
reinvigoration.

It is in this context that this volume has such an important role to play.
For the first time it presents the Central European civil society story in a
Central European “voice”. More than that, it puts recent Central European
civil society developments into historical context, re-capturing the long
tradition of civil society activity in this region and thereby legitimizing the
contribution these organizations can make even in a region that has grown
accustomed to an active role for the state. Finally, the volume offers practical
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advice to civil society leaders about how to operate a modern civil society
sector. This is fundamental, if civil society organizations are to take their
rightful place as active partners of government and market institutions in
coping with the serious social and economic problems that still bedevil this
region.

The Central European civil society sector has already made historic
contributions both to the Central European region and to the civil society
sector at the global level. In a real sense, however, its most important
contributions still lie ahead. At issue is whether this set of institutions can be
integrated more fully into the prevailing social, political, and economic
operations of their countries. For this to be possible, it will be necessary for
them to meet the challenges of legitimacy, sustainability, effectiveness, and
partnership that still elude them to a significant degree. Fortunately, the
Central European “third sector” has attracted an unusually talented and
dedicated group of activists. Thanks to this book, they will now have the
conceptual insights, practical advice, and materials they need to train others
and to equip their institutions to make the full contributions of which they are
capable.

January 20, 2004 Annapolis, Maryland, USA



Annette Zimmer

Civil Society Organizations in Central and Eastern
European Countries: Introduction and Terminology

1. Introduction

2004 has been a decisive year for Europe. With the expansion of the
European Union to incorporate the Central and Eastern European countries,
the Union has taken on a new dimension that opens major opportunities. For
too long, the so-called Iron Curtain cut off the Central and Eastern European
countries from the dynamics and the societal developments in the West. At
the same time, Central and Eastern Europe was robbed of its cultural
cohesion. All this has come to an end. What always belonged together has
been brought together again. The successful future of Central and Eastern
Europe’s communities is based on a dynamic civil society from which
emanates a decisive impulse for empowerment, democracy, cultural
exchange, and mutual understanding.

The broad organizational spectrum of civil society is the focus of this
handbook, whose objective is to provide practical know-how for lecturers,
students, staff, and volunteers of civil society organizations. Against this
background, the handbook distinguishes between the normative and the
down-to-earth understanding of the term civil society. As a term of political
theory and political philosophy (Klein, 2001), civil society stands for a
political program, indeed a political utopia toward which democracies are
struggling to develop. In its down-to-earth understanding, the term civil
society is closely linked with the broad spectrum of organizations that —
belonging to neither the market nor the state — constitute the infrastructure
and organizational bedrock of democratic societies (Kocka, 2002; Salamon et
al., 1999).

The practical and down-to-earth use of the term civil society is most
prominent in the publications of the European Commission, which defines
this broad organizational spectrum of democratic societies as “organized civil
society”. According to the Commission’s White Paper “European
Governance” (2001), organized civil society is of utmost importance for the
further development of democracy and the well-being of citizens because it
gives voice to the citizenry while at the same time providing goods and
services particularly for those members of society who do not belong to the
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well-to-do. There are several reasons why the European Commission put a
high emphasis on the strengthening and further development of organized
civil society in the Central and Eastern European countries as the enlargement
of the European Union was approaching. First and foremost, organized civil
society offers avenues for civic engagement and active citizenship, thus
facilitating integration and participation for the individual citizen, both of
which are necessary prerequisites for the deepening and strengthening of
democracy. Moreover, organized civil society is in the position to satisfy
those needs and demands of citizens that neither the market nor the state is
able or willing to serve. And finally organized civil society is able to buffer
those societal shocks and upheavals that always accompany processes of
political, economic and societal transition and modernization (Economic and
Social Committee, 1999).

And indeed, the countries and societies in Central and Eastern Europe are
still passing through a period of rapid political and economic change and
societal transformation. Civil society organizations are active actors in this
transformation process and important partners of the state and the market.
However, societal and political modernization is not restricted to the
countries of the former Eastern bloc. The same holds true for Western
European communities, particularly for those countries like Austria and
Germany that, before the crumbling of the Berlin Wall, were characterized as
“young democracies” since they had gained a foothold in the Western
democratic world only after the Second World War. Germany’s and Austria’s
organized civil societies have many features in common. Both share the
tradition of subsidiarity as a metaphor for the close cooperation between civil
society organizations and government entities. In both countries civil society
organizations are primarily funded by government. Currently, against the
background of decreasing public support, Germany’s and Austria’s civil
society organizations are struggling for alternative funding and increased
civic support (see the country profiles).

Although there are still significant differences between Western and
Eastern Europe, the Central European organized civil societies have many
features in common because they share a heritage of societal organization and
civic engagement. This is particularly true for Austria, Germany and the four
Visegrad countries, Hungary, Poland, the Czech Republic and Slovakia,
which in the Middle Ages were all part of the Holy Roman Empire. With
respect to legal traditions, civic attitudes and societal engagement, there is no
doubt that in the Visegrad countries the legacy of the former Austrian Empire
is still in place. To a certain extent traditions and attitudes towards civic
engagement rooted in former Prussia and the German Empire are also still
noticeable in the countries that are covered in this handbook. The organized
civil societies of the countries under study - Austria, the Czech Republic,
Germany, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia, respectively - also share some of
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the very negative features of Central European history. There is no doubt that
fascism in its most nasty expression as National Socialism was most strongly
in place in Germany. However, at the beginning of the last century, fascist
ideology had many supporters in Austria and the later Visegrad countries.
Indeed in the 1930s, with the exception of the Czech Republic, the countries
covered in this handbook were all ruled by either fascist or authoritarian
regimes (see the chapter by Szabé in this volume). Democracy is indeed a
very recent development in Central and Eastern Europe. Furthermore, it
should not be forgotten while studying the organized civil societies of these
countries that in addition to Hungary, Poland, the Czech Republic and
Slovakia, also a large part of Germany belonged up until about two decades
ago to the so-called Eastern bloc. In other words, the Central and Eastern
European countries share a heritage that does not work unambiguously in
favor of a strengthening and deepening of civil society and a strong
democracy. However, at the same time, strong civil societies and active
citizenship constitute the prerequisites for a European Union, which, with
respect to citizen participation and civic engagement, tries to become a role
model for other countries and communities around the world.

Strong and societally embedded, organized civil societies represent an
important element of the further integration of the European Community.
There is no doubt that civil society in its practical, down-to-earth meaning
provides an important feature for a bottom-up approach toward democracy,
mutual understanding, and societal integration. Since Almond and Verba’s
seminal study “Civic Culture” (1963), it is known that civil society
organizations are an essential basis for the education, deepening, and further
development of democracy as well as of cultural unity. It is not a coincidence
that these organizations are dubbed the “social glue” that holds society
together. According to Almond/Verba and other social scientists working in
the tradition of political sociology and political culture research, these
organizations are responsible for both types of societal integration. They
provide avenues for the individual integration of each citizen into society as
such; at the same time they are responsible for systemic integration, which
translates into the integration of the various societal communities into the
political and cultural system of a respective country, a region or most
prominently the European Union. Civil society organizations are able to
fulfill these tasks because they are primarily ruled by norms and values. In
modern societies they constitute the necessary counterbalance to tendencies
of individualization and increasing hedonism, as they are organizations
without the aim to gain power or to make profits.

Besides being a transmission belt for civic and societal integration, civil
society organizations fulfill an additional function as providers of social
services. According to Amitai Etzioni (1973), these organizations are of
special interest for political scientists as well as for public administrators due
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to the fact that they are able to combine the positive sides of the market and
the state because, as private entities, they are working as efficiently as
business enterprises. However, they are not serving the needs of their owners
or shareholders but those of the community and the needy. Furthermore, civil
society organizations are able to compensate failures either of the market or
the state or of both sectors. Thus, the work of these organizations can always
be recognized in areas where neither the market nor the state is able or wants
to act in the public interest and for the public welfare, and therefore does not
provide certain goods and services.

Despite their outstanding importance for societal integration, deepening
and strengthening of democracy, and — last but not least — for the provision of
social services, up until now there is very little knowledge available about
these organizations, their specific problems and potentials, as well as their
internal management procedures and functioning. The reason for this striking
lack of expertise is twofold: First, up until recently social sciences, while
searching for applicable approaches to address the problems of our time, have
focused exclusively either on the state or on the market as the avenues for
societal and economic improvement. However, both the state and the market
have not been able to live up to their promises. Only recently researchers and
political experts have started to discover and acknowledge organized civil
society as an important problem solver. Second, due to the fact that neither
politicians nor social scientists took an interest in civil society organizations,
they constitute a significantly underdeveloped area of research. At the same
time, civil society organizations are very difficult subjects to investigate
because they are deeply embedded in the specific historical, legal, and
societal traditions of the various societies. They do not constitute “an island
of meaning,” but, on the contrary, each society or community while referring
to civil society organizations uses a different terminology with which very
different cognitive maps and metaphors of civic activity are linked. Therefore,
in the following section the terminology that is used in this handbook will be
explained in more detail. Since the terminology of the handbook is closely
linked to the achievements of the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit
Sector Project, the set-up of the project and its main results will also briefly
be summarized. Finally, the audience to which the handbook is addressed will
be specified and the organization of the volume outlined.

2. Terminology

Structuring the universe of civil society organizations is not an easy task.
There are numerous typologies (Schuppert, 1991; see for an overview
Salamon/Anheier, 1992a; 1992b), which attempt to put in order the broad
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spectrum of civil society organizations. Drawing on the seminal work of
Charles Handy (1988), Christoph Sache worked out a typology that, based
on a functional approach, takes specifically into account how the
organizations are achieving their aims and goals (See Sachfie, 2004). As a
member of the German team of the focs project, Christoph SachBe illustrates
the typology by referring to German civil society organizations.'

According to his line of argumentation, there must be differentiation
between the terms “civil society” and “nonprofit sector.” As already outlined,
civil society is related to a normative concept, i.e., to “a society shaped by a
new civic culture of citizen’s self-responsibility, voluntary engagement, and
political participation” (SachBe, 2004). The term nonprofit refers to the so-
called non-distribution constraint, which means that those organizations that
constitute the “nonprofit sector” are not allowed to distribute their profits
among members, owners or stakeholders; to the contrary, any monetary gain
has to be reinvested in order to support the mission and particular purpose of
the respective nonprofit organization. According to SachBe and other scholars
(Kocka, 2002; Anheier et al., 2001), the nonprofit sector is closely related to
the organizational underpinning of civil societies. In the words of Christoph
SachBe (2004): “The ‘nonprofit sector’ plays a key role within that concept of
civil society with nonprofit organizations providing the social infrastructure
for the realization of citizen participation and voluntary engagement”.
Accordingly, the nonprofit sector consists of “a wide variety of organizations
largely differing in form, function, and purpose” (Sachfe, 2004). Focusing on
how nonprofit organizations are achieving their aims, SachBe’s typology
differentiates the nonprofit universe in membership organizations, interest
organizations, service organizations, and support organizations. Referring to
the day-today routines of nonprofits, he further distinguishes these four
organizational types:

Membership organizations are shaped by the voluntary activities of their
members. Reciprocal activities of the members themselves are the key
element of that particular type of organization. Examples are hiking, sports,
or bowling clubs, which — among many other kinds of clubs — are very
popular worldwide (for Germany, see Zimmer, 1998). They practice socially
useful virtues and attitudes just through the particular organizational form of
their activities independent of the specific aims and purposes they pursue.
They provide important mechanisms for the creation of what Robert Putnam
has named “social capital”: “In the first place, networks of civic engagement
foster sturdy norms of generalized reciprocity and encourage the emergence
of social trust. Such networks facilitate coordination and communication,
amplify reputations, and thus allow dilemmas of collective action to be

1 The typology was originally developed in an expertise for the Bertelsmann Foundation
(SachBe, 2001). A slightly modified English version is to be found in: focs-CD (SachBe,
2004).
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resolved” (Putnam, 1993: 67; see also Putnam, 1995; Offe, 1999; Heinze/Olk,
1999). Membership organizations, thus, can be understood as “schools of
democracy” (Cohen/Rogers, 1994: 152). Their social usefulness is a result not
so much of what they are doing but rather of how they do it. Interest, service,
or support organizations may also have members. But membership is not at
the center of the organization’s activities. By contrast, those types of
organizations typically act — at least in part — through professional personnel.
They are characterized by the nature of the particular purpose they pursue,
rather than simply the form of their activity.?

“Interest organizations represent and promote interests and values of
either particular groups or society as whole, such as minority groups,
environmental groups or human rights organizations. They protect nature and
environment; they promote health, culture, and religion, or science and
education through articulation and lobbying activities — sometimes more
spectacular, sometimes less.> Amnesty International and Greenpeace are
textbook examples for the type of organization addressed here.

Service organizations provide services either for their members or for a
broader spectrum of clients. They run kindergartens for pre-school children,
homes for the elderly, hospitals and shelters. They rescue people in peril in
the mountains or at sea. The German welfare associations (see German
country profile), which account for the majority of social services in Germany
as well as the broad spectrum of relief organizations - national and
international - may serve as an example here.

Support organizations provide the financial, human, or technical
resources to assist the needy or to enable certain activities or projects. They
finance research. They financially support the poor. They promote education
and culture by contributing to schools, universities, opera houses, and
symphony orchestras. The big philanthropic, scientific, and cultural
foundations provide good examples for that type of nonprofit organization”
(Sachfe, 2004).

There is no doubt that many handbooks of nonprofit organizations focus
exclusively on service organizations. There are good reasons for not taking
the whole spectrum of civil society organizations into account, since from an
economic point of view, service organizations constitute the most significant
force of the nonprofit sector. However, the team of the focs project
consciously decided against this restrictive approach. It should not be
forgotten that, in the Visegrad countries, particularly interest and membership
organizations acted as key players in the transition process from authoritarian
rule to democracy. Furthermore, as the work of Almond/Verba and others

2 Membership organizations on the one side can thus be opposed to interest organizations on
the other.

3 Albert Hirschman (1970) has coined the term “voice” to characterize that particular type of
activity.
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clearly shows, democracy has to be built up from below, and, without any
doubt, providing avenues for societal participation and integration constitutes
a major task of interest and membership organizations and not primarily of
service organizations. Accordingly the focs team decided to broaden the focus
of analysis, thus considering interest and membership organizations just as
service organizations.

The typology developed by Christoph SachBe is particularly helpful when
specific management problems of nonprofits have to be tackled. Compared to
membership organizations, highly professionalized service organizations
require a different management approach when it comes to the recruitment of
personnel or board members. The same holds true for financing. In
accordance with the “core functions” of the respective organization, the
strategy for safeguarding its financial well-being differs significantly among
the aforementioned organizational types. While membership organizations are
primarily financed by membership dues, interest organizations have to put a
high emphasis on fundraising, and service organizations are either
increasingly turning to the market in order to sell their service for profit or
they are competing for government grants.

Nevertheless, this typology has also shortcomings, which are very much
linked to the very special character or specificity of nonprofit or civil society
organizations. In a nutshell, there are only very few nonprofit organizations
that limit their range of activities to just one “core function” such as providing
services or giving special interests a voice. In his further argumentation,
Christoph Sachfie clearly outlined, “The distinction of different types of
nonprofit organizations provides an analytical differentiation, not an
empirical description of the nonprofit sector” (SachBie, 2004). More
specifically, SachBe explained that “ ‘pure-type organizations’ are exceptions.
Nonprofit organizations typically are ‘mixed-type’ organizations.
Membership organizations provide services for their members or even larger
strata of the population. Service organizations promote membership interests
and values. Interest organizations organize membership activities” (SachBe,
2004). In other words, a typology based on “core activities” and functions of
nonprofit organizations is not applicable as a point of reference for an
international comparative project such as the focs project, which covers quite
a number of countries and therefore very distinct nonprofit sectors.

Against the background that members of the focs team were already
familiar with the terminology developed within the framework of the Johns
Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project (Salamon/Anheier, 1992a;
1992b; 1994), and due to the fact that the Johns Hopkins terminology has
become the most frequently used approach for describing and categorizing
civil society organizations and nonprofit sectors worldwide, the members of
the team unanimously decided to use this terminology, including the
definition of a nonprofit organization. According to the terminology
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developed within the framework of the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit
Sector Project, nonprofit organizations are:

Organizations, i.e., they have an institutional presence and structure;
Private, i.e., they are institutionally separate from the state;
Not profit-distributing, i.e., they do not return profits to their
managers or to a set of “owners”,

e  Self-governing, i.e., they are fundamentally in control of their own
affairs; and

e  Voluntary, i.e., membership in them is not legally required and they
attract some level of voluntary contribution of time or money
(Salamon et al., 1999: 3).

Drawing on the terminology of national statistics, nonprofit organizations of a
community, a country, or a region constitute in their entirety a sector. Due to
reasons of international comparability, the contributions of this volume cover
neither cooperatives, nor political parties or religious congregations. In the
case of cooperatives the authors decided that from a comparative point of
view, it is rather difficult to distinguish between those generally small and
community-based cooperatives that are definitely sharing a civil
society/nonprofit spirit and those large organizations, such as mutual
insurance companies or banks, which with respect to management procedures
and organizational culture even perceive themselves as being members of the
business community. Thus, cooperatives are not covered by this volume,
albeit there are many good reasons for taking a broader approach while
analyzing nonprofit organizations.* Political parties are excluded because of
their major function, i.e., recruitment of political personnel. Due to a similar
reason religious congregations are also excluded, since these organizations
are primarily involved in worship activities.

Those organizations that fulfill the above listed criteria belong to the
nonprofit sector since they are distinct from the entities of the competing
sectors, i.e., the market and the state. Therefore, the entirety of nonprofit
organizations form a third sector that is set apart from the other two sectors.
Within the field of policy analysis, Amitai Etzioni was the first scholar to
draw attention to nonprofit organizations that are forming “a third alternative,
indeed sector ... between the state and the market” (1973: 314). In his article
“Organizations for the Future”, which has gained momentum within the
nonprofit research community, Etzioni was looking for administrative
structures that could make it possible to combine “the best of two worlds —

4 As important actors of the social economy currently, cooperatives and mutuals are
increasingly gaining importance. According to the social economy approach which is
primarily supported by French, Spanish and Italian economists, cooperatives and mutuals
are institutional expressions of economic activities that are situated between a socialist and
a full-fledged capitalist approach (for more information see Borzaga/Defourny, 2001).
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efficiency and expertise from the business world with public interest,
accountability and broader planning from government” (1973: 315). Against
this background, Etzioni characterized nonprofit organizations as an
institutional alternative besides government bureaucracies and commercial
enterprises. Searching for the best way to serve the common weal, he strongly
came out in favor of an intermediary function of the nonprofit sector matching
and balancing the specific functions of the other two sectors. However, the
position of nonprofit or third sector organizations in between the market and
the state illustrates just one facet of these organizations. Besides the non-
distribution constraint, which exclusively allows re-investment of profits but
not their distribution among the members of the organization, the public-
private character of nonprofit organizations constitutes a further very specific
characteristic of this particular type of organization. Although nonprofits are
private entities, they operate within the public sphere. Like public
organizations, nonprofits serve the common weal without, however, being
formally part of government. Moreover, in many cases, which holds
particularly true for interest organizations, nonprofits are very critical towards
government policies, thus giving oppositional forces that provide new ideas
and initiatives a “voice” and, as in the case of the Visegrad countries,
opportunities and avenues to usher in a new decade of political and societal
reforms. Particularly the term civil society organization refers to this very
important quality and ability of nonprofits: first, to express and mirror
societal and political deficiencies, and second, to lobby for a better world by
promoting new ideas and initiatives of tolerance, democracy and mutual
understanding.

Finally, there is a further quality due to which there is a clear distinction
between nonprofit organizations and communitarian entities, such as families
or clans. While people are born into communitarian communities, affiliation
with a nonprofit organization is based on individual decision. No one can be
forced to join, to participate or to work in a nonprofit organization. Thus,
being affiliated with a nonprofit organization is always based on a voluntary
individual decision. The same of course holds true for the support of
nonprofit organizations. Nobody can be forced to contribute time and money
to a nonprofit organization. Therefore, in some countries, most prominently in
Great Britain, the term voluntary sector is used to describe the entirety of
nonprofit organizations. For the same reason, voluntary organization is more
frequently used than nonprofit, third sector or civil society organization in
Great Britain to refer to those organizations that are located in a societal
sphere between the market and the state, and that fulfill a broad spectrum of
societal and also political tasks, among those lobbying and interest
representation as well as service provision.

Since very recently the term civil society or more specifically “organized
civil society” is increasingly used to refer to this broad spectrum of
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organizations, which constitutes a very specific segment of modemn
democratic societies with market economies. As already outlined, the change
in terminology was primarily initiated by the activities of the European
Commission, which in its publications pays more and more attention to the
aforementioned set of organizations (Civil Society Contact Group, 2002;
European Commission, 1999). The reasons the Commission has taken a
considerable interest in nonprofit organizations are manifold.

However, there is one reason that is of particular importance and which is
closely related to the multi-tasking and multi-functional character of nonprofit
or civil society organizations: These organizations are able to be active on
both sides of the polity. While as lobbyists and interest organizations they are
supporting as well as criticizing government and thus acting at the input side
of the polity, as service providers, however, they are busy at the output side of
the polity. In many cases, nonprofit organizations as service providers are
working either on behalf of or in close cooperation with government. And
very many organizations, particularly the large and old ones, are engaged in
both activities. They give voice to the poor and undeserved, thus acting as
lobbyists, and at the same time they are heavily engaged in the social service
market, running hospitals or kindergartens, and providing care for the elderly.
Moreover, despite this double function, many of the organizations are also
membership organizations and as such are simultaneously deeply embedded
in social milieus, thus providing avenues for participation and societal
integration and therefore constituting the so-called “social glue” that keeps
modern societies together.

In many ways, this specific multi-tasking and multi-functional character
of nonprofit organizations makes them interesting partners for EU policy
planning. Due to their societal embeddedness, they are able to work in the
direction of the development of a European identity by providing
opportunities for membership activities and social integration. At the same
time, as interest organizations and lobbyists, these organizations offer
alternative ways for democratic political participation. In other words due to
their specific political functions, they may contribute to the reduction of the
so-called democratic deficit of the European Union. Finally, as service
providers they are partners for the European Commission in its efforts to
improve social policy-making at the European level, thus safeguarding the
European model of the welfare state.

However, as clearly documented in the chapters of this volume,
nonprofit/civil society organizations do not always fulfill these functions and
tasks simultaneously and with the same intensity. While many organizations
are simply membership organizations providing opportunities for sports or
leisure activities, some specifically focus on lobbying in order to raise public
awareness for particular topics and issues such as ecological or social
problems, and some of them for sure have developed into pure service
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organizations, which are acting instead of either public institutions or
business enterprises. Nevertheless, the entirety of nonprofit/civil society
organizations, the nonprofit or third sector in each community or country
covers the entire spectrum of the aforementioned functions and tasks. This,
however, makes the sector very interesting from a scientific point of view,
albeit at the same time a very difficult topic to investigate.

In today’s societies, there is an immense diversity of nonprofit/civil
society organizations. They are active in the arts and culture, in social
services, in advocacy and community-related issues. Hospitals are organized
as nonprofit organizations, as are symphony orchestras and sports clubs.
Although all of these organizations are working in different fields, fulfilling a
variety of societal tasks, the sector approach underlines the fact that these
organizations have specific features in common. They are public regarding
their organizational goals and intentions, but they are private with respect to
their administrative structures and working procedures.

3. Building on the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit
Sector Project

Thanks to the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, which
was initiated by Lester Salamon and Helmut Anheier more than a decade ago,
data and information on the nonprofit sector of more than thirty countries
worldwide are now available. According to Lester Salamon (1999: 5), the
sector is a “lost continent” because there is still a considerable lack of
information concerning size, composition and funding of the sector in
numerous countries despite the efforts of the Hopkins research initiative.
Nevertheless, considerable improvement has been achieved during the last
decades. The results of the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector
Project are documented in the publications of the Johns Hopkins Center for
Civil Society Studies (Salamon/Anheier, 1984; 1998; Salamon et al., 1999) as
well as in a Manchester University Press series.’ These publications cover a
broad spectrum of countries and nonprofit research topics, and they are a
magnificent source of information.

There is no doubt that the focs project heavily builds on the pioneering
work of Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier. Focs may be
characterized as a follow-up of the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit

5  For further information, see the Johns Hopkins Nonprofit Sector Series, edited by Lester
M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier and published by Manchester University Press.
6  For further information see www.jhu.edu/-cnp.
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Sector Project, albeit with another focus and a limited coverage of countries.
The purpose of the focs project is to provide down-to-earth knowledge that
serves the needs of practitioners or board members of nonprofit
organizations. Therefore, as clearly outlined below, the volume devotes a
major part of the book to management issues, problems and challenges.
Nevertheless, the handbook has more to offer than just providing guidelines
for effective management. In accordance with the spirit of the Johns Hopkins
Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, this volume tries to tell a story. It is
the story of civil society and its organizations in Central and Eastern Europe,
thus focusing on a selected number of countries, in particular on the sector of
Austria, the Czech Republic, Germany, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia.

4. Target Audience and Organization of the Volume

The volume addresses a broad audience of undergraduate and graduate
students in social sciences, economics, and law, as well as in the growing
field of civil society/nonprofit studies in Europe and the USA. It provides
useful knowledge serving the needs of employees and volunteers as well as of
the members of the boards of civil society/nonprofit organizations in
Germany, Austria, and the four Visegrad countries, as well as in the Anglo-
American countries, and it is also of great interest for journalists, public
administrators, and staff of intermediary organizations such as foundations or
other funding entities. It has to be kept in mind that many thousands of
nonprofit organizations have been established in the Visegrad countries since
the political change of 1989/90. However, also in Germany and Austria civil
society/nonprofit organizations are booming, even though there are increasing
problems when it comes to the issues of financing and funding. Against the
background of administrative reforms going along with the restructuring of
the welfare state, the handbook is also useful for educational programs
relating to public administration, NPO management, sociology, political
science, and education.

The volume is structured into four major parts, each of them consisting of
various chapters. Apart from the chapter focusing on terminology, each part
of the volume highlights specific aspects of civil society organizations in
Central and Eastern Europe. The major parts of the volume address the
following issues:

Traditions and Perspectives
Regulatory Environment

Central Topics of NPO Management
Country Profiles
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Part 1 Traditions and Perspectives draws attention to the fact that civil
society/monprofit organizations are deeply embedded in the political and
social traditions of the countries under study. In order to pave the way for
further analysis, Traditions and Perspectives starts with a chapter outlining
the importance of civil society as a normative concept that is increasingly
used for comparative historical research. The chapter by Sven Reichhardt
provides a fine overview of the development and the changing perception of
the conceptual approach of civil society over time. A further facet of civil
society traditions is highlighted by the contribution of Eckart Pankoke who,
exploring the nexus between civil society and social movements, specifically
refers to the development of social movements and their voluntary
organizations during the 19th century in Germany and Austria.
Complementing the landscape of civic engagement in Central Europe, Maté
Szab6 draws attention particularly to the Visegrad countries while describing
the ups and downs of civic activity. His contribution provides an historical
overview that looks back upon decisive periods of civil society development
in Hungary, Poland and the Czech Republic.

The introductory part of the volume is rounded up by the contribution of
Zdenka Mansfeldova, Stawomir Nalgcz, Eckhard Priller and Annette Zimmer,
which takes a closer look at civic engagement and nonprofit activity from a
political culture and democratic theory perspective. There is no doubt that
civic activity as well as the size of the nonprofit sector in the Visegrad
countries does not yet met Western European standards. Compared to citizens
of West European countries, even more than a decade after the velvet
revolutions East European citizens are less likely to volunteer, to make
donations, or to serve on boards of nonprofit organizations. Therefore, the
nonprofit sector in the Visegrad countries is still comparatively small
compared to West European standards. Against the background that a
societally embedded nonprofit sector, in which citizens invest a considerable
amount of time and money, constitutes an important prerequisite of
democracy, there is no doubt that civil society in the Visegrad countries is
still in a stage of transition.

Part II of the handbook Regulatory Environment also focuses on the
embeddedness of civil society organizations. However, the chapters of this
part of the volume highlight the institutional embeddedness of civil society
organizations, thus focusing on those regulatory environments that are
guaranteed by law, institutionalized by public policy conventions, or
constitute the outcome of very recent political developments. While the
contribution of Petr Pajas and Matthias Freise provides a broad overview of
the organizational and legal forms most frequently used in the countries under
study in order to organize civic engagement and nonprofit activity, the
chapter by Karla Simon addresses the important issue of tax law, thus giving
us a decisive idea about the specific tax regulations and tax incentives in the
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countries covered by this volume. Another facet of the regulatory
environment of civil society organizations is analyzed in the contribution by
Marek Rymsza and Annette Zimmer who, drawing on the current literature on
government-nonprofit relationships, investigate the importance and the
changing role of nonprofit/civil society organizations as partners of the
welfare state in public service provision. How nonprofit organizations
affiliated with the Catholic Church adapt to modern times and particularly the
re-structuring of the welfare states in Central and Eastern Europe is analyzed
by Karl Gabriel and Herman Josef GroBe-Kracht in their contribution, while
the concluding chapter of Part II of the volume by Pavol Fri¢ looks upon the
decisive changes of the political environment of civil society organizations
focusing on the Visegrad countries, and specifically on the Czech Republic,
after 1989. That the future of civil society and its organizations in the
Visegrad countries is not yet safeguarded but still in a state of flux and
uncertainty clearly comes to the fore in this chapter.

Thus Part III of the volume Central Topics of NPO Management
provides practical knowledge on core management topics in order to
empower civil society organizations in the countries under study to meet the
current challenges related to the fiscal crisis and to the re-structuring of the
welfare state as well as to the decentralization policies that all over the world
are inaugurated in accordance with the new public management approach.
Particularly this part of the volume addresses those everyday problems of
nonprofit/civil society organizations with which nonprofit employees,
volunteers or members of the board have to struggle. After an introductory
note by Dudo von Eckardstein and Ruth Simsa, which locates the following
chapters within a certain tradition of the nonprofit and business administration
literature, specific aspects of general management are highlighted. While the
contribution by Stefan Toepler and Helmut Anheier draws our attention to the
nexus between organizational theory and nonprofit management, the chapter
by Patricia Siebart and Christoph Reichard highlights the important topic of
governance of nonprofit organizations. In the following chapters core
management functions are introduced. The chapters cover a broad spectrum
of management functions which include management of personnel,
specifically employees (Dudo von Eckardstein/Julia Brandl) and volunteers
(Olga Sozanska/Jiti To3ner/Pavol Fri€); financial management (Petr Pajas/
Michael Vilain) including fundraising (Marita Haibach/Thomas Kreuzer); as
well as strategic (Dudo von Eckardstein/Ruth Simsa), quality (Dorothea
Greiling), conflict (Ruth Simsa), and project (Danica Hullovd) management.
In order to make civil society organizations fit for the future, Part III of the
volume includes a chapter focusing on marketing (Jana Nagyova) as well as a
chapter dealing with the tricky topic of accounting and management control
(Roland Nagy/John Sacco) and a chapter introducing nonprofit personnel to
the topic of evaluation (Elke Rusteberg/Anja Appel/Justyna Dabrowska),
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which due to increased competition among NPOs for funds and government
contracts has become an import issue of nonprofit management. The chapters
of Part III are written in a student-friendly manner, offering an overview of
the current state of research and recommendations for further readings.

Part IV of the volume constitutes a specific highlight. After an
introductory note by Eckhard Priller, six Country Profiles provide portraits of
the organized civil societies of the countries under study, thus emphasizing
country-specific characteristics and challenges of civil society organizations
in Austria, the Czech Republic, Germany, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia. The
country profiles, written by distinguished nonprofit scholars and practitioners
of the countries under study, offer deep insights into the dynamics and current
constraints of civil society development in Central Europe. Among the
authors are Pavol Fri¢ (Czech Republic), Eva Kuti and Istvan Sebesteny
(Hungary), Jan Jakub Wygnanski, Ewa Le$, and Stawomir Nalgcz (Poland),
Annette Zimmer and Eckhard Priller (Germany), who were local research
associates for the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project in
selected countries covered by this volume. Each of the country profiles,
whose programmatic titles give a first idea of the current situation of civil
society in the countries under study, also draws attention to the fact that there
is still a long way to go until the organized civil societies of Central and
Eastern Europe will have developed into a coherent societal force based on
common norms and values.

As a concluding remark, the editors of the volume Future of Civil Society
in Central Europe would like to thank the Bosch Foundation located in
Stuttgart, Germany, for its generous support, which has made this handbook
possible. Furthermore, the editors and authors would also like to express their
gratitude to Lester Salamon, who as the initiator of the Johns Hopkins Project
started an initiative that provided the foundation on which the participants of
the focs project were able to build and to further investigate the civil
society/nonprofit sector in their home countries in Central Europe. Last but
not least, the editors would like to say a big thank-you to all the authors of the
volume and to those whose work has turned such an ambitious project like
focs into a successful endeavor. A very special thank you goes to Regina List
who, backed by her scientific experience originating in the Johns Hopkins
Project, was much more than a language assistant. Markus Behr and Oliver
Lich did a wonderful job designing and managing the focs web page. Kristina
Armonaite and Sebastian Biittner supported the project by helping to organize
the project meetings in Berlin and Prague. Christina Tillmann was responsible
for the layout. Ursula Gerlach, Dana Schulze and Thorsten Matolat gave the
manuscript the final touch by reading and reviewing every single page of it.
We hope that the readers of the volume will benefit from our work and will
enjoy reading every single word.
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Part I:

Traditions and Perspectives of Civil Society
in Central Europe



Matthias Freise

Introduction

Textbooks aimed at students and management in the nonprofit sector often
failed to cover the historical development of civil society and deal instead
with the hot issues of nonprofit management. In doing so, they fail to
recognize that very different forms of tradition of civil society involvement
can be determined, which directly leave their mark on the civil society sector
today, and make a simple transfer of management segments to another
national context impossible. In other words, the historical development of
civil society has resulted in the specific distinctness of the national nonprofit
sector of the present day, and in many ways it is also responsible for the
current problems of civil society organizations. The aim of the focs project
was therefore to characterize the historical features of the civil society sector
in Central and Eastern Europe in order to be able to identify the specific
challenges of the countries investigated. While the national profiles in part IV
of the textbook deal with features specific to the various countries and with
current problems, this first part of the volume offers perspectives on the
historical development of civil society in Central Europe by concept. As
already described in the introduction by Annette Zimmer, along with the four
Visegrad states, Austria and Germany have also been taken into consideration
in the focs project because these six states share common historical roots. In
spite of the long separation due to fascism and communism in the 20th
century, these countries can be regarded in terms of civil society as a single
cultural region, which is characterized by similar forms of cooperation
between state and civil society organizations.

The following papers by Sven Reichard, Maté Szab6 and Eckart Pankoke
echo the mutual tradition of civil society in Central and Eastern Europe. Sven
Reichard provides a view of the development of various civil society concepts
within Central Europe. This is followed by a contribution by Eckart Pankoke,
which focuses on the development of social movements in the 19th century,
depicting the birth of voluntary work in Europe in its present sense. Finally,
Maté Szabd’s chapter portrays the development of civil society involvement
in the Visegrad states through changing times and delves into the role of
significant personalities in this process.

All three chapters divide the development of civil society in Central
Europe into historical periods. They refer to the paper by Meinolf Arens and
Daniel Bein, which is on the bonus CD, and confirm that the roots of the
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present civil society in this region can, in particular, be found in the work of
church organizations in the Middle Ages (especially religious foundations). It
was not until the 18th century, in the course of the Enlightenment, that
ideological thinking brought about a division between the state and the
spheres of civil society. The following chapters show that those who joined
voluntary self-organized groups were not initially from the broader masses.
On the contrary, the separation of state and civil society was brought about by
a small elite, who in the West was mainly recruited from the middle classes
and in the East from the lower nobility.

The 19th century saw a rapid boom in voluntary work provided by a
broader social spectrum, which resulted, above all, in the advent of social
movements. During this period, associations and cooperatives' also came into
being, many of which are still active today or were revived after the Velvet
Revolution. The following chapters go on to show that the civil societies in
Central and Eastern Europe were initially characterized by considerable
ethnic, social and religious differences, which were marked by an extreme
inability to make compromises. Thus, in many countries in Central Europe,
the organizations of civil society, combined with radical thought, encouraged
political fascism, which, as soon as it was in power, flowed into authoritarian
structures and totally prevented any form of social self-organization.

After the Second World War, the socialist systems resumed this control
over civil society to various degrees and in different ways from country to
country, while in West Germany and Austria, however, a close form of
cooperation developed between state and voluntary organizations, which is
referred to as the policy of subsidiarity.?

It was not until the collapse of the socialist systems that the Visegrad
states and East Germany experienced a new blossoming of civil society,
which today in many places builds upon pre-war structures, but which also
has to deal with the legacy of authoritarian systems. After the initial euphoria,

1 During the time when cooperatives were formed, they were clearly connected to the civil
society sector. Today, due to their profit-based activities, they are more likely to be
assigned to the market sector, although many of them still show civil society
characteristics. However, in the focs project they were generally ignored for reasons of
comparability. The same applies to organizations that are on the borderline between state
and civil society and perform several state functions, thereby making it difficult to be
categorized as civil society organizations. A detailed account of cooperatives in Central
and Eastern Europe is provided by Eisen/Hagedorn (1997).

2 The principle of subsidiarity is taken from Catholic social theory and represents a basic
principle of state action in Germany and Austria. It refers to the fact that the state should
have a subsidiary function, in other words, that individuals or the smallest units in the state
are responsible for themselves, and that the larger units should only intervene when the
smaller units are not able to deal with their tasks on their own. This has led, particularly in
the social sector, but also in other areas of the nonprofit sector to the delegation of tasks
and financing to civil society organizations by the state. See Sachfe (1994) and Country
Chapter Germany.
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participation in voluntary associations of every kind is now on the retreat.
Membership in clubs, religious organizations, environmental groups, the civil
movement, parties, and trade unions is falling or has plateaued at a low level,
which by regional comparison is clearly below those of the old West
European democracies, but also below those of the post-authoritarian
democracies of southern Europe, Latin America and South-East Asia. The
paper by Zdenka Mansfeldova, Stawomir Nale¢cz, Eckhard Priller, and
Annette Zimmer supports this with data from various social science
investigations. Clearly the willingness to donate, to do voluntary work and
other forms of civil society participation is much less in the post-socialist
states, investigated in the focs project, than in Germany or Austria.

This chapter, however, also shows that civil societies in the West (Austria
and Germany) are in no way as strong as it is generally assumed. Voluntary
organizations in the West have the support of a much better infrastructure, but
it is one that has led to very archaic structures in civil society, is closely
linked with the state, and in many areas completely financed from state
coffers (see Country Profiles Germany and Austria). It thereby forfeits, to a
great extent, its control and self-organizational function. Particularly with the
backdrop of the European Union, which after the East European countries
have joined, will more than ever be dependent on the participation of its
citizens in civil society, this is a disturbing omen.
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Sven Reichardt

Civil Society
A Concept for Comparative Historical Research

If one wants to write the history of the concept “civil society” during the last
two hundred years, one has to take into account the historical differences of
the societies in which the term appeared and on which their conceptual and
linguistic resources to some extent depend. As Krishan Kumar has stated it:

“If we wish to continue to use the concept of civil society, we must situate it in some
definite tradition of use that gives it a place and a meaning” (Kumar, 1993: 390)

This overview seeks to historicize and contextualize the different
conceptualizations of “civil society” and compose four major historical
periods of its development. After the historical overview the article presents a
broad definition of the term “civil society,” which could be useful for analysis
of modern civil societies in Eastern and Central Europe.

1. The History of a Concept: How the Concept Has Changed
Over the Last Two Hundred Years

The history of the term “civil society” is older than the history of the modern
world. Aristotle’s definition of the moltyn yowmvia (koinonia politiké) is
one of the most often quoted protagonists of an ancient conception of civil
society. But this older use means political community by societas civilis and
does not divide civil and political society — it combines public constitution
and res publica (Aristotle, 1965; Cf. Riedel, 1979). During early modern
history the term “civil society,” as Dominique Colas has shown, was closely
connected to religious denomination and Protestant Reformation. For Jean
Calvin, Martin Luther and Philipp Melanchton, “civil society” expressed
civility, critical faculty and the art of differentiation — it was something like
the counter principle to fanaticism and barbarism (Colas, 1997). According to
John Pocock, during the Italian Renaissance some used the term civil society
to express a republican understanding of positive freedom. Guicciardini, for
example, talked about the animale politicum, which realized its nature
through a vita activa and a vivere civile (Pocock, 1981). Civil society, as
Shlomo Avineri has shown, was the creation of the communal movement of
the Italian burghers of the late Middle Ages with its urban corporations and
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communes (Avineri, 1968: 155-6).

The Modern Roots of the Concept: The 18" century

The modern conceptualization began with the thinkers of the Scottish
Enlightenment, especially Adam Ferguson and Adam Smith. During the 18"
century the term civil society was very closely connected to the expressions
“civil” and “civilizing” on the one hand, and to free, independent and self-
reliant individuals on the other. The critical tradition of the term “civil
society” is a heritage of this time, because it was often used against a system
of government that ruled by despotic decree rather than by laws. Civil society
was understood as a social order of citizenship that tended to be against the
existing state. The separation between state and civil society was already
formulated during this time, especially by Thomas Paine, but it was stronger
on the European continent — thanks to the power of the absolutist state. The
conditions in France, for example, with its tradition of centralizing monarchs
and a powerful state, stimulated notions of community and intermediate
organizations. Baron de Montesquieu argued in this direction (Baron de
Montesquieu, 1989: 1779, 7275; Ehrenberg, 1999: 145-149).

For John Locke civil society was defined by a social contract beyond the
“state of nature”: “Those who are united into one Body,” he wrote in 1690,

“and have a common establish’d Law and Judicature to appeal to, with Authority to decide
Controversies between them, and punish Offenders are in Civil Society one with another.”
(Locke, 1960: 324; Cf. Dunn, 2001)

Civil society was a term accorded to a legitimate political order. For
David Hume and especially for Adam Smith, civil society and commerce
were closely connected. Smith understood civil society as a market-organized
network of mutual dependence and reciprocal interactions. His essential claim
was that people get assistance from others on the basis of mutual self-interest:

“It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker, that we expect our

dinner, but from their regard to their own interest. We address ourselves, not to their
humanity but to their self-love, and never talk to them of our own necessities but of their
advantages.” (Smith, 1993: 22)

Smith’s “invisible hand” linked private advantage to public welfare; for
him economic liberty and markets summarized private vices as public virtues.
For Adam Ferguson, by contrast, civil society was a moralist rebellion against
the logic of individual interest, accumulation of property, corruption and
venality (Ferguson, 1995; Smith, 1993).! The conceptualization of civil

1 For Locke, Smith and Ferguson see Ehrenberg (1999: 84-108).
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society as “civilization” with a progressive development of human capacities
and “manners” emerged during the 18th century. And for many of the Scottish
and French enlightened thinkers commercial society was the realm of private
friendship and free interpersonal connections, of morals, affections, and
sentiments (Rothschild, 2001; Hirschman, 1977).

German thinkers reconceptualized civil society in light of the French
Revolution. For Immanuel Kant “civil” meant a political project of
emancipation against the absolutist state, that is, the education of disciplined,
cultivated and moral human beings — not mere conditioning or mechanical
training, but true education towards free and enlightened thought. Also for
Moses Mendelssohn civilizing was primarily connected with the idea of
Bildung (education). The public sphere — organized around the universal and
publi(zz use of reason — lies at the heart of Kant’s civil society (Kant, 1904. 99-
222).

During the second half of the 18" century and the beginning of the 19®
century “civil society” was a concept critical of the state, with an anti-
absolutist thrust that was an important promise during the Enlightenment. It
was closely connected to a realm of freedom, an expression of the self-
confidence of a well-educated and relatively small elite. The freemasons are a
good example of this time: socially the members — noblemen, bourgeois and
professors, army officers and civil servants — represented only a small elite,
and they shut themselves away from the public. On the one hand only men
with high economic, cultural and social capital were members in the exclusive
and secret clubs. On the other the freemasons stood up for the values of the
civil society, for a liberal and universal humanism, for the international
community of cosmopolitans. They were the seed of a civil society in the time
of absolutism (Hoffmann, 2000).

The Development of the Concept: The First Half of the 19" Century:

It was Hegel who defined the term early in the 19" century (1821) as distinct
from the family and from the state as well. Hegel was also the first who
defined civil society according to a logic of spheres. But he also combined
this approach with a logic of action that was based on the educative force of
the institutions of civil society: “The history of civil society is the history of
the education of [...] private judgment.” For Hegel it was the sphere of civil
society where the individual learns the value of group action, social solidarity
and the dependence of his welfare on others. This educates him for
citizenship and prepares him for participation in the political arena of the
state. That is why Hegel saw the state as a true realm of reason and
universality (Hegel, 1942: 353-4365; Cf. Honneth, 2001).

2 Cf Kant (1927 and 1970); Mendelssohn (1974).
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Alexis de Tocqueville was not so much interested in the distinction as in
the connection between civil and political society. In his study on
“Democracy in America” (1835-1840), associations were “great free schools
to which all citizens come to be taught the general theory of association.” The
“art of association” meant that “civil associations pave the way for political
associations.” Civil associations like churches, literary and scientific
societies, newspapers or organizations for leisure and recreation educated
citizens for politics and were “nurseries of democracy” because the
experience of equal, reciprocal relations within an association spills over into
attitudes toward society at large; the experience tempers the individual’s
passions and balances private self-interest. It is highly debatable if there is a
positive correlation between the density of associations, social trust, and
democracy and if the self-governing world of associations generates civility
(de Tocqueville, 1988: 244, 515, 517, 521-22).3

During the 19" century the circle of people who fight for freedom,
education and self-organization is becoming wider, from political groupings
and interest groups in the early 19" century to the numerous leisure clubs and
lifestyle societies in the middle and late 19™ century. A flourishing landscape
of voluntary associations was born before political democracy was fully
established. Between the 1820s and 1840s the association was seen as a place
for convivial gatherings, serving the refinement of the self. Especially in the
1860s and 1870s contemporaries spoke of a mania for associations — which
influenced the mutual aid and cooperative movements that made a mark
almost everywhere on the European continent. At the end of the 19" century
the spreading mobilization of the countryside began, and the Catholic Church
played the catalyst’s part during the entrance of peasants into public life. But
nevertheless much of the European countryside still remained untouched by
this development (Bermeo/Nord, 2000; Trentmann, 2001; Hoffmann, 2001).

Some differences between Eastern and Western Europe can be observed.
In Western Europe the rise of civil society was linked to the middle classes,
whereas in Eastern Europe the nobility was more important as an element in
the social base of civil society — although it was not absent in Western Europe
(e.g., English gentry or urban cultures in northern Italy). Ethnic differentiation
and the churches had a much stronger influence in the structuring of civil
society in Eastern and Southern Europe than in the western part of Europe.
The associations in the multi-ethnic monarchy under Habsburg rule served as
vehicles for the Czechs, Germans, Slovaks and Hungarians to affirm their
national identity. As far as Russia is concerned the absence of a tradition of
law (the first law was promulgated by Peter the Great), rational bureaucracy
and private property are traditional distinctions from the West European civil
societies. In the West, political society grew out of civil society and in the

3 For a critque see: Reichardt (2003) and Bunce (2000).
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East, political society predated civil society.

Especially in Poland the lower nobility (szlachta) — during the 19"
century roughly eight percent of the Polish population — with its culture and
democratic aspirations was the social stratum that supported Polish civil
society. Jend Sziics pointed out that in a land with underdeveloped middle
classes and an illiterate peasantry “the Polish nobility [...] established a kind
of noble res publica entirely unprecedented in Europe.”(Sziics, 1988: 323) As
a result of the national division, the rich and developed associational life in
Poland was aided by the churches and closely connected to the national
movement. The 1mportance of these structures was even noticeable during the
second half of the 20™ century, where the church was a shelter for the
dissident movement and defended Christian values of freedom, social justice,
and human dignity against the socialist state.

Although the density of clubs and societies declined from the West to the
East, the similarities in the types of associations and the motives of its
founders in the 1860s are surprising. In Bohemia, for example, economic life
was supported by a dense network of self-help organizations that were
institutionalized in savings banks and cooperatives. Numerous cultural
orgamzatlons professional associations and interest groups were founded in
the late 19" century. This societal network was a counterbalance to the Czech
political party system in the early 20" century, which was pillarized and
divided along national, ethnic and religious lines. Maybe it was the bridging
social capital of the associations that hampered the rise of fascist movements
in the Czech Republic (Kfen, 2000: 180-2, 184, 194-5).

Sometimes there is a temptation to draw the period of the early 19™
century as a heroic picture of associations with its individualization,
decorporation and emancipation. This progressive narrative becomes more
problematic if one analyses the modes of inclusion and exclusion of these
voluntary associations, for example, the distinction between an association’s
internal practices with crypto-democratic constitutions and its external
relation to society with hero worship of militarists and violence. Or take the
distinction between universalistic claims of some associations that are in
reality socially exclusive - the bulk of the associations of the 19™ century
were open only to educated and propertied middle-class men.’

4 Cf. Hildermeier/Kocka/Conrad (2000); Kocka (2002); Banti (2000); Bunce (2000). Bunce
defines five guiding principles for civil and political societies: nation-state, individual
freedom, societal autonomy, regime accountability, and competition among interests.
Political society “refers to the organized activity of citizens [...] and influencing the
agenda and the decision of the rulers” (Bunce, 2000: 213-214).

5  For an optimistic view: Nipperdey (1976). For a more balanced view see Bermeo/Nord
(2000); Trentmann (2001).
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The Concept in Crises: From the Second Half of the 19" Century
Until the Early 20™ Century

Tocqueville as well as Hegel gave special importance to autonomous
economic entities within civil socxety This view paved the way for seeing the
term more critically (third period) in the second half of the 19t century, as
was especially done by Hegel’s follower Karl Marx.

In relation to industrialization, civil society was seen as connected with
the sphere of needs and labor, including the economy and excluding the state.
Civil society stopped being a central concept. The normative project of
enlightenment was seen more critically because its talk of universal rights
remained oblivious to inequalities in gender, race and class.’

Karl Marx and others criticized the biirgerliche Gesellschaft very sharply:

“Civil society (= biirgerliche Gesellschaft) as such only develops with the bourgeoisie; the
social organization evolving directly out of production and commerce, which in all ages
forms the basis of the state and of the rest of the idealistic superstructure, has, however,
always been designated by the same name.” (Marx, 1975: 89)

For Marx civil society was a sphere that was neither autonomous, nor
independent nor a distinctive realm of the social. Civil society was constituted
by production, class, and their attendant social and political relations. The
state, too, could not be conceptualized apart from economic processes (Cf.
Ehrenberg, 1999: 132-43).

In the second half of the 19" century and the first half of the 20™ century
the debate on the definition of “civil society” was relatively calm. Civil
society was criticized as a utopian wish that blurred reality. The ambivalences
of the project became central. During the late 19™ century and the first half of
the 20" century the extraordinarily vigorous associational life provided new
channels for participation in public life, but it also threatened to break apart
into isolated milieu. Associational activity occurred within rather than across
group lines — be they ethnic, class, gender or political. Under these
circumstances, associational life did not serve to integrate citizens into the
political system.

On the one hand, the Italian as well as the German societies were highly
active, mobilized publics and witnessed feverish associational activity at
practically every level. On the other side, the making of different socio-moral
milieu fragmented the highly organized interwar societies. Weimar’s rich
associational life provided, as Sheri Berman wrote, “a critical training ground
for eventual Nazi cadres and a base from which the NSDAP could launch its
Machtergreifung (seizure of power).” (Berman, 1997: 402) It was the cross-
affiliations of the Nazi members in sports clubs, student associations,
shooting clubs, paramilitary organizations, singing clubs, or agricultural

6  Cf. for the social history of Germany: Kocka (1997, esp. pp. 501-507).
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organizations that formed the backbone of the Nazis’ grassroots movement.
The dense network of civic engagement provided the Nazis with cadres of
activists. It was from the base of bourgeois civil society that the fascist
movement launched its rise. This shows, as Berman has formulated, that
associationism is “neither inherently good nor inherently bad, but rather
dependent for its effects on the wider political context.” (Berman, 1997: 427)’

During this time only few authors published on the topic civil society,
and their publications were not “rediscovered” until the second half of the
20™ century. Antonio Gramsci was one of them. For him civil society was the
sphere of culture in the broadest sense “between the economic structure and
the state.” It was concerned with the manners and mores of society, with the
way people live. For Gramsci civil society was a space that had to be
colonized by social classes. The central role of civil society was in the
manufacture and maintenance of cultural hegemony. Gramsci wrote this
during the 1930s when he was arrested by the fascists. Amazing for him was
the consensus that the fascist regime achieved in the so-called anni del
consenso even though the economic circumstances for many proletarians
were getting worse. That is why he was interested in how values and
meanings were established and how language and language users constituted
a society’s control. The “so-called private institutions, like the Church, trade
unions, the schools” were part of that which tended to produce a cultural
consensus. Civil society was understood as a space for the struggle of cultural
hegemony, which was, in contrast with Marx’s view, relatively independent
from the state and the economy. Civil society was ambivalent because it was a
sphere of repression as well as a sphere of revolution and liberation (Gramsci,
1971: 208-9; Cf. Femia, 2001; Cohen/Arato, 1992: 142-59).

Michel Foucault continued this thought by describing civil society as a
“technology of government.” Civil society for him was a social government
“which can elicit for itself, amid the contending forces of modernity, a
vocation and functionality anchored in the troubled element of the social.”
(Gordon, 1991: 23)

The Revival of the Concept: Late 20" Century

The renaissance of the concept in the 20" century began in the 1970s and
1980s in Central and Eastern Europe and Latin America. Again, as in the 18"

century, the concept it expressed was targeted against the state, expressing
freedom and the wish for self-organization beyond the totalitarian or
dictatorial state. Some of the central figures who defined the Central and
Eastern European understanding of civil society were European dissidents
like Vaclav Havel, Gyorgy Konrad or Adam Michnik. For Havel, civil society

7  Cf. Reichardt (2003); Sabetti (1996); Reichardt (2002); Fritzsche (1990); Koshar (1986).
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was a call for “living within the truth” with oneself and with tolerance
towards others: a vision of society that was not just independent from the state
but actually opposed to it. For Konrad “antipolitcs” was the “ethos of civil
society, and civil society is the antithesis of military society.” Civil society
meant a self-defense and island of utopia against a greedy socialist state; it
was a political and not a scientific concept. For Konrad it was a term that
circumscribed a certain style of living and was deeply entangled in the
everyday life of the Eastern European dissident. John Ehrenberg succinctly
summarized the debate when he wrote: “A humanistic ‘antistatism’ remained
central to much of Eastern Europe’s oppositional ‘civil society’.” Other
common features were the strong emphasis of social-ethic imperative of
actions with its values of tolerance, pluralism, autonomy, dignity, subtle irony
and self-development (Havel, 1985; Konrad, 1984; Ehrenberg, 1999: 194-5;
Keane, 2000).

This was much more the case in Central and Eastern Europe, whereas it
was weaker in Southeastern Europe, although on the other hand the debate in
Central and Eastern Europe did not attribute as central a role to the market
and economic affairs for civil society. Economic matters were mostly left
aside. But even the development in Central and Eastern Europe was not
consistent. Although the Polish experience was a model for the Hungarian
dissidents, the historical parallels between both civil societies weakened in
the 1950s. Hungarian economic development was much stronger; the protests
diminished and were not comparably supported by the church. The Polish
development, however, was characterized by permanent protest circles
involving massive mobilizations and aided by the Catholic Church
(Mansfeldova/Szabo, 2000; Ekiert/Kubik, 1999: 21-46).

Recently in the Western world, new social movements have adopted the
term “civil society” in the field of practical politics, frequently employing it
as an expression against an overbearing capitalism. The “anti-globalization
movement” with organizations like “attac,” for example, demonstrates that
the logic of the market with its orientation towards individual profit,
competition and struggle is not completely compatible with the logic of civil
society and its principles of cooperation and conflict, discourse and arguing.
On the other hand banks and corporations try to revitalize community life,
voluntary associations and civic education projects and in doing so they use
the language of civil society. It is a highly debated question whether the
overbearing logic of the commodity form threatens to fuse public and private
and to destroy the moral basis of modern societies.

In Latin America too the term has been used since the early 1970s, linked
with political struggle against military dictatorships. For the Brazilians,
sociedade civil primarily conveyed the idea of a non-military world — in the
words of Francisco Weffort: “We want a civil society, we need it to defend
ourselves from the monstrous State in front of us.” (Weffort, 1989: 349) The
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interpretation in Latin America was based mainly on Gramsci’s model of civil
society and combined with social movements aimed at transforming capitalist
class conditions. The term is still, even today, connected with decoupling
from the state and a critical view of state politics (Leiva/Pagden, 2001; Costa,
1997; Reiss, 1999; Stephan, 1985).

The concept experienced a revival during the 1980s and 1990s in the
post-industrialized and democratic Western societies, with four different and
sometimes interrelated variants becoming established.

The first variant is a communitarian model placing voluntary
associations, with their function of socializing and building solidarity, at the
heart of a civil society where the formal legal principles upon which these
associations and communities rest are of less interest than the notions of the
“good life” anchored in their lifeworlds. The wide-ranging polymorphic
group of researchers supporting this view extends from Alasdair MacIntyre
via Michael Walzer and Amitai Etzioni to Robert Putnam; however, nearly all
of these communitarians can be understood as neo-Tocquevellians. All of
them are interested in the socializing effects of associations and how social
networks produce social capital and trust (Cf. Edwards/Foley/Diani, 2001;
Wolin, 2001). In a programmatic essay on civil society, Michael Walzer calls
for people to associate voluntarily, communicate with one another and, for the
sake of sociability, form and re-form all sorts of groups. Human beings are
social beings, he argues, and a “good life” involves creating a “setting of
settings” that can make a creative and self-determined life possible (Walzer,
1991: 298; Cf. Reese-Schifer, 1991; Honneth, 1993; Zahlmann, 1991).

There are obvious implications from this communitarian demand for
teamwork and communication, for willingness to take on commitment and
responsibility, in a modernity that is individualized and atomized by mobility.
On the one hand, broad-based civic participation in politics prevents political
decision-making from being restricted to a professional or semi-professional
elite. It is a culture of personal responsibility for society, achieved by the
largest possible degree of political participation and community formation.
On the other hand, the communitarian appeal does not allow particular types
of community formation to be either justifiably excluded or described as alien
to civil society. As Michael Walzer put it:

“*Join the associations of your choice’ is not a slogan to rally political militants. And yet
that is what civil society requires: men and women actively engaged.” (Walzer, 1991: 303)

But voluntary engagement alone can hardly be a guarantee of civilized
behavior. A civil society constructed of networked associations, in Walzer’s
sense, is not automatically one where, as he puts it, “the stakes are lower,
where, in principle at least, coercion is used only to keep the peace.” (Walzer,
1991: 300). Voluntary associations are not necessarily “schools of
democracy” or synonymous with civil integration and the capacity to
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compromise and civil integration.®

The second, closely related version of civil society focuses on the
differentiations in democratic theory associated with the notion of civil
society. Civil society, in this view, is a concept that “generates reflection” for
the liberal democracies (Schmalz-Bruns, 1994; 1995; Dubiel, 1994; Klein,
2001: 359-76). Civil society as a “radical democratic concept’
(Rodel/Frankenberg/Dubiel, 1989) refers to the project of an autonomous
society of citizens, organizing itself and constituting itself, with all its
members participating equally in power. Benjamin Barber’s (1984) concept
“strong democracy” creates a model for active participatory politics, in which
the participation of “the Other” determines the identity of the democratic
citizens. In contrast to the liberal conception of civil society, the accent here
lies less on negative freedom — constitutionally fostered and protected
opportunities for development — than on active participation by citizens
through grassroots democracy. A crucial aspect is the critique of democratic
deficits in the procedures of representative democracy. “Elitist democracy”
has, claim the critics, become bloodless, implausible, and bureaucratically
petrified, and the law is insufficiently mediated by the idea of democratic self-
determination. In this perspective, more effective opportunities to participate
can be expected from civil society’s “expansion of democratic participatory
rights” and the “radicalization of participatory democracy.” Democracy thus
requires different forums, ones that can take on the societal functions of
signaling, problematizing and thematizing (Schmalz-Bruns, 1994: 26, 28).
The problem here is how a democratically expanded model of civil society
can achieve a balance between the normative orientations and the greatest
possible degree of democratic participation.

At the heart of the third variant, the liberal version, of civil society,
according to Ralf Dahrendorf, stands liberty and the “existence of
autonomous, that is, not state or otherwise centrally-managed organizations,”
(Dahrendorf, 1991: 262) which safeguard the diversity, autonomy, civil
rights, and publicity of civil society. This version of coexistence in civil
society, however, also accentuates individual citizens’ reason, their social and
moral competence, which, above and beyond the state’s coercive integration,
independently contributes ~ even if it is out of pure self-interest — to the
underlying conditions for the existence of community (Dahrendorf, 1994;
Miinkler, 1993).° Liberalism presents — similarly to Kant two hundred years
before — the central elements of a civil society as upbringing and education,

8  Cf. Taylor (1991). Walzer himself elsewhere widened his perspective, integrating Ernest
Gellner’s figure of the “modular man.” Gellner’s term refers to the flexible and tolerant
modes of behavior shown by people who are capable of both joining and leaving a range of
different associations, without binding themselves through and through. See: Gellner
(1994); Walzer (1997); Walzer (1991). Cf. also Ahme (1998: 89-91).

9  Cf. also Hettling/Hoftmann (2000); Joas (1999); Hettling (2000); Hirschmann (1994).
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together with the provision of public forums and arenas for the diversity of
opinions and interests. However, a basically moral attitude, an appropriate
sense of reality, the peaceable habitus and the citizen’s civility are not free
from social preconditions; they cannot be viewed in purely individual terms
but always have a social trajectory. Civil society thus needs institutions that
can provide socially marginalized groups with a minimum degree of
economic and cultural integration. Furthermore, the limits to the call for
tolerance are found at the point where the proponent of an opposing opinion
is regarded as an enemy. The end of the line is reached where tolerance itself
endangers tolerance: “Tolerance does not have to tolerate intolerance — in fact
it must not do so.” (Splett, 1990: 107) Here, the values of freedom furnish
their own limitations, a process not free of contradiction. There are problems
raised by a notion that people can be educated for peacefulness and civic
courage (Nothelle-Wildfeuer, 1999; Miinkler, 1993). For one thing, it is
unclear what form such an education might take. The more the discourse of
virtue takes flight into an imprecise formula of commitment to an unspecified
“common good,” the more inevitable will be the call for politics to intervene
in individual life plans. And once that border is crossed, as Max Horkheimer
showed as early as 1936, such appeals can tip over into the suppression of
wishes for freedom and emancipatory needs (Horkheimer, 1968).

Finally, in Jiirgen Habermas’s discourse-theory approach, civil society is
the social space in which communicative action takes its most distinct shape.
Noncoercive discourse and open debate form the core of Habermas’s notion
of civil society. A key role is played by associations that arise relatively
spontaneously and work within the institutional order of the public sphere.
Communicative action and rational argument inside interlinked and
competing public spheres generate civil society — a civil society here
understood as a pluralist and free community of communication. The
lifeworld not yet systemically integrated is structured as civil society, with the
institutions of civil society indirectly contributing to the solution of problems
of general interest in a way that is not “power-ridden” (vermachtet) but
operates through observation and reflection. In Habermas’s view, civil society
does not coalesce into a central authority that controls and regulates all the
social spheres. Instead, it is a deliberative, “bargaining” society, combining
the liberal view of the legal protection of free citizens with the republican
view of active participation in the mediated shaping of institutions and laws.
The close ties between lifeworld and public sphere are central to this concept
of civil society. The communicative network is intrinsic to a view of civil
society as self-reflective and tied to communicative processes (Habermas,
1996: 366; Cf. Habermas, 1987).'° For Habermas, civil society’s unity and
cohesion is generated via controversy and understanding-oriented action.

10 Extensive description and classification: Cohen/Arato (1992: 201-55); Klein (2001: 315-
339).
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Civil society consists of spontaneously arising, intermediate, autonomous and
voluntary associations that are allowed entry into the lifeworld, turning to the
political public sphere in egalitarian and open organizational forms and
amplifying its volume. In Habermas’s opinion, it is only in a free political
culture, an already rationalized lifeworld where civil society’s actors struggle
for influence but not for political control, that we can genuinely speak of civil
society. This view prompts some questions: Does communicative action with
its highly conditioned premises — the absence of power, domination, unreason
and time pressure — constitute an analytically fruitful definition of the space
of civil society? And since civil society is intimately connected to the mass-
mediated public sphere, will this not, in fact, turn out to exert a stronger
influence on the logic of civil society (Habermas, 1987: 369-452)?

Some Conclusions From the Historical Overview

The history of the concept “civil society” shows how this prismatic and
polymorphic term reflects a wide variety of historical societies and how the
term’s meaning is embedded in historical developments. Instead of a static
concept, “civil society” should be seen as a concept in flux with changing
meanings, actors and adversaries. The empirical historical studies can serve
as a determination of different types and degrees of civil societies. Six
systematic conclusions can be drawn from a historical overview of the term
civil society.

First: From the very start, civil society was a normative concept with
universalistic claims and an exclusive reality (social, ethnic or gender). To
understand the attractiveness of the concept it is crucial to know against
whom or what it was vectored— whether against fanaticism and barbarism, a
profit-oriented economy, a clientelistic private sphere, or a power-ridden
state. Today the term is often connected with political programs: against
individualization and atomization (communitarians), against an international
turbo-capitalism (anti-globalization movement), against a too provident and
strong welfare state (neo-liberals), against the petrification of parliamentary
organizations (democrats), against a hypertrophy of the state and uncontrolled
market competition (social democrats), against the totalitarian state (East
European dissidents) or against corrupt states (parts of East Asia and Latin
America). The historical overview reveals how the contra-terms against the
civil society project have changed over time and space and how they are
embedded in specific historical constellations.

Second: Civil societies must be able to pursue a variety of interests and,
furthermore, there is no such thing as a civil society without some conflict and
inequality. Here, the logic of consensus and unity is less important than the
regulation of conflicts through an orientation to compromise and negotiation
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on the part of civil society actors. The civil society approach is sensitive to
questions of culture and can show — in the words of Randall Collins — how
“stratification and organization are grounded in the interaction of everyday
life.” Research on civil society implies a study of those rituals that explain
stratification and conflict as well as cultural and social integration. Rituals of
interaction and their allocation in time and space are of special importance for
our knowledge about different kinds and qualities of civil societies. "'

Third: The question of the circumstances under which civil mobilization
fosters a more or less democratic outcome is still unresolved. On the one hand
a vital civil society is a precondition of effective democratic government, yet,
on the other, a flourishing associational life does not necessarily provide
support for democracy. Energies generated by civic activism do not of
necessity feed into a politics of toleration and inclusion but may just as well
be utilized for repressive ends. Civic mobilization is also capable of
fragmenting societies into different pillars or milieus.

Fourth: Civil societies need a free, pluralistic and democratic press and a
media system that is relatively independent from commercial interests and
state censorship (Keane, 1998). One of the most important fields in historical
research explores the communicative nature and the publicness of civil
society, asking, for example: Is it a warning system for the democratic
process? Is it characterized by discursive communication? How did the idea
of “public reason” develop (Cf. Trentmann, 2001: 24-28)?

Fifth: Every civil society is grounded in a certain degree of self-
government, discipline and communication. Instead of a naive understanding
of civil society as a highly normative utopia, it should be seen as a sphere or
realm with power relations. Civil society links power, communication and
governmental virtues in a certain way — it is the space where societal norms
were formed, educated and cultivated. It is the space for the negotiation and
struggle of societal consensus and the construction of responsible social
beings. Civil society means governing by community, and this is not possible
without permanent conditioning, power strategies and informal governance
structures (Dean, 1991; Burchell/Gordon/Mitchell, 1991).

Sixth: Nearly all writers on this concept accentuate the opposition
between state and civil society. The worldwide celebration of civil society
today is a predictable by-product of the widespread disenchantment with the
state in the West and the fight against corrupt and authoritarian states in East
Asia and Latin America. Civil society is an expression of the liberal
skepticism about an all-powerful and morally indifferent bureaucracy, which
regulates societies along the line of self-oriented and autistic orderliness.
Although totalitarian states destroy civil societies, civil societies nevertheless
need formal and legal guarantees or at least state toleration. Civil societies

11 Collins (1990: 72); Collins (1975); Coser (1956); Coser/Larsen (1976); Oberschall (1973).
Cf. also: Rossel (1999); Senghaas (1995); Kneer (1997: 248-249).
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prosper best when they are connected with a protective, redistributive and
conflict-mediating democratic state under the rule of law.

2. A preliminary circumscription of the concept “civil
society”

The concept of civil society has been used to describe the relationship of
individual autonomy with communal solidarity, with a view to the common
good. Many scholars have characterized civil societies as free, autonomous
citizens who are politically and socially engaged and come together
voluntarily in associations located between the state, the market and the
private sphere. From the perspective of civil society, a social space of agents
with their own partial public spheres and types of community formation exists
as an autonomous sphere of political and social action. The idea of civil
society raises fundamental questions about social and political responsibility,
legitimation and integration.

The notion of civil society often refers to a political pledge with
normative ideas of freedom, civility, individual and collective commitment to
the common good, tolerance and peacefulness. In many of its versions, the
thrust of the concept fluctuates between political demand and societal
analysis; as a 1995 dictionary of politics notes, it is “a variously defined term
from political philosophy to describe both actual and desirable states of the
order of political rule (Schmidt, 1995: 1096; Dubiel, 1994: 67).

Civil society can be conceptualized in two ways. The first — with
reference to Hegel — focuses on its spatial representation: here civil society is
an intermediate social space between the state, the economy and the private
sphere. Linked to these three spheres by manifold relationships and
interactions, it can still be distinguished as a relatively independent space
(Kocka, 2000). Certainly, civil society’s space is not empty of relations of
power and domination; it is confronted with processes of capitalization and
commercialization, and is densely enmeshed with the private sphere (for
example, through the family). Nevertheless, the space of civil society is
characterized by a particularly high degree of self-organization that is not
profit-oriented and addresses itself to the public sphere. The voluntary
political engagement and self-government of civil society actors are of
particular relevance here.

The second approach to the concept of civil society focuses on action,
applying the term “civil society” to a pattern of collective action and
behavior. This is the independent action of historical actors oriented towards
the public sphere, reciprocal “recognition of the other” (Honneth, 1992) and a
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willingness to take on broader responsibility over and above particularist
interests. Central to this view is the “civility” of such action, understood as
communicative orientation, nonviolence and tolerance and the “self-
discipline” and “self-government” of the modern Self. In the course of
history, a variety of adjectives, such as “courteous”, “decent” or “orderly,”
were assigned to these dialogical virtues, naming both the value horizon of
the historical actors and the necessary resources of their behavior. Examples
of the latter might be relative freedom from social ties and societal
constraints, or social discipline and self-management. This author calls this
conceptualization of civil society “Zivilgesellschaftlichkeit,” which is
characterized by a particular way of dealing with difference and distinction,
where the identity of civil society’s actors lies along a sliding scale of
inclusion and exclusion. Zivilgesellschaftlichkeit implies the experience of the
other, an experience regarded as a challenge to learn. This embraces a way of
dealing with conflicts that is reasonable and with willingness to compromise,
but does not imply a blanket requirement of consensus that prevents
affiliations of interest and readiness for conflict.

It has sometimes been suggested that the dimension based on the logic of
action and that based on the logic of spheres should be interrelated, drawing
out a tension between the norms of civil society and the history of the social
space of “real civil societies” (Jeffrey Alexander). According to Alexander,
the “relative autonomy that exists between civil society and other kinds of
social spheres,” on the one hand, and the “historically distinctive sets of
interpersonal practices like civility, equality, criticism, and respect” of civil
society as a “solidary sphere,” on the other hand, must both be recognized.
One way to connect both approaches is to analyze the “symbolic codes” of
the historical actors of the civil society (Alexander, 1998: 7, 12). This kind of
dual conception is also proposed by Helmut Dubiel, who undertakes to
measure the distance between civil society’s repertoire of norms and the
“institutional reality” of historical civil societies. The historian Frank
Trentmann, in turn, suggests that the “procedural nature of civil society”
throughout history should be studied."?

Several empirical studies have taken up this topic of ambivalence, and
have related normative postulations to the formally defined social space of
civil society.” Here, the ways people behave towards each other raise
questions of social space, of where such forms of behavior are located and to
what they refer, i.e., which concrete social fields. Posing these questions
entails defining and classifying civil societies according to their historical

12 Dubiel (1994: 94); Trentmann (2001: 8 (quotation) and 10). John Keane (1996: 14) — like
Keith Tester (1992: 9-10, 74) — finds on the one hand that the “various negative tendencies
of civil society” are crucial to analysis and, on the other, that the process of civilisation
itself should be seen as an historical project incapable of completion.

13 For empirical studies see the articles in Trentmann (2001); Kohl (2002); Korgel (1999).
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relationship with the practice of violence and the degree of their compliance
with normative horizons. Civil society should be understood as the sphere
where unequal historical actors negotiate and struggle about societal norms
and hegemonic values, where they talk about conditions and limits of
solidarity and identity.

Civil societies have to deal with a multiplicity of conflicts, opposing life
plans, diverging interests, and contested viewpoints. Often, the thinking on
civil society overemphasizes discursive and associative elements. Instead of
unnecessarily stressing those forms of action that are understanding-oriented
and cooperative, civil society should be understood rather as a conflictual
arena for the self-organization and articulation of social groups. Following
Lewis A. Coser, the integrative and stabilizing effects of social conflicts, as
well as the opportunities available for a civilized handling of conflict, should
be considered. Here, the logic of consensus and unity is less important than
the regulation of conflicts through first, an orientation to compromise, second,
negotiation on the part of civil society actors, and third — if the self-
government of the modern and disciplined Self is not hermetically sealed —
the connection with a protective (violence), redistributive (social inequality)
and conflict-mediating democratic state under the rule of law.
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Eckart Pankoke

Voluntary Associations and Civic Engagement:
European Traditions, Discourses and Perspectives
for Voluntary and Intermediary Networks

1. Introduction

The history of civil society and civic engagement in any setting is closely
linked with the process of democratization, the building of the nation-state,
and the emergence of social movements. In the societies of Central Europe,
this history exhibits many common features as well as differences that
contribute to an understanding of the current state of civic engagement and
the nonprofit sector. Civic engagement and civil society as key terms of
current scientific and political discourse are deeply embedded in the history
of modernization and political democratization of European societies. While
highlighting specific features of this development the following article offers
the reader an overview of Central European historical traditions which up
until now have had a profound influence on civic engagement and the third
sector in the countries under study. Thus, this article will focus on a
presentation of the “Central European way” of modernization and
democratization, which is very distinct from its Anglo Saxon counterpart.

The historical traditions that have been most influential include cultural
emancipation and national liberation, social movements and workers’
solidarity. In medieval times, institutional autonomy was already evident in
the ecclesiastical foundations and feudal corporations. The roots of modernity
can be seen in the civic freedom and public spirit of the European townships,
led by “free” citizens who organized themselves and formed cooperative
alliances.

More modern ideas emerged with the Protestant Reformation. Martin
Luther’s idea of the radical “freedom of Christians” was put into concrete
form in the autonomy of local confessional communities. The other Protestant
tradition, reconstructed in the famous essay of Max Weber on “The Protestant
Ethic,” emphasized the autonomy of individual responsibility. New ideas of
social and political freedom arose in the European Age of Enlightenment,
especially in the English-Scottish tradition of moral philosophy, political
economy and liberal theory of civil society. The first German translation of
these treatises on modem civic culture (by Christian Garve, 1792) remarked
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that many English terms used in modern political theory and practice such as
“private interest” and “public spirit” could not be translated into the terms
used in German pre-revolution state theory. The liberal practice “English
Freedom” was incorporated into the institutional plans of the Prussian
Reformers (1806-1813) to reorganize the ideas of self-government through
voluntary public engagement.

In the European Revolutionary Era, the “Ideas of 1789 were translated
into institutional practice: European modernity was realized as economic
freedom, social equality and mutual association. This modern European
political and social culture gave way to what is now called the “third sector”
of self-organized solidarity, which has emerged “between market and state.”
Sociological research examines the social conditions of self-organization with
a focus on the evolution of corporate actors and intermediary networks. The
sociological differentiation of individual and corporate “actors” distinguishes
the actions of individual subjects from the organized activities of corporate
structures and intermediary networks. Critics refer to the divisive effects of
social differentiation and particularization. Inquiring into the forms of action
and the principles of organization, the “third sector approach” directs
attention to the special interrelations of subjective meaning and institutional
form. These relations of self-organized engagement can be examined using
the example of traditional foundations and guilds, corporations, associations
and mutual cooperatives. Within these traditions new forms of public
initiatives and social movements can be identified.

The traditions of old European communal culture and the contemporary
modernity of an active society are very different. Structural breaks are
evident, but cultural bridges of continuity can also be detected. The dynamics
of the revolutionary era of “social movements” are leading to new
configurations: political arenas, social alliances and future-oriented agendas.
The relations between citizens and political systems are to take place in
intermediate contexts of “public-private partnership.” Today the key term is
not the obligation of “honor” but the “engagement” of active involvement.
Whoever challenges the civic commitment of voluntary associations must
provide support for improving the skills of the volunteers that are engaged in
these associations. To encourage empowerment of the volunteers, it is
necessary to support their motivations and qualifications. This narrative and a
discussion of the third sector’s future prospects are organized in the following
sections:

e  European communal traditions and the corporative order: obligations
of honor

e European Revolutionary Age (1789-1848): emancipation and
association

e Institutionalization of the welfare state (1849-1932): solidarity and
subsidiarity
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e Authoritarian leadership and mass organizations (1933-1945):
totalitarian mobilization

e  Welfare democracies and corporate actors (1945-1989)
State socialism and democratic transformations in Eastern Europe

e Future of civic engagement: political arenas, social alliances and
future-oriented agendas.

2. European Communal Traditions and the Corporative
Order: Obligations of Honor

The authority of feudal honors and obligations is the historical basis of the
institutional autonomy of both traditional corporations and modern
associations. The ethics of old European community life shaped the guiding
principles of modern civic activities. Feudal liberties as well as corporative
bonds are anchored in the corporative order’s traditions of “honor” and
“loyalty”, “guild” and “foundation”, “association” and “mutual cooperation”,
“common interest” and “public spirit.”

The traditional obligations of “public spirit” are related to the
institutional origins of public duties and honors. The German word for
“honor,” Ehre, has its etymological roots in the Indo-Germanic ais, which
means “bright metal,” reflecting the shine of constancy and eternity. Old
European “honor” (Ehre) was based on feudal liberties (Freiheiten). The
feudal nobility was “free from” dependent work and was “free for” cultural
and civic involvement. Civic “freedom” enabled therefore both professional
independence and public responsibility, which were brought to the honorary
duties of local and corporative self-government.

The importance of the connection between “autonomy” and “free
engagement” is demonstrated in modem day organizational activity. Active
“engagement” requires a context that allows for conditions of “autonomy.”
This interrelation has been evident especially in the discourses of civic
movements. Traditions of institutionalized autonomy are identifiable in the
history of the church in Europe. In medieval times, for instance, the holy
orders of monks, e.g., the Benedictines, the Cistercians, and the Franciscans,
were early examples of movements, often with problematic relations to the
established church. The reform movements led by Martin Luther in Germany
and Johannes Hus in Bohemia were particularly influential forces in history.
Moreover, in the era of national liberation movements, the synergy between
oppressed nationalism and denominational identity was a moving force for
political change. This was demonstrated clearly by the historical role of
Catholicism in the fights against oppression throughout Polish history.
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Public Honor and Voluntary Engagement: Enthusiasm and
Dilettantism

Around 1800 citizens discussed volunteerism using the buzzwords
“enthusiasm” and “dilettantism.” “Enthusiasm” originally meant, “inspiring
divine spirit.” However, in the course of modernization, the disenchanted
gradually distanced themselves from such “enthusiasm,” now criticized as
“fanaticism” (Schwdrmerei). Today the term dilettantism is also being used in
a different way. Third sector organizations are now sometimes criticized as
being expressions of “functional dilettantism” (see Seibel, 1992).!

Nevertheless, dilettanti in Italian is still used to refer to “volunteers”
(diletto means delight, happiness and pleasure). In that sense, it must be
recognized that the commitment of volunteers seems to be independent of
functional compulsions and interests, and therefore could represent an “extra-
functional freedom” opposite the functional compulsions of the organization
for which the individual volunteers. As noted above, the classical connection
between “voluntary duties” and the “joy of free action” is discussed today
more in terms of “engagement” and “autonomy.”

With the new reality of freedom and association in the early 19" century
came the use of the prefix “self” with terms describing various social
programs, including “self-support”, “self-administration”, “self-organization”,
and “self-help”. These terms have regained importance in recent years. Today
third sector theories examine the tensions between the individual “self” and
institutional “systems,” and between the “intermediary systems” of
organizational society and the ties of everyday private life and highly
personalized relationships. Political theories call the third sector a “third
force” of intermediary activation and independent potential (Strachwitz,
1998).

Feudal “Liberties” and Civic “Autonomy”

Max Weber’s sociological account of modernization focused on the historical
roots of modern associations. In the traditional corporate system, Weber
recognized a basic formation of modern autonomy. The legal construction of
independent “corporate personality” as institutionalized in traditional
foundations (Stiftungen) — independent of both the political interests of
governmental domination and the private interests of their founders or

1 According to the interpretation of Wolfgang Seibel (1992), third sector organizations are
successfully used by state authorities to cover up problems of legitimacy. In other words,
whenever there is a significant problem which government is unable or not willing to solve,
problem-solving is delegated to third sector organizations operating instead of government
entities.
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members — appeared to be a basic form of institutional autonomy. The
opposition of independent feudal actors to political centralism prepared the
way for the modern separation of “state” and “society.” The (ecclesiastical)
foundations and communities took on a “holy” purpose, often personalized by
naming one of the saints as a patron of the foundation. The modernization
process replaced the authority of the “saint” with the secular autonomy of
independent corporate actors and, later, civic autonomy. The “feudal
liberties” of honor and obligation later become the engagement of citizens in
voluntary associations “between market and state” and evidence of the
evolution of nongovernmental/nonprofit organizations (NGOs/NPOs).

3. European Revolutionary Age (1789-1848): Emancipation
and Association

The modern expression of civic engagement has its roots in the European Age
of Revolutions (1789-1848), which included the political revolution in
France, the industrial revolution in England, and the social and cultural
movements in Germany. Other political traditions that laid the groundwork
for today’s civic developments were the nation-building movements in
Central Europe.

The French revolutionaries dissociated themselves from the traditional
corporate models, as well as from the new associations of organized interests.
Their concept of the relationship between the state and the citizen did not
allow for any intermediate agents. Therefore, not only were the older
corporations banned, but also the modern associations were considered to be
incommensurate with revolutionary equality.

Amid the crises of the industrial revolution, the liberal-democratic
balance between individual freedom and mutual association was disrupted.
More radical strategies pursued by “social movements” used the principle of
association against the prevailing systems of state and society.

In his Philosophy of Right (1921), the Prussian philosopher Hegel
developed an institutional theory of modern civil society. Hegel reflected on
the crisis that arose from the changed relations between citizen and state
resulting from the dramatic dynamics of the industrial revolution. The liberal
values and models of economic freedom and constitutional integration did not
solve the systemic problems of proletarian work and alienation. Hence the
industrial proletarians were driven into a social-revolutionary antagonism and
radicalism. The new social forces emerging from the low-income class of
modern society became effective in the social movements for freedom and
democracy, in the associative freedom of the early civil associations, and in
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the “organized charity” of welfare corporations.

The new catchphrase was “free association.” Unlike the apparatus of
major organizations in business and public administration, self-organized
solidarity was the guiding principle of free/voluntary associations, especially
among the networks of workers’ solidarity. The new principle of the “free
association” offered the intermediary framework for civil rights.

An early document supporting these developments was Franz v. Baader’s
treatise. On the disparity of the bourgeois and proletarian social classes in
subject matter of their properties to the capabilities in physical and in
intellectual respect (Munich, 1835). Baader offered solidaristic networks as a
practical answer to the revolutionary crisis of early industrial society. Baader
also called on intermediary actors to hinder the dramatic trend toward social
polarization. He especially recognized and appreciated the priests for their
independence from governmental and market interests. As social advocates
they could assume a social mandate for the proscribed and powerless
“proletarians.”

The solidaristic networks often grew into social movements. In fact,
during this period there arose a veritable “labyrinth of movements,” which
was a driving force in the development of modern civil society (Stein, 1850).

The social movement concept took on a revolutionary radicalism in the
movements of early French and English socialism. The new strategy of
revolutionary mobilization through the transformation of subjective emotions
into collective movements was disseminated throughout Europe. The synergy
between the pressure of social needs, their communication and organization
in social movements, and the historical dynamics of revolutionary change was
identified by Charles Fourier. In his Théorie des quatres movements et des
destinées génerales (Paris, 1808), Fourier formulated the epochal self-
conception of the “age of social movements”. Fourier attracts interest still
today with his theory of social needs as a driving force of social movements,
but also with his sociological criticism of the industrial division of work. His
social-revolutionary program was the project of “mutual associations”. This
was an alternative concept to the traditional “corporations.” It was also the
antithesis to the industrial capitalist organization of work.

“Association” was the new organizational form, combining the modem
principles of freedom and solidarity. The “Ideas of 1789 (liberty, equality
and solidarity) were declared to be the basic values of “workers’
brotherhoods”. Marx and Engels radicalized these concepts. The
universalistic motto attached to early programs of the labor movement, “All
people are brothers”, was translated now into the class-struggle slogan of the
Communist Manifesto: “Proletarians of all countries unite!” The traditional
idea of human brotherhood was radicalized into proletarian “solidarity”. On
the utopian horizon, the new communist society would appear as the “great
association.”
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Social movements were creations not only of the political left, but also of
members of Christian churches. For example, the founder of the German
Protestant Social Diakonie Johann Hinrich Wichern overcame the dominating
polarization of social power with his “Christian association” project. He also
eliminated the asymmetric bias of the helping relationship between providers
and recipients of assistance and established a new type of charity
characterized by a sense of solidaristic partnership. Some time later, a similar
movement with similar objectives, Caritas, emerged out of the German
Catholic Church under the leadership of Lorenz Werthmann.

In the “labyrinth of movements” there were also other social forces of
engagement and “movement”, as demonstrated by the beginnings of a social
and political feminist movement. In the alliance of the democracy and labor
movements in 1848, the new social question of gender relations received a
public forum in the Frauen-Zeitung (Women’s Newspaper) (1849/50) edited
by Louise Otto. Among the issues presented were women’s emancipation and
liberation, as well as the social situation of proletarian women. These
questions were discussed as the crucial points of the feminist “social
movement”. The series of articles, “Die Demokratinnen” (“Female
Democrats”), gave a historical diagnosis of women involved in and engaged
for political emancipation. This took a new “sociological” point of view.
Topics included the erosion of the traditional lifestyle and changing social
values — with a focus on gender relationships. Louise Otto reported and
reflected the introspection, self-understanding and mutual agreement of the
early “women’s movement”.

Louise Otto characterized the emotional and political commitment of
feminist movements as Enthusiasmierte. With this label, she stressed that
such enthusiasm inspired transcendence of the barriers created by prejudices
(Frauen-Zeitung, 26 January 1850). The modern feminist movement
established by Louise Otto through the first German women’s association
combined the question of women and the social question of labor. Other
issues focused on political emancipation and equal rights.

Today’s feminist movement is committed to solving the problems of
distressed women. The movement’s forces also actively seek to improve
human rights under the umbrella of worldwide women’s solidarity. A more
modern leadership considers the contemporary feminist movement as a “new
social movement” working toward a new feminine identity. .

In Western Europe these and other social movements arose and grew
alongside the development of the nation-state and its transformation into the
welfare state. In the early 19" century, particularly in the nations of Central
Europe, the pressing problems were not only new industrial conflicts, but also
national liberation and unification.

The formative influences of many political movements and associations
in Central Europe can be identified from this period. The honorary and
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voluntary duties of civic associations and local self-governments enabled
citizens to engage in acts of public responsibility, based on the privileged
freedom of “ownership and cultural education” (Besitz und Bildung).

Nevertheless the liberal orientation of reform movements soon was
confronted with the coercive power of political restoration. The associations
promoting nation-building and social liberation suffered under persecution
and censorship. In Germany, for example, all associations were banned. Only
later in 1848, the year of the European revolution, political alliances
developed between the nation-building movements and the social liberals.

Especially in Eastern Europe, including the Austro-Hungarian Empire
(from Poland to Italy), the activities of social movements had their roots in
the nation-building movements. In the multinational, multicultural and
multilingual constellation of the Danube Monarchy, a political culture of self-
organized political and cultural particularity and plurality developed. This is
reflected in the early sociological theories of social conflict and political
integration, of social groups and political movements. An early example of
this sociological interest in such particularities is the pioneering study by the
Polish-Austrian sociologist Ludwig Gumplowicz, “The Clash of Races” (Der
Rassenkampf 1883).

Social movements based on religious or ethnic differences were the
backdrop of societal stratification. A textbook example all over Europe was
the Jewish community. But other groups emerged as well. For instance, in
Germany, in the process of labor immigration during the time of the Empire,
new associations were established by the Polish, Hungarian and Italian
immigrant communities.

4. Institutionalization of the Welfare State (1849-1932):
Solidarity and Subsidiarity

Alongside the institutionalization of the modern welfare state, social
movements and associations either assumed or were entrusted with various
societal functions. One of these roles was as partner with public
administration. In addition to his observation of the “labyrinth of
movements,” Lorenz v. Stein examined the relationship between “movement”
and “administration” and the new organizational forms of social autonomy.
Lorenz von Stein examined the social and political meaning of self-
administration and voluntary associations within the framework of his
“Theory of Public Administration” (Verwaltungslehre, 1862). In an
individual chapter of this book “The System of Associations” (Das
Vereinswesen), Stein praised the associations as supporters of public tasks
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and as organs of public life. They derive their legitimacy from the right to
associate and the legal process of self-organization.

Interest representation was another role played by movements and
associations that emerged with the establishment of the welfare state. A clear
example during this historical period is the founding, led by Ferdinand
Lassalle, of the Allgemeiner Deutscher Arbeiterverein, a social-revolutionary
worker’s movement and the predecessor of the German Social-Democratic
Party. Lassalle’s socio-political strategy was the integration of social
movements into social and political institutions and thereby the representation
of the interests of movement participants. More broadly, this meant the
transformation of social movements into institutionalized political parties,
trade unions and organized industrial relations. The organization of social
interests was no longer aimed at radical class conflict but rather at a system
that balanced interests.

Moreover a group of German social scientists used the association as a
means not for representing their personal interests, but rather for providing a
forum for the furtherance and discussion or scientific and public interests.
The German Association for Social Policy (Verein fiir Sozialpolitik), founded
in 1871, gave its members an opportunity to have greater impact on social
policy — as individuals and as part of a respectable “scientific association”.

A different perspective on the societal role of movements and
associations should also be mentioned. Hermann Schulze-Delitzsch and
Friedrich-Wilhelm Raiffeisen propagated the concept of mutual economic
associations as a means to survive the pressures of industrialization. These
associations were to combine the principles of economic security, social
freedom, and political participation. Out of their ideas emerged the
cooperative movement.

Expanding State Activities and Intermediary Systems

These roles and functions emerged as the welfare state expanded. In the early
years of the German Empire (Kaiserreich), the implementation of the welfare
state overturned the separation of “state” and “society”. The crucial point of
the socio-political discourse was the “Law of Increasing State Activity”
(Gesetz der wachsenden Staatstitigkeit) developed by Adolph Wagner in
1879. This thesis referred not only to increasing governmental expenditures
and expenses, but also to a new quality of public power and a new
dependence on governmental interventions. Civic spirit was to focus its
attentions now on the operations of the welfare state.

In the policy fields of culture and welfare a new state centralism was
developing. Against it Wagner searched for alternative counteracting forces,
in particular for strategies of decentralization. He argued for a change of
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orientation from the state to smaller local organizations. He recommended

“self-government and voluntary systems in welfare associations etc. [...] as an active
counterbalance to certain threats of centralism.” (Wagner, 1879: 312)

To counterbalance the expansion of state activities, Wagner called for the
institutional strengthening of corporative solidarity and intermediary networks
of social-political solidarity and subsidiarity. Wagner realized that “increasing
state activity” would only be “counterbalanced” by networks of solidarity
built on social proximity. Such networks would enable the development of a
social culture of welfare, in which solidarity bonds are based on the principle
of subsidiarity and the priority of social cohesion. This assessment of social
proximity should take into account location (local community as a basis of
social self-realization), cultural cohesion (religious support based on value
orientation), and the competence of assistance-providing professionals in
balancing between closeness and distance (professionalism).

Social proximity gained increasing importance. In modern societies,
solidarity is ever more necessary because of the weakening of social
cohesion. The “natural networks” of social proximity can no longer be
assumed to exist. Instead they tend to be replaced by the artificiality of social
networking. The recognition of a subsidiary solidarity as a “counterbalance”
to “increasing state activity” meant a new perspective on the self-organization
of independent commitment.

Intermediary organizations mediating between welfare policy implemen-
tation and the interests, needs and hopes of the workers’ society determined
the social value of the associations. In this intermediary position, the
associations had a twofold function. On the one hand they had to represent the
concerns and needs of the individuals before the state systems. On the other
hand they became responsible for the formation of social interests and for
negotiating the alliances of collective actors.

Max Weber underlined this claim for more rationality — especially in the
clarification of social problems. In contrast to the “historical-ethical school”,
Weber recognized the task of modern Sozialwissenschaft not in the social-
ethical search for cultural ideals, but in the explanation of the structural
tensions between problematic situations, class interests and organizational
systems.
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The Sociology of Associations and Boundaries of Community

Alongside the formation of modemn sociology, a new discipline and
profession emerged with a focus on the evolution of modern associational
structures. Therefore Max Weber proposed a “sociology of associations”.
Weber underlined the importance of free associations as an “intermediating”
social medium. In his view the modern association represented individual
interests before the official systems of the state and the economy. In modern
associations the individual actors became targets and prospective customers
of social systems. So the associations supported the identity and solidarity of
individual actors and the social, political and cultural integration of social
systems. Weber made the scientific discovery of the modern “association
systems” as an “intermediate” means to social integration.

In his inaugural address to the first congress of the German Sociological
Association (1910, reprint 1999), Max Weber formulated his proposals for
new social science topics:

“It is an elementary task for every society of sociologists to make those things the subject
of sociological approach, which one designates conventionally as “social,” through
everything that is “in the middle” between the politically organized or recognized powers -
state, municipality and official church - on the one hand - and the nature of growing social
communities (families and private spheres) on the other hand.”

As a central topic of modern sociology, Max Weber identified the social
culture as influenced by the “association-man.” Membership in voluntary
associations seemed typical for the social culture of modern societies. More
important than the quantitative appraisal of association density seemed to be
the “qualitative importance of the associational life. With that he set up the
questions about the importance of associational life for social identity and
social integration.”

Weber referred to America as the association country par excellence. He
pointed out the connection between social modernization, mobilization, and
associative activation. He further referred to America’s open immigration
society in connection with the thesis of Alexis de Tocqueville, which
illuminates the complex turbulence of a “melting pot” society. In America,
where the question of social status was not yet regulated by traditions, the
associations had a very important instrumental function. Membership in
associations would clarify the “social place” in a normally open society and
serve as a means for social integration.

Similar models can be observed in the German Ruhr District immigration
process. In the historical era of industrial migration and colonization, the
social landscape was shaped by a remarkable density and variety of
associations. In such a society of immigrants, associative affiliation permits
the expression of social identity and belonging. In the era of industrial
colonization in the Ruhr District, for example, many workers were coming
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from Eastern Germany and Poland. The Polish workers organized their
cultural and confessional community in many local Polish associations, in
Catholic parishes with Masses conducted in the Polish language, and even in
separate Polish trade unions. (All this was forbidden by the Nazis after 1933)

Weber also incorporated the question of social contexts and skills in his
theory of associations, especially in his sociology of social power. This led to
a critical look at the apparent paradox that the freedom of association could
only be implemented socially through an organization, which entails
hierarchy and, therefore, power issues: “Every association (...) represents a
system of social power and domination between people. [...] In reality the
domination is always a minority domination, now and then a dictatorship.”

The paradox that the evolution of associations claiming autonomy is
turning into the pressure of functional authority was stressed by Robert
Michels (1925), who was engaged in the socialist movement. Michels’s
discussion of the “iron law of oligarchy” laid out the paradox that
organizational demands would necessarily come into conflict with claims to
freedom and equality. Thus, Michels’s analysis can be summarized in the
thesis that whenever one refers to organizations one involuntarily and
implicitly discusses the topics power relations and hierarchy, which are
inherently interconnected.

5. Authoritarian Leadership and Mass Organizations
(1933-1945): Totalitarian Mobilization

The sociological theses presented in the Paradox of the System of
Associations (Weber, 1924), the Iron Law of Oligarchy (Michels, 1925) and
Boundaries of the Community (Plessner, 1924) reflected a bitter reality, as
idealistic movements became fundamentalist mobilizations. This could
certainly be observed in the case of the conversion of communist labor
movements into “dictatorships of the proletariat”.

Even more dramatic were the controversial developments arising at the
ultra-right wing of the political spectrum. Here traditional community ideals
were perverted. The labor movement, the nation-building movement, and the
youth movement all were converted into compulsory “communities.”

“Fiihrer, nation, movement”: With this slogan one of the collaborating
intellectuals of German fascism Car! Schmitt formulated the principles of the
fascist “mobilization”. Such fascist catchphrases as “seizure of power” and
“enforced, unidirectional conformity” gained their dramatic sense when
contrasted with the traditional forms of political self-administration and social
self-organization. The traditional associations were smashed brutally or
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subjected to “enforced conformity”, marching in step with the totalitarian
fundamentalist terror. The German youth movement, for example, was
transformed into the fascistic Hitlerjugend, in this case retaining old forms
and symbols. The German Welfare Associations, by contrast, had to insert
themselves in the “national socialist winter aid”. Their identity as
“intermediary systems” between individual and society, society and state, was
denied. Instead, they were forced to implement strategies to instill uniformity
and therefore to quash any resistance to war preparation and ultimately had to
cease operations altogether.

In terms of social policy, it was not a question of a generalization of
social rights and claims for national-socialist “social care”, but rather
increasing the power of the nationalist “folk-community” (Volks-
Gemeinschaft). The propagandistic pressure of race questions overwhelmed
any concern for social issues and social responsibilities. This translated into a
shift from calls for equality to the hardening of new inequalities and to the
outlawing of targeted individuals and their subjection under totalitarian
authority. The “intermediary” position of the free associations now was
controlled by an intervening enforcement of the Fiihrer’s principle and the
controlling apparatus.

5. Welfare Democracies and Corporate Actors (1945-1989)

After World War II in Western Europe, and especially in West Germany and
Austria, the definition and means of addressing social problems were laid
down in laws and regulations. Social security would be based on the
individual contribution of one’s own work. The welfare state was stabilized
by full employment and vice versa. “In the short dream of perpetual
prosperity” (Lutz, 1989), the combination of job security and affluent society
still seemed guaranteed. This was protected within the institutional balance of
public and private welfare provision.

The associations of self-organized social solidarity became active in
“intermediary systems”, interacting with the target groups in specific target
areas of intervention, including childcare, rehabilitation, education,
counseling, and consultation. Here the nonprofit organizations, which in
Germany and Austria are affiliated under large umbrella organizations,
provide interactive forms of intervention (see Country Profile on Germany in
this book).

Over time, nonprofit organizations became highly integrated into the
welfare economy. In the process, however, these associations assumed a more
and more burocratized structure and suffered from a reduction of
volunteering. For nonprofit organizations, a careful balance between
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solidaristic networking and social service production is difficult to maintain.

In their interactions with the market and the state, for example,
associations may transform by taking on governmental or market elements.
Mutual associations may become capitalist enterprises, and welfare
associations tend to converge towards governmental welfare authorities.
Current trends point rather to transformation in the direction of commercial
enterprises engaged in new social markets. The “operating medium of
solidarity” (Kaufmann 2002), which is typical of the third sector, combines
with entirely different operations by way of money and power. These
conversions or transformations of the third-sector actors into commercially
oriented agencies are often criticized.

A framework of sociological objectivity is found in the organization
theory of James Coleman, particularly in his crucial analysis, The Asymmetric
Society (1982). Coleman observes the recent trend in which the importance of
personal actors is replaced by “corporate actors.” Not individuals, but rather
positions and functions, organizations and relationships determine social
reality. The subjects of social action are constructed as “fictitious persons”
who do not act on the basis of their own sense and interest, but are
programmed as officials and representatives of their organizations and
institutions. Rather than lamenting the cultural impact of this phenomenon,
activists and observers must deal with the practical question of how personal
engagement and social competence can be reactivated as a means for
organizing.

A value-rationalized structure is typically found in value-oriented,
volunteer-based nonprofit associations. In this regard, sociologists speak of
“mission-based organizations”. “Intermediary networks” act under complex
relationships between basic democratic goals and solidaristic identification
with the target beneficiary groups, between explicit values and their political
and economic interests. Intermediary actors integrated in the modern welfare
system thus face the challenge of balancing their value-based “mission” with
the practical “goal” of solving the social problems of their clients and target
groups. When participatory approaches are employed by associations in this
type of situation, apparently passive clients can become active partners.

6. State Socialism and Democratic Transformations in
Eastern Europe

In the decades of communist rule in Central and Eastern Europe, voluntary
organizations and initiatives were essentially blocked. The authoritarian
principle of total integration under the Communist Party’s control had
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priority. By contrast, the officially accepted and integrated mass organizations
— trade unions, youth political organizations, culture and sports organizations,
and other officially named “voluntary social associations” — received
generous subsidies from the state as a means of ensuring party loyalty. All
these permitted socio-political activities were linked within national fronts,
ie., umbrella organizations. Participation was highly formalized and
considered obligatory. Non-participation in the official organizations was a
sign of opposition and resistance to the. regime. Open resistance, however,
was met with the threat of exclusion from any personal or professional
advancement. Free social movements for peace, human rights, and ecological
sustainability were active only underground. Still, there was a gray area of
officially tolerated independent groups that existed as an informal arena for
learning the skills and contexts of self-organization. These were the
incubators for critical discussions and political opposition.

Opposition groups emerged later in the form of civic initiatives, but they
were monitored and persecuted by the state. In the former Czechoslovakia,
for example, such organizations fighting for civic freedom included Charter
77 and the Committee for the Defense of the Unjustly Persecuted, as well as
other civil rights and environmental initiatives.

During the 1980s the tense relations between political authorities and
social movements began to relax slightly. Many young people became
involved in environmental movements, cultural initiatives and self-help
cooperatives. The new, gradually “tolerated” civic associations developed
outside of state control. Their initiators ignored state directives. These
independent self-organization activities culminated after 1989 everywhere in
the former centralist regimes of state socialism. As a result, the nonprofit and
nongovernmental sector, which includes citizen’s associations, foundations,
funds, public benefit corporations and churches, has been growing even in
these transitional regions.

A very important medium of transfer and transformation has been
scientific exchange, especially in the political and social sciences. Modern
societies tend to reflect their identity in the language of social sciences. The
very complex and turbulent dynamics of transition processes are analyzed in
sociological research. In fact, sociology has been not only the pacemaker and
trendsetter of Western modernization, but also a critical mirror of the
problems and crises of turbulent modernization processes. This is
documented in the handbook, Economics, Political Science and Sociology in
Middle and Eastern Europe (1989-2001), edited by Max Kaase and Vera
Sparschuh, co-edited by Agnieszka Wenninger (2002). This survey of the
intellectual and institutional development of the social sciences in Poland,
Hungary, Romania, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Slovenia, Bulgaria, and the
Baltic States asserts that the first decade of democratic transformation (1989-
2001) provided everywhere a new opportunity for social science initiatives to
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flourish. A focal issue has been the development of a new political culture of
an active civil society and the individual and institutional actors involved.
Transition studies must be focused — especially in post-communist countries
in transition to democracy — on models of mediation of interests.

But the theories and practices of civil society were not only a copy of
Western models. It was already the way of Central European societies as
reflected in their national cultural traditions. The Hungarians, for example,
have a longstanding tradition of anti-authoritarian Staatswissenschaft with
liberal and national values in opposition to Habsburgian centralism. This
tradition later gave orientation and connection to the opposition against
fascism and Stalinism. In the Czech Republic, sociologists can point to
traditional links between sociological skills and institutional engagement,
represented by the national presidencies of sociologists Masaryk and Benes.
Between the World Wars (1919-1939), the Czech Republic was like a
democratic island between the authoritarian and totalitarian regimes.

In the first decade of transformation in the 1990s everywhere in Eastern
Europe the democratic and even scientific traditions were revived by political
exiles returning home, by intellectual dissidents reappearing from the
underground, and by the new young professional generation socialized by
international discourses. “The suppressed ‘catacomb’-type civil societies were
liberated during the transition, but new institutions and rules have developed
that exert influence and constraint on them. Dissenters’ civil society utopias
are confronted with the post-communist reality of apathy and alienation.”
(Szabd, 2000)

The focus of research and discourses was the new political culture of
transitional societies and their individual and organizational actors. In the
search for “third ways” between Western market-rationalism and the
communist state-centralism, intellectual and institutional interests were
directed to a “third sector” of civic self-organization.

An impressive example of such self-organization is the renewal of social
science initiatives and institutions. Of course, there have been significant
efforts by state universities at the national level. However, on the local level
and even on the international level, scientific associations and networks,
research groups, professional periodicals, congresses and international
meetings have emerged — funded through public-private partnership by
sponsoring and often by international foundations promoting and supporting
scientific networks. But international foundations need (inter)active partners
of self-organization on the local level. This is but one of the challenges facing
the nonprofit sector and civil society in the former communist countries of
Central and Eastern Europe.
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7. Future of Civic Engagement: Political Arenas, Social
Alliances and Future-oriented Agendas

In both the former communist countries and the welfare democracies of
Europe, the current shape of civil society continues to be influenced by,
among other phenomena, the development and transformation of social
movements. Today’s “new” social movements are to be distinguished from
the more traditional ones. The classical social movements of the industrial
labor society were focused on the class relations of capital and work. They
were based on the old politics of the physical interests of the industrial
economy. Classical social policy dealt with the distribution struggles of labor
society and the welfare state.

This focus on more material and quantifiable interests is being
increasingly displaced by the new politics of the (post-materialistic) argument
about the quality of life. New social movements communicate and organize
the changing priorities of social needs, hopes as well as fears. “New politics”
are mobilizing and politicizing the sub cultural and subversive political
awareness of future-oriented fears and hopes (Luhmann, 2002). It is a
question not only of concern for social crises and social problems, but also of
cultural change. New social movements act for “sustainable development”
and against the established systems, which can no longer justify or overlook
their environmental problems. These new social movements include:

e Environmental movements committed to new technological
developments in relation to their natural and social environments;

e Alternative movements in the socio-economic field committed to a
re-evaluation of the relations between work and life;

e  Self-help movements that promote a new “culture of helping” and
healing;
Feminist movements that demand a revaluation of gender relations;
Peace movements committed to new international partnerships.

The old social movements were still fixated on the relationships of industrial
production. By contrast, the new social movements have claimed their
concern for a new culture of human and social reproduction. This requires a
new culture of public communication: dialogue and discourse,
communication and reflection. It also requires new practices of socio-cultural
learning.

In the integration processes of the new Europe, third-sector organizations
and relationships are challenged by modernization pressures. However, the
modernization crisis also means an opportunity to go beyond established
boundaries. Against the backdrop of a globalized world, a new centralistic
etatism cannot develop. Therefore, the new problems require the mobilization
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of the self-organized resources and potentials of the third sector.

The self-organized association already is becoming the basis of many
European activities and alliances. This could create a counterbalance for the
explosive dynamics of global markets. At the same time, the European
unification process lays out guidelines for common social welfare policies
and their corporate actors and intermediary systems. Their structures and
cultures could overlay and penetrate national particularities. Social problems
are to be considered in their uniquely European perspectives.

However, the programs and potential of the socio-political process for
developing solutions to these problems must incorporate specific European
features. In this case, the European traditions of local self-administration take
on renewed relevance in the “third sector”, i.e., the self-organization of civic
engagement between market and state.

Still, the different national and regional political cultures have to be taken
into consideration, comparing the various emphases of local and regional
interests as well as the different relationships between state and church in
confessional, ecumenical and secular cultures. Of particular interest will be
how these elements can remain intact or change in the course of the transition
processes of European integration.

The current transformations of the third sector go hand-in-hand with
European modernization trends. Third-sector strategies in the European
context are marked by specific features:

e As part of economie sociale, third sector organizations present
themselves self-consciously to social or common economic
structures as an alternative to market mechanisms.

e The programmatic tradition of the “free association” - often
consciously in opposition to state and church — has led to a renewal
of cooperative values and models. This can be observed currently in
the southern European countries of Italy and Spain with the revival
of mutual cooperative associations.

¢ In England local “compacts” are leading towards a “New Deal” of
“public-private partnership” — only in the local context.

e In Germany socio-political discourses refer to political traditions
combining the principles of solidarity and subsidiarity.

Considering this information, it has to be recognized that the national context
often presents obstacles which have to be overcome by the third sector
organizations.

o In France classical etatism is characterized by a distrust of voluntary
and self-organized initiatives.

e In Germany the consciously well-kept value-based welfare
associations may be a mental block for the activation of economy-
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rational operations.
e In England a great tradition of “charity” based on private resources
long barred claims to public subsidies.

Over a long period, the horizon of new social movements was gradually
broadened into the dimensions of global society. With the globalization of
mass communication a solidaristic co-involvement must be organized and
activated worldwide. In addition, global movements formed in the third sector
are mobilizing a worldwide commitment for peace, justice and ecological
responsibility (for example, Greenpeace, World Wildlife Fund, Amnesty
International). The European agreement alone offers focus and forum for the
supranational coordination and representation of self-organized engagement.
“Public spirit” is opening new horizons with the European transformation
policy.

The social movements find practical relevance today in new institutional
arrangements of arenas, alliances and agendas:

e Arenas are to be distinguished from the fiction of the often-
harmonizing consensus of roundtables. Political arenas are open for
public speech, for answers to questions politically in dispute, and for
conflicts and controversies.

e Alliances connect the thematically or regionally isolated social
associations and movements. Alliances also are realized in public-
private partnerships. The established organizations are accepted as
partners of corporatist collaboration. But the social movements are
also included as a crucial potential in public discourses because of
their special sensitivity, radicalism and problem consciousness.

e  Agendas are organizing the future, pointing responsibly towards self-
organized networks and learning processes. In this way “Agenda 21,”
for example, aims toward securing practical commitments for the
21st century. Social movements activate only historical change. The
third sector, therefore, is mobilizing future responsibility for
ecological and anthropological balances now in worldwide
cooperative alliances for peace, justice and sustainable development
of social and natural life.
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Maté Szabo

Civic Engagement in East-Central Europe

1. Introduction: Concepts of Civil Society

Civil society was at the forefront of the programs and discussions of those
opposing communism and promoting democracy during the 1980s within the
Eastern Bloc and has had a long-lasting influence also on Western social
science discourses. Students of civil society should reflect on the issues and
changing meanings of the concept during this development, beginning with
communist dictatorship and leading up to the European Union accession of
most former communist countries of Eastern and Central Europe. The ana-
lysis of Central and Eastern European states focuses on Poland, Hungary, and
Czechoslovakia and has produced ambivalent attitudes towards civic engage-
ment and civil society in postcommunist democracies. This chapter will refer
mainly to examples from the Hungarian experience .

Concepts of civil society differ according to academic discipline, author,
scholarly direction, age, country, and many other factors. One interpretation is
as follows:

“A civil society is a community capable of rationally expressing and protecting its interest,
which is capable of organizing itself distinctly separate of state hierarchy” (Miszlivetz,
1999: 58).

This definition integrates the main themes of the classical civil society
theories:

John Locke’s concept of a social sector independent of the state;
Montesquieu’s vision of the balance of power;

Tocqueville’s analysis of associational networks;

Jiirgen Habermas’s concept of the critical rationality of the general
public.

Miszlivetz stresses that in Eastern Europe the suppressed civil society is the
main arena of democratization toward the mixed up party-state hegemony of
communism (1999: 57): “The state, intertwined with the party dictatorship
was naturally stronger than the atomized civil society”. As an example, he
offers the initiatives of civic groups from dissent toward opposition, and
finally pro-democracy movements in Hungary and elsewhere, such as the



78 Maté Szabd

peace movement, the East-West dialogue networks, and the political parties
coming from the opposition movements. According to Miszlivetz, social
movements and civil society — intertwined actors acting beyond the state and
building up regional and international networks — are the avant-garde elite of
the regime change toward democratization and the Europeanization of the
region. Civil society and its initiatives are “escaping” prisoners of the nation-
state in the age of globalization and Europeanization, suggests Miszlivetz
(1999: 67), and a hope against the destructive tendencies of today’s globali-
zing economy and capital:

“If the new East-Central European movements, seeing themselves as the manifestations or
the builders of civil society, prove unable to create chains of interdependencies, and to
evolve and spread a set of values adequate for mutual dependence, they will also become
part of the process of de-civilization.”

The doubts about the potential for solidarity beyond the state in Eastern
Europe proved to be well grounded, and the “energy of utopia” from the
social movements after 1989 is vanishing in the face of the inevitable pro-
cesses of the establishment of economic and political market mechanisms.
The “dark sides of the civil societies” (Lauth-Merkel, 1997) were transparent
in civic conflicts, especially in the civil wars of the Balkans, where the forces
of civil society were temporarily defeated in their fight against the forces of
de-civilization, the “uncivil society” using and accepting force as the mediator
in conflicts among ethnic groups and denying the culture of consent and
discourse.

The emancipation from Soviet influence and the dissolution of the Soviet
empire opened political space for the reconstruction of national sovereignty
and the development of civil society and democracy in formerly Soviet-
dominated states. The liberation from Soviet rule and the institutionalization
of new constitutional structures were “national” and “democratic” as well as
“civic” issues. National unity, democracy and civic engagement of the civil
society are reaffirmed and resurrected in postcommunist politics as previously
neglected factors. In this “renaissance” in Eastern Europe, very different
political traditions and tendencies are awakened and reconstructed. Their
relationship to the values of civil society, pluralist democracy and human
rights is sometimes overshadowed by anti-modernist and traditionalist
orientations.

Parallel to the tendency of stressing sovereignty of the nation-state and
nation as the ultimate values and actors of the political universe, the political
elite of the new postcommunist democracies wish to join in Western
European and North-Atlantic economic-political integration, belonging to the
European Union (EU) and the North-Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO),
respectively. To achieve access, they must develop civil society and
democracy. Paradoxically, the same political forces that preach national
engagement and rebuilding of the nation-state plea for European integration
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(or reintegration) as a precondition of stabilization of democracy and moder-
nization of the economic system.

The new Eastern European nations all seek membership in the European
Union. But this membership, which requires a high level of “civicness” and at
the same time, involves limits of sovereignty of its member states, conflicts
with the traditions of nation-states in Eastern Europe. The European Union is
the symbol of modernity, democracy and civic culture for East Europeans; the
European civil society is a challenge for all of them.

2. The Development of Civil Society and Civic Engagement
in Eastern Europe: An Overview'

Which features distinguish the development of civil society and civic
engagement in Eastern Europe from that in Western Europe? Generally
speaking, Western development was characterized by and large by unity of
modernization, democratization, market economy and democracy, all of
which favored civic development. In Eastern Europe, by contrast, continuous
conflicts occurred between modernization and democratization, well being
and constitutionalism. Authoritarian and totalitarian regimes developed in the
wake of ethnic and national conflict. Civil society went underground staging
opposition against powerful empires or emerging and aggressive nation-
states, but was afflicted by ethnic and national conflict. Economic back-
wardness left the door open for state interventionism, and the modernizing
elite came from the feudal aristocracy or from “alien” ethnic groups such as,
for example, Jewish, Hungarian or German groups, to the formation of titular
nation. Weak middle classes hindered the development and the dissemination
of civicness. Authorities, hostile to civic initiatives, were characterized by a
“top down” attitude in which the concept of partnership was alien. National
development processes made small “civic islands” hostile to each other;
rivalry and an orientation to their own government or nation were
characteristic.

Internationalization and Europeanization were looked upon by the
Eastern European elite as the ideas of “conspirators”, “traitors”, Jews,
Communists, or Liberals. Alienation between the masses and elite groupings,
as well as rivalry among elite groupings, hindered the formation of coalitions
for civic development beyond state borders.

1 A fine overview of the origins and the development of civil society with special reference
to the specific situation in Eastern Europe provides the article “The Origins of Civil
Society Structures in Central and Eastern Europe through the 18th Century” by Meinulf
Arens and Daniel Bein which is available in the bonus section of the CD-ROM.
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Western Europe’s post-World War II integration tendency was kept from
the Eastern part by the communist regimes of the Warsaw Pact and its
“socialist brotherhood” as facades of imperial Soviet rule. Under communist
rule, Eastern Europe’s civil society gained the experience of survival under
pressure, but lacked the praxis of responsible participation and management
of public processes and of business.

After 1989, the West stood there with well-being, resources, and the
experience of participation within the process of European integration; the
East with “heroic tradition” but without comparable public and private
experience within the framework of the re-emerging nation-states and facing
national and ethnic conflicts. A “catch-up revolution” was the challenge after
the regime change, with Western aid and later within the Europeanization
processes, also with more and more openness and support of national
government policies toward the development of civil society.

2.1 The Age of Empires*

According to Gellner (1991), nation-building and civic development in
Eastern Europe were challenged by the existence and lhpredominance of
religious and dynastic-based empires in the 18" and 19" centuries. East-
Central Europe was overloaded with processes of modernization, demo-
cratization and state-building. The strong link between ethnic and social
segregation in Eastern Europe gave to nationalism a social impetus that was
directed towards both the elite and the still existing empires. Nations instead
of civil societies were looked upon by the majority as the development forces
of society, economy, and culture. In this region, the “bourgeoisie” was of
German or Jewish ethnic origin and was excluded from the elite and “high
society”. This was in contrast to the Anglo-Saxon modernization model,
where city, capitalism and state-society-nation building were connected. In
Eastern and Central Europe, the former feudal aristocracy modernized the
traditional societies with some support from the forming intelligentsia. These
developments were unfavorable to developing and stabilizing civil societies.
However, during the Austro-Hungarian monarchy, a long and stable
period allowed some civic development (Fejtd, 1998). In Hungary, for
example, at the turn of the 18™ and 19™ centuries Istvan Széchenyi, a Graf
from a leading aristocratic family developed the club system along the British
model, in which the upper classes could exchange views on the modernization
and civilization of the country. He and his collaborators — influenced strongly

2 With special reference to Hungary Eva Kuti focuses in her article "18th and 19th Century
Traditions of Voluntary Organizations in Central Europe — A Hungarian Perspective” on
the so called golden age of civil society development in Central and Eastern Europe, see
bonus section of the CD.
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by the British compromise between urban and rural, capitalist and feudal -
were very effective in developing transportation, finances and civic life for
the coming Industrial Age. One of the main forms of organizing to achieve
such developments, e.g., building a bridge over the Danube, regulating the
country’s rivers, and developing horse racing, was the association.
Associations of the upper classes became popular also among the lower and
middle classes to promote theater life, Hungarian literature and related
economic enterprises such as printing, advertising, book distribution, and
theater tickets.

In fact, the 19™ century in Hungary, and more generally the duration of
the Austro-Hungarian Empire, could be called the “century of associations”.
Elements of freedom of association, of the right to assemble, and of a basis
for philanthropy developed. The government tolerated civic activities insofar
as they had some service function, but hindered watchdog or advocacy
activities. The Austro-Hungarian monarchy had a strong secret political
police or intelligence system, which infiltrated associational life. Beyond the
possibilities of official control, the “ear of government” was present
everywhere and connected the “arm of government” to the coercive appa-
ratuses, which prohibited associations and imprisoned or fined leaders and
members, if the interests of the regime seemed to be endangered. Danger,
fear, and repression shaped the environment of the otherwise intensively
developing associational life.

The repression became harsher when the “disease of association” reached
the lower classes as well. Incipient workers’ movements in Hungary, Austria,
the Czech lands, and elsewhere were oriented toward the German-based ideas
of solidarity and association of Hermann Lassalle or towards cooperative
ideas of Russian anarchism influenced by Kropotkin. The bourgeoisie was
weak; at the forefront were ecclesiastical and secular intellectual associations.
Socialism and the workers’ movement in some respect provided an avant-
garde for civic activism in favor of freedom of association by developing
advocacy and watchdog organizations that were met with a repressive
tolerance by the authorities. Despite such repression, these modest deve-
lopments have been seen until recently as a sort of golden age since various
trends during the different authoritarian regimes that followed the dissolution
of the empire further endangered and reduced the associational life and
networking of the workers’ movement.

2.2 Interwar Period

The period prior to World War II was overshadowed by the military-political
threat from fascist Germany and the communist Soviet Union. But not only
foreign threats and military conflict contributed to the crisis of the deve-
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lopment of civic engagement and societies in the region. Hugh Seton-Watson
(1982) concluded in his analysis of interwar social-political conditions of this
region that unresolved problems of modernization and democratization
resulted in sharp national, social and political conflicts, led to crisis of
democracy and civil society, and contributed to the establishment of author-
itarian regimes. With the important exception of democratic Czechoslovakia
before Nazi occupation, weak bourgeoisie, strong agrarian and feudal
structures, and traditional military-bureaucratic elite produced unfavorable
internal conditions for democratization and civic development. The mobili-
zation of fascist and communist movements also threatened democracy and
civility and escalated the various national and sociopolitical conflicts. Popular
expectations about the establishment of nation-states with higher social and
democratic standards in East-Central Europe on the ruins of the Austro-
Hungarian monarchy were hardly the proper basis for development of civil
societies, with the remarkable exception of Czechoslovakia where democracy
could survive and secure a solid basis for civic development before Nazi
occupation. However, conflicts among Czech, Slovaks and Germans resulted
in the ethnic-based organization of civic organizations in the interwar
Czechoslovakia, too. The bad shape of civic engagement and civil societies in
the interwar East-Central Europe is a lasting legacy of the past.

In Hungary, the so-called Horthy regime expelled the left in order to
repress the short-lived communist, Bolshevik-oriented military dictatorship of
Béla Kun (1919). Liberal tendencies in public life were looked upon as
“Jewish-based” by the “white” Horthy regime. Communists were politically
persecuted during the whole of this period, and social democrats had to make
severe concessions to be tolerated in a much more restrictive way than in the
Western democracies. The legalized Social Democratic Party could count on
the trade unions, but it was forbidden to recruit members and voters within
the rural areas. Anti-Semitism was a quasi-official attitude of the regime; by
contrast, Catholic associations and generally Christian church-based organi-
zations were favored among the ecclesiastical associations.

These shortcomings became more severe through the spread of populist
and fascist tendencies based on the Italian and German models. During the
1930s, these tendencies were espoused by Prime Minister Gyula G6mbés,
and later the German-oriented and -supported Szalasi movement gained
momentum with the intervention of the Nazis within the last months of the
Second World War. Both Gombés and Szalasi admired the fascio-
corporatism in Italy and the German model of the “organized and totalitarian
society” that restricted the freedom of association of civil society and within
the workers’ movement and supported de-liberalization and authoritarianism.
Of course, such circumstances, including the Nazi occupation of Czecho-
slovakia and Poland, strongly hindered any development of civil society and
annihilated its humble organizational and social structures. Civil society in



Civic Engagement in East-Central Europe 83

Eastern and Central Europe had to go underground already before the com-
munist takeover.

As indicated here, there was up to the period of communist rule an
ambivalent relationship between democratization-civilization and nation-
building in Eastern and Central Europe. The national consciousness and the
idea of a nation-state developed against supranational empires, and this united
nationalists and democrats as well as civic movements in a common political
camp against the “foreign” empires and their elite. There were “Slovaks”,
“Hungarians”, “Germans”, and “Romanians” — communities constructed by
late and aggressive nation-building processes, and in the arena of the conflict
between nations there was almost no room left for civil society and its
engagement within and beyond borders. Nation-building blocked moder-
nization, democratization and civilization as well. After the dissolution of
empires, the new nation-states were not able to establish stable democracies.
Authoritarian regimes (Horthy, Pilsudski, Tiso, Szalasi), suppression of
minorities, national conflicts, and involvement with the fascist-communist
confrontation dominated the political scene in East-Central Europe until the
end of the Second World War and stunted the development of civil society.
Nationalism and civil society became enemies of each other within this
development, with civil society’s suffering with the establishment of the
concentration camps of fascism for racially or politically selected victims of
state terrorism. In light of these developments, the traditions of the Austro-
Hungarian Empire could be looked upon as a “golden age” for civil society
and associationalism.

2.3. Communist Rule?

Between the end of World War II and communist takeover, coalition
governments with the presence and sometimes a predominance of Soviet-
backed communists ruled in East-Central Europe (Fejtd, 1974). During the
interlude of the regimes of “people’s democracies”, communist parties played
their political role as parts of a Soviet-directed network. They confronted
their former allies, the national democratic-oriented liberals and rural pea-
sants, and the social democratic parties, which defended national
independence against Soviet dependency and tried to maintain Western
connections. The formerly “people’s democratic” coalitions split and became
communist-dominated. Communist politics in Eastern Europe was deeply
involved in the Soviet imperial strategy set up by Stalin, and forces insisting
on national and civic values were forced to go underground by the supporters

3 Pavol Fri¢ highlights in his article “Impact of 20th Century Fascism and Communism:
Proletarian Altruism” the phenomenon of civil societies being under the thumb of the state,
thus having a so-called catacomb existence, see bonus section of the CD.
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of the Stalinist-Soviet models.

The Hungarian “Stalin” was Matyas Rakosi, reputed to be the “Stalin’s
best pupil”. He and his collaborators declared war on civil society in every
respect. All independent associations were dissolved; only communist-led and
-promoted ones could survive. Even among them the “unity principle” was
exercised, meaning the reverse of the subsidiarity principle, i.e., every
function had to be centralized and put under the same homogenous rule.
There was no acknowledgement of regional, social or cultural differences;
instead, every citizen and group had to be a member of the same homogenous
and centralized trade unions, peace movements, women’s movements and
cooperatives, to mention only a few of the pseudo-autonomous civic organi-
zations that were tolerated as “satellites” within the communist system. The
utopia of Orwell’s 1984 was a reality during the first years of communist rule
in Hungary and elsewhere in the Eastern Bloc. Only later when liberalization
loosened some of the hard core restrictions, it became possible to discuss
regional and other differences. However, the guiding idea of communism was
to put all differences in the same box and thus make them disappear. As such,
organizational centralization and homogenization was maintained until the
very end of these regimes in 1989. Civil society and pluralism were under-
ground phenomena during the communist time.

Of course, within the ideas of communism there were also alternative
images introducing some aspects of civil society as elements of democratic
pluralism within the collective system. In Hungary, such alternatives were
raised by, for example, Imre Nagy (the leader of the 1956 Revolution), his
collaborators, the Marxist philosopher Georg Lukacs (also a member of
Nagy’s government), his pupils, and members of the so-called “Budapest
School,” including Agnes Heller, Mihaly Vajda, and Janos Kis, who
developed Marxism toward Liberalism. Such “revisionisms” opening Mar-
Xism to civil society were present in other East-Central European countries,
too. These included the Praxis group in Yugoslavia, thinkers and politicians
of the Prague Spring 1968, the later Charter movement, and the changing
oppositional milieu of Poland from liberal Catholics to the Solidarity move-
ment of Lew Valesa. None of these thinkers and groups was able to exert
lasting influences on the structure of the respective communist regime, but
helped to destabilize them through discussion and conflict among the re-
gime’s elite. These conflicts either opened the leadership up to Western influ-
ences, as in Hungary in the 1960s, or made them repressive against new
trends of civil society as in Czechoslovakia’s “normalization” process after
1968.

Civil society had to go to underground in the communist system, facing
the threat of the concentration camps reserved for the “enemies of socialism.”
Civic autonomy was annihilated, every autonomous initiative suppressed.
Legal forms such as the foundation and association were forgotten, or used to
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hide quasi-autonomous communist-based satellite organizations. In fact, in all
communist systems prior to 1989, autonomous social movements and other
forces of civil society were suppressed, and so-called “pseudo-movements” —
huge bureaucratic organizations declaring themselves to be social movements
(official trade unions, peace associations, women’s movement) — dominated
the political scene. In these authoritarian systems, all nonconformist socio-
political protest was outlawed.

Furthermore, the communication of autonomous initiatives with the aid
agencies of Western and other countries were hindered. Informal networks
and collaborations among East-West and East-East movements were the
ultimate targets of the regimes’ administrative control. Opposition efforts to
mobilize resources internationally through joint protest actions and the
exchange of ideas and experiences with movements of other Eastern or
Western countries were also subject to obstacles placed by the communist
systems. In fact, the regimes attempted to control the informal “foreign
policy” of social movements and civic initiatives in order to combat global
and regional cultural trends, value changes, and political orientations not
fitting into the official line.

The suppression of all noncommunist political leaders produced a type of
“negative coalition”. Partisans of the old, authoritarian-nationalist regimes
were persecuted in the same manner as liberals, social democrats or reform
communists. In the political emigration and in the underground opposition
against Stalinism and communism, representatives of the different political
tendencies built up political solidarity, which sometimes reached the level of
joint political action. An “underground civil society” could not articulate the
differentiation of civic forces; anti-communism united all of them as
persecuted, underground groups. A good example of anti-Stalinist and anti-
communist national upheaval and protest is the Hungarian Revolution of 1956
(Lomax, 1976). From the reform communists to the supporters of the Horthy
regime and the Catholic Church, national mobilization occurred against the
Stalinist, pro-Soviet regime. Of course, in the dynamic of the revolution and
protest, splits and conflicts among the different political orientations and
traditions appeared. But the “united” character of the civil society in 1956
was held up as a monument against the communist rule. In terms of social
mobilization and assimilation, the Stalinist modernization policy with its
forced urbanization-industrialization and extreme centralization was able to
homogenize civil society even further, dissolving traditional rural commu-
nities and church-based identities. The communication and economic rela-
tions of these societies were highly inward oriented and were largely isolated
from trends of the European and world economy, culture and society, a
situation that favored some backward and parochial tendencies. Civil society
networks under communist rule were separated from the globalization,
modernization and postmodernization of civil society. Among the lasting
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legacies of this period are the fear of civic activism, the lack of civil courage,
the lack of a sense for pluralism and tolerance, and a lasting “privatization”,
i.e., the fear of any collective action that can be manipulated by the system.

2.4 Liberalization and Crisis

Post-Stalinist communist systems tried to integrate elements of national and
civic legitimacy and sought support from the nation and from civil society. In
Hungary during the post-revolutionary “restoration” policy of Janos Kadar
from 1957 on and after the first waves of counter-revolutionary violence and
suppression, leading representatives of the “populist” intellectuals reconciled
with the new regime, which was ready to support national culture and identity
to a certain extent and give up Stalinist patterns of “internationalism”. The
national autonomy and independence that created an opening for civil society
within the policies of the individual communist countries were limited by
Soviet intervention as in Czechoslovakia in 1968 or the Soviet-supported
Polish military in Poland in 1981, and the forced institutions of the
cooperation of the former socialist countries. There were more and more
cooperative elements built into these integrative institutions during later
development, but their compulsory character was sanctioned by Soviet
military forces in crisis situations, such as occurred in Hungary in 1956 or
Czechoslovakia in 1968.

Crises of the planned economy, centralized one-party rule, and
international conflicts opened more possibilities for autonomous “national”
policies within the Eastern bloc in the 1970s and 1980s. The general trend in
East-Central Europe was the use of political space by the communist elite to
gain support by formulating autonomous foreign and domestic policies. There
were some experimental openings towards civil society in Hungary and
Poland, but in post-1968 Czechoslovakia authoritarian patterns were
reinforced, and civil society was sent underground again. The liberalization in
Poland and Hungary had some impact also on the level of civil society and
political opposition. Already at the end of the 1960s there were opposition
groupings to be observed in Hungary within the “underground civil society”
characterized by the national-populist and liberal-democratic tendencies
(Tokés, 1979: 142 ff).

In the mid-1980s, George Soros, the rich U.S.-based investor with
Hungarian-Jewish origins, later acknowledged as an international philan-
thropist of the communist bloc, began in Hungary — at the time the most open
country of the region — his efforts to support open society development in the
former communist countries. The Soros Foundation, one of the first to bring
international aid from the material and spiritual resources of Anglo-Saxon
type civil societies to the Eastern civic initiatives, became an important
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regional player. Already before 1989, the Soros network had penetrated
throughout the entire region and helped the development of civic engagement
with material support, training in-country and abroad, and especially
networking among Eastern activists. In Hungary the opposition networks of
liberals and populists, in Poland the mass movement Solidarity and its
successors, and in Czechoslovakia the small intellectual network Charter 77
articulated the demands of civil society and enjoyed the support of the
networks of the Soros Foundation and its Open Society Institute.

The Soros institutions were themselves an expression of civic
engagement, demonstrating the force of the foundation and international
resource mobilization through pragmatic project support. These actions gave
new impulse to the re-establishment of the third sector. However, at end of
the 1980s, these regimes needed Western investment and loans, and the
Soviets seemed to have finished their economic and political support for the
“hardliners”. As a result, the reform-communist, “softliner” elite found a new
ally within civil society, which in their view was to substitute for the failing
state-based cultural, health and social policies. In the case of Hungary the
1987-1988 wave of refugees from neighboring Romania was met mainly by a
“policy mix” of civic initiatives, self-government, self-help, and state support.
The crisis of state socialism gave momentum to the ideas of third sector, civic
autonomy, and civic engagement, first in their social-cultural sense and later ~
parallel to the democratization process — also in their political sense. First
foundations, then associations, and finally parties as institutional forms were
newly regulated and politically opened up by the softliners of the regime in
Hungary. A massive wave of organizational activity occurred after the
decades of forced unification and homogenization, the old communist satellite
pseudo-civic organizations were dissolved or marginalized, and a profile of
civil society began to be crystallized from 1988 on. In Poland and
Czechoslovakia, these processes were politically hindered until a later date
and then had a much more stormy character; meanwhile in Hungary, a gradual
re-civilization appeared within the latter years of the communist regime.

3. Civic Issues in System Transformation

Protest movements and nationwide alternative civic organizations emerged as
leading forces of the breakthrough. The resurrection of civil society
development, self-organizing, “bottom up” approaches, new elite and its
competition, and new organizational forms quickly gave shape to the civic
sphere, where instead of the former underground networks, nationwide mass
mobilizations took place and reshaped state and society. “Umbrella organi-
zations”, all-embracing “national fronts”, agreements on Roundtable talks by
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all political forces to constitute a new political community, “national
institutions” and national leaders, as accepted symbolic and integrative forces
of the new political field, claimed to represent the whole of the political
community. The movement organizations and the political leadership of the
first protest period could not sustain the restructuring of political conflicts. As
long as the communist party maintained political-administrative control, the
counter-movements were connected in a united front. After the dissolution of
the monopoly of power and establishment of a new political opportunity
structure, leadership and ideologies had to fit into a pluralistic political field.
This was the path of Poland’s Solidarity, Citizen’s Against the Violence in
Czechoslovakia, and the Hungarian Democratic Forum, whose preeminence
was lost as a result of the respective country’s first set of elections, and a
mosaic of successor organizations gained impetus on their ruins.

During the various phases of system transformation, the social-political
subjects are changing. Social movements mobilized by crisis and protest
establish transitory coalitions with temporary organizational impact. The
emergence of party systems is an important step in the institutionalization.
With free elections, the distribution of power and formulation of national
policy conclude in the establishment of new institutional structures, which
represent “national” interest within pluralistic, conflict-based modern
societies. Civil society with its networks is built on the basis of a new
economy, constitutionalism, the rule of law, and regional and global
networking. Associations, foundations, and different types of NPO networks
will be established first with civic activity, volunteerism, enthusiasm, and then
maintained with foreign and government aid. Civic activism develops in the
respective countries in a progressive way; it is not hindered by dramatic wars,
civil wars, ethnic conflict or authoritarianism. The limits to development can
be found within available resources and imagination, and of course within
some of the legacy of the past that is not really conducive to civil society. The
Europeanization process is also a supportive trend for the development of
East and Central European civil society.

The processes of system transformation in East-Central Europe had a
similar dynamic, but with considerable differences. Still there are some
common elements based on common historical and cultural heritage and
geographic, economic and social ties to Western Europe that distinguish the
transformation process in this region with that in the Balkans and in the
former Soviet Union. Some of the important distinctive features in East-
Central Europe are the absence of violent ethnic and territorial conflicts,
which followed the dissolution of multi-ethnic federal states, like Soviet
Union and Yugoslavia. Despite the fact that territorial-based ethnic minorities
do exist, they do not provoke violent mobilization of majorities, nor do they
serve as starting points for such a kind of mobilization. Ethnic violence seems
to be under control in this region, where new political institutions, the
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constitutional framework and political parties are used as accepted channels
for distribution of power.

Social solidarity, Catholic social and moral values, national traditions and
democratic aspirations helped to establish a strong civil society as a
mobilizing force in Poland through the 1980s. The Poles’ organizational and
symbolic unity in Solidarity and its leader Lew Walesa could not be
maintained in the framework of pluralist democracy. Strong organizational
unity even hindered the development and differentiation of a multi-party
system. In contrast with Poland, however, there has been considerable
political stability in Hungary since 1956. Kadarist policy opened up possi-
bilities for entrepreneurship in the second economy, and the formation of civil
society on the economic level (Frentzel-Zagorska, 1990). A much less politi-
cized civil society emerged this way in Hungary. Fragmentation and differ-
entiation of opposition intellectual groups and circles developed already
before the system transformation, and their possibilities for political bar-
gaining with reformers of the Hungarian Socialist Workers Party were much
greater than was the case in Poland. Since 1956, the relations between state
and society suffered no huge waves of repression such as the martial law
instituted in Poland. Thus, no “umbrella organization” representing national
solidarity could be established; only a temporary unity of opposition groups
for the purpose of bargaining with communists existed.

By contrast, Czechoslovakia’s historical background of regime change
began with the “normalization” process introduced since 1968, with strong
backing from the post-Stalinist Soviet leadership. All reform-communists
were excluded from the Czech-Slovak Communist Party, and even the Soviet
reforms of the 1980s were neglected by the communist elite, as they were in
the former East Germany. Opposition groups developed in an intellectual
subculture against the old system, and strict and rigid political-administrative
control forced them to be united. Strong repression and rigidity of the
communist rulers helped to get national and democratic issues together in the
opposition discussions. Political solidarity on the part of diverse groups
ranging from nonconventional artistic groups to former reform-communists
emerged in the form of Charter 77.

The characteristics of the institutionalization and differentiation processes
are connected in Czechoslovakia with the reemergence of the issues and
cleavages of nation-building and state-building (Kusy, 1991). The difference
of the political culture between the more Westernized and industrialized
Czech parts and the less developed, and with socio-economic and ethnic
problems overloaded, Slovak part and the institutionally resolved conflict
among the groups of the new political elite produced separation and the
dissolution of the federation in a peaceful way in 1992. The potential for
nationalist mobilization is concentrated in Slovakia, whereas the political
traditions and culture of the Czech parts have West European civic
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orientations. Czech civil society was able to develop without lasting political
interference. In Slovakia meanwhile, civic groups were united in a frontline
against the authoritarian experiment of Prime Minister Vladimir Meciar who
exploited the nationalist mobilization and anti-Western attitude of the
Slovaks.

Summing up, there is a change among the actors of the postcommunist
civil society; there is a shift from underground organizations to NPOs settled
in a more or less stable and conducive social and political environment. The
key trends are as follows:

1. From avant-garde towards professionalism: The risk entailed in civic acti-
vism was high under the communist system, and the space to launch pro-
fessional activities was restricted. After 1989 the issue-oriented, efficacy-
oriented activity became more and more dominant, and nongovernmental
activity is no longer connected with much risk of repression on the part of
the authorities. As a consequence, a new generation of activists with pro-
fessional or semi-professional background emerged.

2. From protests to service activities: Although the different forms of civic
protests do not lose their importance after 1989, and watchdog and
advocacy NPOs still exist, protest become only one of the forms of civic
activities once the administrative barriers towards articulation began to
fall away. After 1989, public relations, fund-raising, national and inter-
national networking, education, and organizational development are ha-
ving more importance among civic activists, and professionally trained
volunteerism is required for producing efficient services.

3. From ideology to policy orientation: General discussions, symbolic issues,
framing of problems, and their interconnectedness are still on the agenda,
but nowadays initiatives are issue-oriented in policy frameworks. Mean-
while in the communist system the “System” as such has been criticized
by every civic activist, and without free praxis, “ideologized”, theo-
retically overloaded discourses emerged. After 1989, pragmatic and poli-
cy issue-oriented approaches are the dominant patterns.

4. From the local to the global: Although civic activism had connections
from the beginning to similar activities and opposition groups in other
countries, the communist system heavily controlled international travel
and communication. After 1989, free international networking and
communication and a general trend toward sinking costs as a result of new
technologies have made internationalization and globalization possible
and feasible. Regionally, both Western resources and know-how are badly
needed in postcommunist civil societies, as are the joining of resources
and the building up of common power structures in networking with other
postcommunist countries’ NPOs. If external help was in question for the
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civic groups, then before 1989 the pure existence of the initiatives was
supported against a suppressive or later neutral regime; after democratic
transition the quality of the character of civic activism has been at the
forefront of the external help (Le$, 1994; Kuti, 1998). Various
“clandestine” ways of channeling Western aid were established (Ramet,
1991). In the time of crisis of communist systems, there was an extension
of Western aid through various Western foundations and other inter-
national networks — for example, the Pew Charitable Trusts, Rockefeller
Foundation, Andrew W. Mellon Foundation, and the Robert Bosch,
Volkswagen and the Bertelsmann Foundations — in the form of fellow-
ships for activists, donations of copier machines, etc. (Kuti, 1998; Siegel/
Yancey, 1992). Western organizations ultimately were able to extend the
political space available for their activities. The authorities no longer
functioned by strictly rejecting and hindering Western aid to civic groups
as they did before, and, in practice, they did not carry out the old rules and
laws any more and tolerated external help for civic activism (Lévai,
1992).

The “established” civil society of formerly communist countries strives for
resources and experiences of the Western democracies, and the old barriers
and constraints are removed. However, Western support is limited by a
scarcity of resources as well, a fact that was not realized in the time of
communist constraints when receiving Western aid was a risky activity
undertaken by only few groups and persons. With the risk essentially
removed, a competitive relationship was established among civic groups and
NPOs competing with each other on their national and regional “markets” for
Western help (Les, 1994; Kuti, 1998). Civil society activists have to prove
their accountability, their organizational skills, and social and media impact
to receive support from Western donors. A shift has taken place from
informal social movements to differentiated types of NPOs as targets of
Western aid, and the criteria upon which East European NPOs are selected
will be clearly shaped by the preferences and rules of Western donors (Kuti,
1988).

Why do some analysts still insist that postcommunist civil society itself
remained weak (Miszlivetz, 1999; Howard, 2002)? It can be assumed that
civil society is indeed weak compared with the established Western
democracies, or making measure the expectations of the actors of the regime
change about an active participating new political culture. Some would
explain the sinking rate of participation with the forced mobilizations of the
communist era, others with the quick development of the transition
movements to political parties.
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4. Concepts of Civil Society Revisited

Civil society is understood here to mean the

“‘arena of the polity where self-organizing groups, movements, and individuals, relatively
autonomous from the state, attempt to articulate values, create associations and solidarity,
and advance their interests” (Linz/Stepan, 1996: 7).

Civil society may include social movements, civil associations or interest
groups. In Hungary, the civil society was weak during the communist regime,
and even during the 1980s when the economy was liberalized, it never
reached the level of Poland’s strength with a big independent trade union for
instance. At the end of the 1980s, the organizations that had emerged to fill
the newly opened space quickly transformed themselves into political parties
during the democratization process. This very fact left civil society relatively
empty and dependent upon Western aid. Civil society is a concept with many
faces and with different interpretations (Cohen/Arato, 1992; Bibic/Graziano,
1994; Lauth/Merkel, 1997). The concept is used in the following in the sense
Linz and Stepan explain it in their manual for transition and consolidation
studies (Linz/Stepan, 1996: 7), where civil society is treated as one of the
important arenas that have to be differentiated in a consolidation process of
new democracies. Linz and Stepan mention among the five important arenas,
first, a “free and lively civil society”, then a “relatively autonomous and
valued political society”, “a rule of law to ensure legal guarantees for citi-
zen’s freedoms and independent associational life”, a “state bureaucracy that
is usable by the new democratic government”, and an “institutionalized
economic society”.

“By civil society we refer to that arena of the polity where self-organizing groups,
movements, and individuals, relatively autonomous from the state, attempt to articulate
values, create associations and solidarities, and advance their interests. Civil society can
include manifold social movements (women’s groups, neighborhood associations, religious
groupings, and intellectual organizations) and civic associations from all social strata (such
as trade unions, entrepreneurial groups, journalists or lawyers). The idea of civil society, as
a normative aspiration and a style of organization, had great capacity to mobilize the
opposition to the military-led bureaucratic authoritarian regimes in South America, most
notably in Brazil, and was crucial in Eastern Europe as a vehicle for asserting the
autonomy of those who wanted to act as ’if they were free’, especially in Poland. In
addition to the whole range of organizations, such as illegal or alegal trade unions,
religious communities, bar associations, associations of students and professors, which
constitute the complex web of civil society, we should not forget another part of civil
society: ordinary citizens who are not a part of any organization. Such citizens are often of
critical importance in shifting the regime/opposition balance because they turn up in streets
in protest marches, heckle the police and the authorities, express their opposition first to
specific measures, support broader demands, and ultimately challenge the regime”
(Linz/Stepan, 1996: 7-8).
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The authors emphasize the difference, but at the same time, the
complementarity of civil society and political society, the area or domain “in
which the polity specifically arranges itself to contest the legitimate right to
exercise control over public power and the state apparatus” (Linz/Stepan
1996: 8). The complementary relationship ensures that neither civil nor poli-
tical society should be neglected in the analysis in favor of the other. Both are
requirements of democratic consolidation, but the concepts of a self-gover-
ning civil society-utopia overlook the indispensability of political organi-
zations and of state bureaucracies plus the rule of law. Civil society is
important, but not the sole and the dominant factor of democratic consoli-
dations, according the reasoning of Linz and Stepan (Linz/Stepan, 1996: 9).
Meanwhile the civil society concept supposed opposition to “them”, the
“state”, the “government”, the “party-state” as the authoritarian regime, and
the enemies of the democratic forces, and it is a useful idea for the democratic
transitions during the crisis of the old regime and its breakdown. However,
after the regime change when the new polity emerges from the suppressed
civil society, the differentiation process of the political and the civil society
may result in a type of dis-equilibrium and mutual distrust on the part of the
exponents and representatives of the two domains. The new political elite
may regard demobilization of civil society as a requirement of political
stability, and civil society’s counter-elite may regard the polity and the
governing elite as “traitors” to grassroots democracy, criticizes routinization
and bureau-cratization, and rejects intermediation and compromise (Linz/
Stepan, 1996: 9f.). The solution for a peaceful coexistence of the two
domains in a conso-lidated democracy is preserving their autonomy but
collaborating according their own tasks and to establish a type of balanced
relationship as “political society, informed, pressured, and periodically
renewed by civil society” (Linz/Stepan, 1996: 10).

Reconsideration of civil society within the democratic transition literature
tried to use the civil society concept in a broader framework of comparative
analysis of democratic transitions in different areas of South America and
Eastern Europe (Bibic/Graziano, 1994; Linz/Stepan, 1996; Lauth/Merkel,
1997). According to these analyses, the avant-garde function of civil society,
its initiating role and “watchdog” function in a new democracy interacting
with political society, bureaucracies and the rule of law are common features
of democratic transitions. However, the internal composition of civil society
and its role in the transformation processes in the different stages need further
and detailed comparative analysis (Lauth/Merkel, 1997).

In the case of Eastern Europe, Poland’s transition path is seen by Linz
and Stepan as maximizing the role of an active and influential, ethical-
political civil society; however, these roles may diminish the efficiency and
slow down the dynamics of the differentiation of the political society,
especially of the party system and parlamentarism during the consolidation
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phase after democratic transition (Linz/Stepan, 1996: 255ff.). In Hungary, by
contrast, the presence of social movements in the transition initiation phase is
weaker than in Poland, but both movements and protests of civic groups exist
(Linz/Stepan, 1996: 300 ff.). The less active role of civic groups, alongside
the development of market mechanisms during the communist period, has
given to the formation of the Hungarian civil society a “bourgeois” rather
than “citoyen” character (Misztal, 1995; Frenzel-Zagorska; 1990; Molnér,
1990; Ekiert, 1996). Political participation, especially protest, was lower in
Hungary in the 1980s than in Poland. However, after the democratic
transition, there was a gradual development of the political society, rule of
law and state bureaucracy in Hungary, which is not endangered, as in Poland,
by the traditions of active and “ethical”, strong civil society embodied in the
Solidarity movement and the Catholic Church. Hungary “had no social
movements remotely comparable to Solidarity in Poland or multitudes in the
streets as in East Germany or even in Czechoslovakia” and there was no
crucially relevant underground civil society activism rooted in the Catholic or
other churches as in many countries of Eastern Europe and South America
(Linz/Stepan, 1996: 300). “Alternative” religious groups exist in Hungary
within and outside the established churches, but these do not play such a
dominant role for the democratic transition as church-based groups in the
Polish and East German transitions. But civil society was a non-negligible
area of Hungarian transitions, according Linz and Stepan (1996: 300ff.), and
its relatively passive, minimal, economic-cultural character helped lead to the
quick consolidation of the party system and of the democratic regime, but not
without the “voices”, the organizational and processual presence of civic
activism (Tismaneanu, 1990).

Civic associations that organize protests do not fit the Western concept of
grassroots movements or voluntary groups. While the associations during the
communist years were top-down associations (organized by the state) and
they tend to be bottom-up in Western democracies (organized by citizens),
the organizations in the new democracies are horizontal (organized by the
NPO elite with European or Western help). They may not lack finance
because of Western aid and recent state subsidies (in Hungary, according to
recent regulations, one percent of annual income tax may be given by citizens
to civic organizations of their choice, and one percent to a church), but they
do lack membership and local networks. A general problem of the post-
communist political system seems to be the institutionalization of political
representation of civil societies and provision of political space for them
within new democracies. The establishment of new constitutional structures
has to meet demands for pluralization and democratization in a situation of
economic-social crisis. However NGO networks were developing fast and
effectively with ties to European and the global civil society. Regional
networking also exists for example in the form of Euro-regions. Based on EU
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policies, government strategies toward EU-accession have made civil society
an important factor within the Europeanization process, where government
and civil society partnership must occur.

S. Consolidation by Europeanization

Regional cooperation is seen recently in East-Central Europe as directly
connected to the prospect of West European integration, or as formulated in
the slogan: “Come back to Europe”, “Citizenship”, the “spirit of consti-
tution”, and “the patriotism of the constitution” should be the integrative
elements of new democracies on their way towards the EU. Regional civil
society networking could help avoid the defunct patterns of 19" century
nationalism and support the “come back” to Europe. Involvement in the
European Union, an integration with supranational trends, and processes of
democratization and modernization force the new governments and elite of
East-Central Europe to keep up with the EU in their partnership with civil
society. East-Central European societies are directly confronted with the
challenges of modernization and integration in the form of the European
Union. The socioeconomic bases of the EU parallel the main goals of East
European transformations; functioning market economies, pluralist demo-
cracy, civil society, and civic culture. Therefore, to join the EU is an ultimate
goal of all postcommunist democracies, and all relevant political groupings
support this goal. The EU as the realm of modernity and democracy is an
inevitable ‘“reference group” for all political camps in the East-Central
European countries. Of course, the EU could be only a “rival principle of
association” to “national renaissance” in Eastern Europe, if there are plausible
prospects for new democracies to reach the level of EU countries in
modernization and democratization.
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Zdenka Mansfeldova, Stawomir Nalecz, Eckhard Priller and
Annette Zimmer

Civil Society in Transition: Civic Engagement and
Nonprofit Organizations in Central and Eastern
Europe after 1989

1. Introduction

In recent years, the development of civic engagement and the nonprofit sector
in the former Eastern bloc countries has attracted special attention from
political scientists and policymakers alike. Have civil society and the
nonprofit sector in this part of the world developed into the societal
underpinning of democracy? Or, on the contrary, even more than a decade
after the collapse of socialist rule, are nonprofit organizations still functioning
as proxies of state institutions in Eastern European countries? To what extent
are the new democracies in Eastern Europe supported by their citizens?

The reason these questions are still being widely discussed in the social
sciences is closely linked to democratic theory and political sociology.
According to the seminal work of political scientists Almond and Verba
(1963), civic engagement ranks among the most important prerequisites of a
societally embedded democracy. The nonprofit sector, with its broad
spectrum of organizations that serve the common weal by providing social
services as well as offering avenues for political participation and societal
integration, constitutes the infrastructure of civil society.

There are several indicators to measure the embeddedness and
organizational density of civil society. Among the most important are figures
on membership in nonprofit organizations. Besides membership, the number
of nonprofit organizations and its growth rate provide a further important
indicator of the development and well-being of civil society. Finally, data on
nonprofit employment as well as on financing of nonprofit organizations
allow a look at another facet of civil society that is closely related to the
welfare state and its social service provision. More precisely, the size and
composition of the sector expressed in economic terms tell the story of
whether, how and to what extent the sector is embedded in welfare state
policies.

With special reference to the aforementioned indicators - number of
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NPOs, membership, and “economic size” of the sector - this chapter takes a
closer look at the development of civil society and its nonprofit organizations
after the collapse of socialist rule in the Central and Eastern European
countries under study. After a short introductory note describing the situation
of nonprofit/civil society organizations under socialist rule, the chapter
focuses on the foundation boom of nonprofit/civil society organizations in
Hungary, Poland, the Czech Republic and Slovakia since 1990. Subsequently,
data on membership development and civic engagement in the afore-
mentioned countries will be presented. Against this background the economic
size of the nonprofit sector in these countries will be portrayed by primarily
referring to the results of the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector
Project.

2. Emerging Civil Society - Growing Nonprofit Sector

The systemic transformation in Central and East European countries was
accompanied by a remarkable revival of civil society, which was significantly
facilitated by the establishment of favorable political conditions for civic
engagement and nonprofit organizations. In the Eastern European countries
under study, after the breakdown of the socialist regimes, a foundation boom
of nonprofit/civil society organizations took place, triggered by those societal
interests, needs and desires going along with the process of political and
social change from authoritarian to democratic rule.

However, civil society did not start from scratch in Eastern Europe in
1989. As outlined elsewhere in this volume (see contributions by Szabd and
Fri¢), in the countries under study there already existed traditions of civic
engagement and nonprofit activity that originally were affiliated with either
social movements, the churches or the gentry. Moreover, during the time of
authoritarian regimes and specifically during socialist rule, nonprofit
organizations were trapped in a so-called catacomb existence. Although
heavily regulated and controlled by government, they nevertheless were
responsible for organizing civic activities and for providing services in a
number of policy fields such as arts and culture, sports, and leisure activities.

As Kubik, an expert of societies under socialist rule, notes, “The
organizational density of state socialist regimes was higher than in democratic
countries. More people belonged to various formal organizations and
movements (trade unions, youth and professional associations, etc.) than
under any other type of political regime.! Moreover, these organizations and

1 For a fine analysis of civil society organizations acting under authoritarian regimes, see the
contribution by Fri¢ on CD.
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movements provided their members with an entire range of benefits and
services” (Kubik, 2000: 184-185). The organizations to which Kubik refers
were “pseudo” nonprofit organizations (Mansfeldova/Szabé, 2000). Under
socialist authoritarian rule, a nonprofit sector did not exist independently of
the ruling state ideology. Even those “pseudo” nonprofit organizations had to
be affiliated with so-called “mass social organizations,” which closely
adhered to the ideology of the ruling party. Nevertheless, among those
“pseudo” nonprofit organizations were many member-serving clubs that
fulfilled functions similar to those of nonprofit organizations in market
economies, particularly in the fields of welfare, social services, sports,
culture, and recreation. These organizations provided goods and services for
their members as well as for a limited public. The same holds true for quite a
number of clubs funded and run by state-owned enterprises. Thus, there is no
simple answer to the question whether the term nonprofit sector might also be
used for referring to the organizational infrastructure of socialist regimes. At
the same time, there is no doubt that this organizational infrastructure lacked
important features of the nonprofit sector in liberal democracies; more
specifically, the organizations were not granted by law free access to the
public sphere (Kubik, 2000: 188).

Although there were significant differences among the Eastern European
countries with respect to the leeway that those “pseudo” nonprofit
organizations enjoyed, no civic activity beyond the control of the state was
allowed. With special reference to Poland, Kubik (2000: 188) characterizes
this situation in a nutshell as an “imperfect civil society under state
socialism.” Despite the fact that under authoritarian rule there was no
independent nonprofit sector, according to Kubik, even an “imperfect civil
society” that lacked legal security helped to create networks of mutual
relationships among those citizens who participated in those “pseudo” civil
society organizations.

After the breakdown of the socialist regimes, the newly won freedom was
used to transform the “imperfect civil society” of monopoly and mass
organizations, in which membership was de jure voluntary but in fact
compulsory, towards a civil society characterized by organizational pluralism.
Referring to the specific development of societies in transition from socialist
authoritarian rule to democracy, Kubik distinguishes three types of nonprofit
organizations:

reformed organizations inherited from the communist period;
split-off organizations, especially those that broke away from their
communist-era organizations; and

¢ newly formed organizations (Kubik, 2000: 195).

Reformed organizations are those nonprofits that enjoyed government
recognition under authoritarian rule and managed to survive and to reorganize
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themselves. Without any doubt the largest and most important organizations
of this type are the trade unions. Split-off organizations are very often
nonprofits that look back upon a long tradition of civic engagement, but were
forced to affiliate with the state-controlled mass organizations under socialist
rule. Cases in point are many sports clubs and initiatives in the fields of arts
and culture, which sometimes trace their origins back to the early 19th
century. Finally, the newly formed organizations are those that were started
after the breakdown of socialist rule by local activists using their newly won
freedom to launch initiatives and to set up organizations, particularly in those
fields that had not previously been tolerated by state ideology. Textbook
examples are activities associated with the new social movements such as
environmental groups, pacifist groups, and solidarity groups. Despite their
very different backgrounds, these organizations have in common that they
provide avenues for participation and civic activity through membership
affiliation. The following section provides an overview of the burgeoning of
nonprofit/civil society organizations, which is reflected in the number of
organizations registered since the early 1990s.

3. Burgeoning of Nonprofit Organizations

A period of renaissance of civil society and a veritable “association boom”
characterized the first years after the breakdown of the socialist regimes in the
countries of Central and Eastern FEurope (Anheier/Seibel, 2001,
Anbheier/Priller/Zimmer, 2001; Anheier/Priller, 1991). Civic activity, which
under socialist rule had been subordinated under those “mass organizations”
that were very much in accordance with the ideology of the ruling party and
thus integrated into the communist party-state apparatus, blossomed. With the
breakdown of the former regimes, both the context and the basic conditions of
civic activity changed radically. This was specifically the case for those
aforementioned “pseudo” nonprofit organizations. Some were legally
transformed into registered voluntary associations, while others reorganized
or dissolved. Importantly, the transformation of and the split-off from the
“old” state-controlled so-called mass organizations into “new” private legal
forms coincided with the founding of many newly formed nonprofit
organizations. In the countries under study the majority of nonprofit
organizations were registered as associations or foundations. In the years to
come these two developed into the legal forms most frequently used by
nonprofit organizations in the countries under study. The process of massive
registration was further facilitated by legal and political changes, which
eliminated or reduced government control over registration and tight
supervision of the organizations’ activities. Moreover, a big change of the
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political climate motivated active citizens to organize their informal civic
activities and to continue their civic engagement within legalized and formal
organizational structures based on such values as self-organization, self-
government, pluralism, and democracy.

Data from the Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary, and Slovakia show that
the process of registration of new nonprofit and specifically membership
organizations was especially rapid in the first three to four years after 1989
(Figure 1).

Figure 1. Foundation Boom of Associations in the Czech Republic, Poland,
Hungary, and Slovakia; 1989-2001
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Data sources:

Polish data: Ministry of Justice (quoted by Natgcz, 2003)
Hungarian data: according to Bocz et al., 2000
Czech and Slovakian data: Albertina Firemni Monitor, 2001

Although the number of nonprofit organizations significantly increased in all
countries in the region, it is interesting to note that the process of growth was
slower in Hungary. In this country, thanks to a more liberal communist rule in
comparison to Poland or Czechoslovakia, in the late 1980s relatively more
“pseudo” nonprofit organizations were allowed to function quite
independently from state control. According to Eva Kuti and Istvdn
Sebestény, “By the time of the breakdown of the Soviet Bloc ... (in Hungary)
civil society organizations were numerous, developed, and widespread
enough to become important actors of the systemic change” (Kuti/Sebestény,
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2002: 4). There is even a controversy whether in Hungary the organizations
officially recognized by the communist state enjoyed enough autonomy to be
classified as civil society organizations. But, as stated earlier, there were
significant differences with respect to the leeway that nonprofit organizations
enjoyed in the countries under socialist rule. Compared to Hungary, in Poland
and in Czechoslovakia “pseudo” nonprofit organizations were much more
subordinated to the state, whereas the “...relatively liberal Hungarian version
of state socialism had let ‘politically innocent’ voluntary associations exist”
(Kuti/Sebestény, 2002: 8). Against this background it becomes under-
standable why in Czechoslovakia and in Poland many more organizations
were registered during the first years of democratic rule. These organizations
had survived, thus having existed informally at the end of the 1980s (Fri€,
2002: 4; Siellawa-Kolbowska, 2002). Presumably, at the end of communism
in Czechoslovakia and Poland, societal potential for civic engagement, which
was not organized in any institutional setting, was significantly larger than in
Hungary. In the early 1990s, this civic potential was rapidly transformed into
associations and foundations.

In the second part of the 1990s, the growth rate of associations slowed
down significantly. Currently, there is a more stable development. However,
there are indicators that the number of organizations may even decline. Due
to registration procedures, it is difficult to say whether the number of
organizations registered in a given year exceeds the number of those that
suspended their activities. Some organizations stop their activities, but they
do not de-register. Reports from Poland and the Czech Republic confirm that
only about two-thirds of registered organizations remain active (2001 NGO
Sustainability Index, 2002: 60, 121).

Altogether, however, the burgeoning of associations has been impressive
in the countries under study in the aftermath of socialist rule. Between 1989
and 1999, the population of incorporated associations multiplied by a factor
of 123 in Slovakia, and grew 81 times in the Czech Republic, 14 times in
Poland, and three times in Hungary. The data suggest that the newly founded
organizations incorporate civic and social potentials that might make these
organizations into influential actors of democratic consolidation.

As already mentioned, democratic theory in particular highlights the
different ways and approaches by which these organizations contribute to the
construction and the strengthening of democracy. Among the most frequently
mentioned functions of nonprofit organizations that work in favor of the
strengthening of democracy and the deepening of civil society are first and
foremost democratic socialization as well as societal integration and
participation (Forbrig, 2001; Anheier et al., 2001). Whether and to what
extent nonprofit organizations and particularly membership associations are
indeed fulfilling these functions will be analyzed in the next section.
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4. Democratic Consolidation Based on Civic Engagement?

According to democratic theory, civic activity, which most frequently is
measured by membership affiliation, is a high potential indicator for
democratic development in the sense that citizens are ready to take over
responsibility and not look upon the state as the main problem solver.
However, while studying membership affiliation and development, various
factors have to be taken into consideration simultaneously. It was Hirschman
who already in 1982 underlined the fact that over time there are parallels
between the extent and intensity of civic engagement and economic trends.
According to Hirschman (1982), civic activity is closely linked both to the
individual life style and to the political and economic context. The interaction
of these two factors translates into changing levels of social and political
awareness as well as ups and downs in the level of civic engagement and
political participation in a given country. Against this background, favorable
political and economic constellations have a positive influence on civic
engagement. If, however, due to a downswing of the economy, citizens have
to work significantly harder to make a decent living, this situation might
translate into a reduction of overall civic engagement in the respective
country. But citizens might also keep away from civic activity if their hopes
and desires are turned down, leaving them disappointed with the outcome of
their involvement, which did not live up to their expectations.

That there is a subtle interaction of these factors influencing civic
engagement is clearly seen in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe.
Furthermore, while studying levels of civic engagement and citizen
participation in this part of the world, it is necessary to keep in mind the
legacy of the past communist or socialist rule. The lack of experience in self-
organization and volunteering due to long years of dictatorship observed in
the former German Democratic Republic (Anheier/Priller/Zimmer, 2001:
140) holds true also in the four countries under study. Thus, decisions to
become a member or to refrain from civic engagement are highly influenced
by citizens’ experiences under the former socialist regime. Due to the legacy
of the past where membership in those pseudo or mass voluntary
organizations was compulsory and not based on individual decision, in
Central and Eastern Europe citizens might decide against formal membership,
thus becoming involved in a more informal and friendship or neighborhood
type of civic activity.

In the following, drawing on the results of both the World Value Survey
and the Study on Consolidation of Democracy in Central and Eastern Europe,
membership distribution and membership development in the four Eastern
European countries under study are the focus. Against the background of the
information concerning membership affiliation and membership development
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in the 1990s, the analysis returns to the question whether and to what extent
citizens are willing to take responsibility and thus no longer seek the
protective role of the state.

4.1 Density and Development of Membership

According to the results of the International Comparative World Values
Survey (www.worldvaluessurvey.org; Inglehart, 1997) in 1995 less than one
third of the population of the countries under study was affiliated with any
voluntary organization, political parties included. Against the background that
in Western European countries at least every second citizen is a member of a
nonprofit/civil society organization (ibid.) the Eastern European countries
have still a way to go in order to catch up with respect to membership
development. However, concerning preferences of membership affiliation
there are no striking differences between Western and Eastern Europe.

Almost around the world, citizens are less likely to be members of
political parties or environmental groups, but prefer membership in leisure-
related fields of activity such as sports or recreation. Again according to the
data of the International Comparative World Values Survey (ibid.), sports and
leisure clubs rank first in terms of members — both active and passive — in the
countries under study. Membership in labor unions is still very important,
although the level of affiliation has significantly decreased since the late
1980s. However, if we take a look at membership rates among those citizens
who are in an economically active age, the figures for labor union affiliation
are significantly higher in the countries under study than in Western European
countries. This is a strong indicator that after a significant loss of prestige
following the breakdown of socialist regimes, the attractiveness of labor
unions is again on the increase in Central and Eastern Europe. Compared to
the public image of trade unions in the early 1990s, there is a change towards
increasing popularity and confidence (Rose/Haerpfer, 1996). Nevertheless,
with respect to labor unions it has to be taken into consideration that due to
the transformation of the economy, in particular, privatization, the boom of
small enterprises, and the closure of entire industries resulting in high rates of
unemployment, the potential for trade union affiliation has significantly
decreased since the early 1990s.

Next to trade unions, churches and religious organizations are also very
popular, ranking third in the list of the most prevalent areas of membership
affiliation. According to the results of the International Comparative World
Values Survey in 1995, membership affiliation of the population in religious
groups amounted to 20 percent in Hungary, 17 percent in the Czech Republic,
and 29 percent in Slovakia. Compared to Western European countries, this is
still a relatively low level. In Germany, for instance, in the same year
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membership in church or religious organizations amounted to about 80
percent of the population. What has changed in the years since the breakdown
of socialist regimes? In order to get an idea of the levels of involvement in
civil society organizations, we will take a look at the results of the
“Consolidation of Democracy Survey,” which records development in ten-
year intervals. In table 1 based on data of the aforementioned fifteen-country
study on the consolidation of democracy in Eastern Europe, we trace the
development of membership per country. The following organizations,
societal entities and social groups were included in the study: leisure time
organizations, local organizations, political parties, social and political
movements, ecological groups, sports clubs, trade unions, student
organizations, and parishes as well as religious organizations.

Table 1. Membership in organizations in 1990 and 2000 (% within sample)

Country 9 Czech Slovakia Hungary Poland
Republic

Type of 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000

organi-

zation ¥

Leisure time 28,2 243 223 18,4 2,2 55 1,4 2,2

organiz.

Local 8,7 14,3 14 12,3 2,4 3,5 1,7 37

associations

Political 10,2 56 11,4 8,2 - 2 1,1 1

parties

Social or 13,5 2,3 10,4 2,6 15 1,3 1,1 0,6

political

movements

Ecological 5,2 3.3 8,4 1.9 0,8 1,4 0,9 1

groups

Professional 7.4 2,9 6 45 4 53 4.5 3,2

organiz.

Sports club 23,2 21,5 20,6 18,5 47 6,4 23 21

Trade unions 43,6 14 37,5 19,9 36,3 11,7 21,8 7.1

Student 3,2 1,3 6,2 1,4 0,8 2 0,3 0,7

organiz.

Parish, 4.1 3,9 14,9 10,2 7.2 3,7 29 9,5

religious

organiz.

Other 14,9 8,9 8,7 44 27 27 71 8,6

organiz.

Data source: Consolidation of Democracy in Central and Eastern Europe 1998-2001: A
Fifteen Country Study (Continuation of the 1990-92 Post-Communist Publics Study in
Eleven Countries) coordinated by Edeltraud Roller, Dieter Fuchs, Hans-Dieter
Klingemann, Bernhard Wefels (Social Science Research Center Berlin, WZB), and Janos
Simon (Hungarian Academy of Sciences, Budapest).
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Without any doubt, the losers of the period covered by the data are political
parties, trade unions and, in the case of the Czech Republic in particular,
social movements. Apart from these striking results, the overall structure of
membership in organizations has not considerably changed in any of the four
countries. The same holds true for the distinctive differences between
individual countries with respect to the level of activity and type of
organization.

In the Czech Republic and Slovakia, membership in leisure organizations
and sports clubs ranks first. Remarkably, membership in social movements
has decreased significantly in the Czech Republic and Slovakia, where there
are reasons to assume that membership affiliation has shifted from social
movements to political parties, or, to put it differently, that specific political
movements have been transformed into political parties. A textbook example
is the broad umbrella movement Civic Forum in the Czech Republic.
Surprisingly, membership affiliation in professional associations has also
decreased, even though the entrepreneurial sector feels a growing need to
articulate and represent its interests. In Hungary and Poland, levels of
membership affiliation have slightly increased over the ten-year period.
However, the overall level of civic activity ranks quite low in these two
countries. This is especially the case for religious associations.

Another indicator of citizen involvement is frequency of membership.
While membership affiliation provides information concerning the number of
individuals engaged, the frequency of membership gives the percentage of
individuals who are members in a) no organization, b) one organization, or c)
more than one organization, thus providing information whether there are a
few highly involved citizens (i.e., a small percentage of individuals having
many memberships) or whether citizen involvement is a much broader
phenomenon (i.e., a large percentage having at least one membership).

Table 2 reveals a shocking result: The group of respondents that
expanded the most over the ten-year period is the one whose members do not
belong to any organization and are not engaged at all. Membership density is
particularly low in Poland where, in 2000, 82% of the population was not
engaged in any organization. Slovakia ranks “best” with “only” 42% of the
population entirely unaffiliated. However, these results have to be put into
perspective, and they become less shocking when they are compared to the
situation in selected Western European countries. According to the results of
the Welfare Survey (www.gesis.org/en/social monitoring/Data/WS . htm), a
survey that provides data on membership affiliation for Germany, a
substantial number of German citizens (42%) were not affiliated with any
nonprofit organization in 1998. Of all respondents, 39% were members in one
organization, 14% in two organizations, and 6% in three or more
organizations. A long-term analysis of Germany shows that membership
affiliation has not changed significantly since the 1980s.
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Table 2. Frequency of membership in civil society organizations 1990 and

2000 (in %)
No. of
organizations Czech
the Republic Slovakia Hungary Poland
interviewee
belongs to
Year 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000
None 24 48 23 42 51 66 65 82
1 31 25 33 31 38 24 28 13
2 20 13 24 17 9 6 6 3
3 16 9 1 6 2 2 1 1
4 & more 9 5 9 4 1 2 0 1

Data source: Consolidation of Democracy in Central and Eastern Europe 1998-2001: A
Fifteen Country Study (Continuation of the 1990-92 Post-Communist Publics Study in
Eleven Countries) coordinated by Edeltraud Roller, Dieter Fuchs, Hans-Dieter
Klingemann, Bernhard WeBels (Social Science Research Center Berlin, WZB), and Janos
Simon (Hungarian Academy of Sciences, Budapest).

Moreover, similar to the development in the Czech Republic, Slovakia,
Poland, and Hungary, membership in East Germany has declined. In 1998
some 62% of the citizens did not belong to any organization at all. The rise of
this number (from 53% in 1993) is due to a decline of membership in trade
unions. In 1998, 29% of the East Germans were members in two
organizations, whereas only one percent was a member in three or more
organizations.

In the former Eastern bloc countries including East Germany, there are a
number of indicators that citizens increasingly decide to go into private
retreat, thus reducing the associational capacity of the societies under study.
At the same time, however, citizens highly appreciate the opportunity to
freely establish organizations in order to follow their interests. In Hungary,
71% of respondents consider this opportunity very important, but in Slovakia,
only 33.8% do so. However, 96% of respondents in Hungary, 94.9% of
respondents in Poland, 77.2% of respondents in the Czech Republic, and
75.4% of respondents in Slovakia consider it very important or rather
important (Consolidation 1998-2001).

4.2 Civic Activity as an Expression of Societal Engagement

Involvement in organizational networks serves as an important indicator for
the readiness of citizens to participate in activities, which are for the benefit
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of certain societal groups that do not belong to the well to do. Thus, the value
attributed to volunteering indicates whether citizens are ready to invest time
and energy for community development. Networks of associations provide a
bonding infrastructure of societal life that offers citizens opportunities for
individual development as well as for interest representation and lobbying
(Gabriel et al., 2002: 20). The opportunity to participate in decision making
in the neighborhood, community and region enhances the quality of life
(Mozny, 2002: 119). Against the background that the change of the political
and economic system of the countries under study was accompanied by many
conflicts and disputes, volunteering might also serve as an indicator for
grassroots development of democratic structures and activities.

By volunteering and civic engagement citizens express their sense of
responsibility, and they indicate that they are eager to solve problems
themselves instead of turning to government. As already outlined, this attitude
is influenced by various factors which are related to the individual life style
and economic affluence of citizens, as well as to their long-term experiences.
According to Hirschmann (1982), among the numerous factors, which are
influencing the decision to become active there, are the legacy of former
experiences, particularly those dating back before 1990, new challenges and
expectations, but also feelings of disappointment and rejection. Therefore,
citizens are more likely to get engaged if their individual and societal
background supports an active life style of civic engagement, and
furthermore, if the desire to become active is very welcomed by the
organizations. To put it differently, citizens’ readiness for engagement must
be accompanied by an enabling infrastructure. Therefore, nonprofit/civil
society organizations should be able to stimulate citizens to become engaged
and to integrate them in their daily routines and operations.

Thus, the decision to keep engaged in volunteering highly depends on an
ideal combination of the aforementioned factors. However, in the last decade,
those factors influencing volunteering and civic engagement have not always
been very favorable in the countries under study. Therefore, findings of
selected surveys do not strongly support the hypothesis that civic activity is
an expression of societal engagement in the countries under study. For
example, even after more than ten years of democratic development, citizens
still prefer the protective role of the state; more specifically they do not trust
thoroughly in their capabilities. According to the results of the Survey
Consolidation of Democracy in Central and Eastern Europe* only 35.1% of
respondents in the Czech Republic, 19.6% in Hungary, 20.4% in Poland, 22%
in Slovakia agreed with the statement: “Instead of depending too much on the
government, people should learn to take care of themselves” (Consolidation
1998-2001). Finally, we have to be aware of the fact that with respect to
membership affiliation and civic activity in a more general sense of being
involved in activities that are of public benefit, there are differences
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according to age and gender of the respondent and type of organization. Table
3 shows, using a weighted average mean, that despite differences among the
countries, men and people in the 31-50 age group are more active in solving
problems in the community than are women or the other age groups.

Table 3. “How often do you work with other people in this community to try
to solve some local problem?” (weighted average mean) ~

Country Total Male Female  Age group 31-50 51-
18-30

Czech Republic 0,69 0,76 0,63 0,50 0,74 0,77

Hungary 0,38 0,38 0,35 0,38 0,47 0,32

Poland 0,43 0,55 0,33 0,36 0,54 0,36

Slovakia 0,73 0,77 0,70 0,46 0,86 0,79

0 = Never, 1=Seldom, 2=Sometimes, 3=0ften
Data source: Consolidation of Democracy in Central and Eastern Europe 1998-2001

It becomes evident that those having roots in local associations are more often
ready to co-operate and join forces with other people in order to solve local
problems. To put it differently, they are more inclined to manage problems
themselves instead of turning to the state. In the next section, the question
whether this attitude has an impact on the embeddedness of the sector — or,
whether government is willing and inclined to work closely together with
nonprofit/civil society organizations in order to attract additional resources
for social service delivery — will be addressed by referring to the results of the
Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, which specifically
analyzed the sector in economic terms.

5. The Nonprofit Sector in Central and Eastern Europe

This section provides an overview of the size of the nonprofit sector in the
Visegrad countries, primarily measured in terms of nonprofit employment.
The chapter draws heavily on the results of the Johns Hopkins Comparative
Nonprofit Sector Project (see Salamon et al., 1999). As can be clearly seen in
figure 2, the nonprofit sector in the four Visegrad countries is significantly
smaller than the average size of the sector in the twelve Western European
countries? that took part in the Johns Hopkins study in 1995. Among the
Central and Eastern European countries under study, the Czech Republic had

2 The Western European countries participating in the study were: Austria, Belgium,
Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Sweden, and the
United Kingdom.
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the largest nonprofit sector in the mid-1990s. However, with 1.7% of the
country’s total non-agricultural employment, the size of the sector in the
Czech Republic was still about three times smaller than the average size of
the sector of those twelve EU countries.

Figure 2. Nonprofit Sector Employment in the Visegrad Countries measured
as Percentage of Total Employment, 1995

Slovakia 0,90%

Poland 1,20%

Hungary 1,30%
Czech Republic 1,70%

avarage % in 12 EU countries 5,90%

0,00% 1,00% 2,00% 3,00% 4,00% 5,00% 6,00% 7,00%

Source: Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project

In addition to its small size, the internal composition of the sector represents
another striking difference between the nonprofit sector in Central and
Eastern Europe and its counterpart in Western European countries. Figure 3
presents data for the four Visegrad countries and Romania and for the twelve
Western European countries that took part in the Johns Hopkins study.

More than one-third of the sector’s workforce in the Central and Eastern
European countries is active in the field of recreation, leisure and sports.
While in the Western European countries almost fifty percent of the sector’s
workforce is employed in the core welfare areas, i.e., health care (19%) and
social services (27%), in the Central and Eastern European countries
(including Romania) this figure amounts to only 21% of the workforce. As
clearly indicated by the data, the areas of education, social services, health
care and development, which are the strongholds of nonprofit employment in
the Western European countries, are of minor importance in terms of
nonprofit employment in the Central and Eastern European countries.
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Figure 3. Nonprofit Employment According to Fields of Activity, 1995
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In the first part of the 1990s, organizations active in the core welfare fields
that had cooperated with the communist state or were a part of the former
political system lost the generous subsidies that they used to receive; in some
cases these organizations even dissolved. Thus, due to the changed political
and societal environment, these organizations had to reduce their activities
and to downsize their personnel (Nalecz, 2003: 30). Nevertheless, as
explained elsewhere in more detail (see Rymza/Zimmer in this volume), some
nonprofit organizations dating back to the socialist period managed to keep
their feet in the social service industry. In the meantime they are again
enjoying a relatively strong economic position with respect to their scope of
operation and personnel employed.

Against this background it has to be mentioned that, from an economic
point of view, the great bulk of the newly registered membership
organizations are of less importance. The main capital of these new entities is
primarily people’s enthusiasm (Nalgcz, 2003: 30). These organizations also
face significant difficulties obtaining government financial support. However,
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they also try to keep a distance from the state because they do not want to get
mixed up with the former “mass organizations”; moreover, from the point of
view of the newly founded organizations, government still does not have a
very good reputation in the countries under study. In order to indicate that
they are different, the new citizen-based organizations are very careful about
their identity, and tend to call themselves “nongovernmental organizations” as
opposed to the old “social organizations” or “mass organizations.”

As outlined elsewhere in more detail (see Fri¢ and Rymsza/Zimmer in
this volume), in the early 1990s political authorities very much welcomed
civic engagement, and there was a general acceptance of civic organizations
as an indispensable part of the new democratic system. However, politicians
and state officials had no clear vision of the sector, its organizations and its
societal functions. Thus, in the first part of the 1990s, the political elite —
pressed by problems of the political and economic transformation and
preoccupied with neoliberal ideology — neither thought about supporting the
recently founded NGOs nor treated these nonprofit organizations on par and
as equal partners in the delivery of social services, such as health care, social
assistance or education (Les/Nalecz, 2002: 31). In a nutshell, the nonprofit
sector in the Visegrad countries does not yet play a major role in the
provision of social services in the core welfare areas. Again, this is a striking
difference to the embeddedness of the sector in Western European countries.

The — compared to Western European countries — very different societal
position of the sector in the Visegrad countries is clearly reflected by the
revenue structure of the sector (fig. 4). In sharp contrast to Western European
countries, the public sector does not constitute the prime source of revenue
for the nonprofit sector in the Visegrad countries. On the contrary, the sector
relies heavily on earned income, which is made up mostly of membership
dues and income from commercial activities, such as selling services, which
has developed into the most important source of income in terms of financial
value. Furthermore, it has to be mentioned that compared to its Western
European counterpart, the nonprofit sector in the Visegrad countries also
relies to a larger extent on private and corporate donations. Donations are
very unequally distributed, with the vast majority of assets being earmarked
for a small number of organizations, which are typically located in the capital
and other big cities. In Hungary, “it is one-third (of nonprofit organizations)
that earn 94% of the total revenue of the sector” (Kuti/Sebestény, 2000: 10f.).
In Poland, “9% of the (nonprofit) organizations - those employing more than
5 persons - use nearly two-thirds of financial assets, while 75% of the
organizations - those with no employee - have at their disposal only one-tenth
of all financial means of the sector” (Nalgcz, 2003: 29).
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Figure 4: Source of Nonprofit Sector Revenue, 1995
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Source: Global Civil Society At-a-Glance. Major Findings of the Johns Hopkins
Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project (2000: 9)

Against the background that the economy of the Visegrdd countries
underwent a thorough process of privatization, decentralization and
privatization social services are still lagging behind. The market for core
social services is still dominated by public providers, some of them still
having a monopoly. Government policy continues to keep the sector and its
organizations at the margins of service provision. This is particularly the case
in Hungary (Bocz et al., 2002), whereas the situation in Poland is slightly
different due to the fact that many church-based nonprofits are active in the
provision of social services (Le$/Natecz, 2001: 20).

However, it is open to discussion whether the engagement of nonprofit
organizations in core welfare state activities should constitute a prime goal for
the further development of the sector in the Visegrad countries. Currently,
although nonprofits play a marginal role in social service provision, they are
very important because they fulfill an avant-garde function with respect to
those societal needs and services that are not mainstream. There is a very
visible faction of the NPO community that aims at responding to new social
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problems by offering those services in demand and by being heavily engaged
in advocacy. In Poland a textbook example is the campaign, “Giving birth in
a human way,” which had a great impact on humanizing birthing clinics and
hospitals in the country. Moreover, nonprofits are also becoming engaged in
new fields of service delivery by setting up mutual help organizations or by
establishing new service initiatives, which are operating on a voluntary basis.
Nevertheless, it is important to note that these nonprofits are mostly operating
in certain niches or small spheres of social needs, which had not been
addressed by public or commercial organizations. Examples of this type of
activity are shelters for the homeless and hospices or group therapies for drug
addicts or alcoholics. The approach of contracting out core social services
and the concept of subsidiarity are not yet thoroughly shared by public
opinion. As a consequence of keeping state dominance in the provision of the
main welfare services, public sector employment is still disproportionately
larger than nonprofit employment in Central and Eastern Europe (Salamon et
al., 1999). Summarizing the results of the Johns Hopkins Comparative
Nonprofit Sector Project for the Visegard-countries it becomes quite obvious
that there is a close nexus between the current economic situation in the
countries under study and the well being of the sector. The same holds true
for the level of civic activity and engagement of the citizenry in the Visegard-
countries.

6. Concluding Remarks

How does civil society look like more than a decade after the breakdown of
the socialist regimes in the countries under study? Are the young democracies
of the Visegrad countries societally embedded and supported by an active
citizenry? Or, on the contrary are they still lacking the societal underpinning
and organizational infrastructure of a lively and prosperous nonprofit sector?
These questions were addressed by referring to the results of selected surveys
and by drawing on the outcome of the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit
Project.

There are no easy answers to the aforementioned questions. At the
beginning of the transition period civic engagement was flourishing in the
Eastern European countries under study. A veritable foundation boom of
nonprofit organizations and civic initiatives took place right after the
breakdown of the socialist regimes. As we already know from numerous
studies (e.g., Plasser/Ulram/Waldrauch, 1997) the burgeoning of associational
life is a very typical phenomenon for periods of societal and political
transitions. The reasons why civic engagement is blossoming right after the
breakdown of authoritarian regimes are manifold. Citizens are eager to use
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their newly won freedom. Many organizations, which under socialist rule had
survived in a so-called catacomb existence, were registered and thus legally
acknowledged. Finally, both the Zeizgeist and the political context thoroughly
supported civic engagement.

The period of intensive mobilization was followed by a slowdown of
civic activity. While foundation rates of nonprofit/civil society organizations
slightly decreased, membership affiliation went down significantly. Political
parties were without any doubt the losers of the decline of membership
affiliation. But, also trade unions and other nonprofits being primarily active
in the political arena suffered from a decline in membership. Compared to
West European countries, figures of membership affiliation, which are
providing information concerning the number of citizens being members, are
currently significantly lower in the Visegrad countries. However, concerning
preferences of membership affiliation there are no striking differences
between West and Eastern Europe. All over the world including the countries
under study, citizens are most likely to be members of sports clubs or
recreational associations instead of political parties or environmental groups.
Unfortunately, with respect to membership affiliation and civic activity there
are specific trends indicating that a civic culture has not yet fully developed in
the countries under study. Firstly, between 1995 and 2000 even those
nonprofit/civil society organizations which are active in the leisure oriented
fields of activity suffered from a decline in membership. And secondly, even
more than a decade after the breakdown of the socialist regime citizens still
lack an entrepreneurial spirit with respect to civic engagement on behalf of
community affairs.

Finally, compared to West European countries there is a striking
difference with respect to the integration of the nonprofit sector in welfare
state arrangements. Nonprofit organizations have not yet become an accepted
and thoroughly acknowledged partner of social policy, and specifically social
service delivery in the countries under study. Up until today social services
are still first and foremost provided by government entities, while nonprofit
organizations are more likely to be active in the areas of leisure and
recreational activities. Thus, the sector in the countries under study is
significantly smaller than its counterpart in West European countries. This is
specifically the case with respect to nonprofit employment that compared to
West European countries is far less pronounced in the Visegard countries. For
the deepening and strengthening of democracy it is probably not pivotal that
the sector follows the West European model of a thorough integration into the
specific welfare arrangement (see chapter by Rymsza/Zimmer). Nevertheless,
low and decreasing membership figures as well as a low density of
membership affiliation provide strong indicators for the fact that the countries
under study are indeed "young democracies" whose civic cultures are still
developing.
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Regulatory Environment



Annette Zimmer

Introduction

The purpose of the following chapter is to draw attention to the
embeddedness of the third sector in the countries under study. The term
embeddedness introduced by Granovetter (1985) highlights interconnections
and linkages between organizations and their environments. The concept is
based on the idea that the environment is of pivotal importance for
organizational survival and well-being. According to Granovetter the
environment constitutes the independent variable while the organization, its
struggle, failure, or success represents the dependent variable. When deve-
loping the concept of embeddedness, Granovetter was researching the well-
being of companies. According to his interpretation there are more prere-
quisites for managing a company successfully than just investing manpower
and resources. Management has to take into account the environment of the
organization and more precisely its social relations and specific embed-
dedness. It makes a great difference whether there is close surveillance by
government authorities prohibiting unfair competition, bribery and corrup-
tion, or whether management constantly has to monitor business partners as
well as public officials in order to safeguard smooth operations. There is no
doubt that a stable political environment able to guarantee legal security is as
important for organizational success as highly motivated employees loving
their jobs and identifying themselves with the company. What holds true for
companies is even more important for nonprofit organizations, which by
definition are “open organizations” and as such highly interconnected with
their environments (see Anheier/Toepler in Part III).

The story told in this section is that managing a nonprofit organization
constitutes a real challenge. In order to do the job well, one has to be familiar
with the particular environment of the organization. The linkage between the
organization and its specific environment is a central issue of organizational
research (Galaskiewicz/Bielefeld, 1998). Providing resources and offering
windows of opportunity, the environment of an organization is of particular
importance for organizational well-being. Environments of organizations are
shaped by, among others, the legal framework, the economic and political
situation, and the tradition and culture of the particular country they are
operating in. Furthermore, environments are not stable; on the contrary they
are in a constant situation of flux and modification. Public authorities
consider changes in tax laws and tax incentives, which have a great impact on
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the environment of a particular organization. The ups and downs of the
economy that translate into an abundance or scarcity of resources affect
organizational well-being significantly. Without any doubt societal trends
such as individualization or pluralization of social milieus that might result in
an increase or decrease of specific social services like care for the elderly,
provision of kindergartens, or sports facilities have a significant impact on the
environment of organizations.

However, since any organization is shaped by its environment, why is it
of particular importance to learn about the embeddedness of nonprofit
organizations? The reason is twofold: First, in contrast to organizations of the
competing sectors, i.e., the market and the state, nonprofits have to cope with
very different environments at the same time because as part of civil society
they are multi-tasking organizations (Gidron et al.,, 1992: 11). Unlike the
organizations of the market and the state, i.e., corporations and government
entities, nonprofits are not restricted to the fulfillment of just one task. On the
contrary, by definition nonprofit organizations are always playing very
different roles, and thus they are simultaneously cooperating with very
different environments. Take the example of a sports club that offers a wide
range of sport activities for its members. At the same time the club chairman
is very active in the city council lobbying for the improvement of local sports
facilities, playgrounds and the like. There is a good chance that his lobbying
activities will be successful due to the fact that he represents the largest sports
club in the community with more than 2.000 members affiliated. Moreover,
this particular sports club collaborates with numerous local schools offering
special programs for handicapped kids thus improving their integration into
society. Finally, this club is a very good place to meet because the recently
built clubhouse hosts an excellent restaurant and bar. In other words,
nonprofit organizations are not exclusively providers of services, but at the
same time they offer possibilities of social participation and integration as
well as avenues for political engagement (Anheier et al., 2000). However,
there is no doubt that an organization having to cope with different envi-
ronments and having to fulfill very different tasks needs excellent manage-
ment and a governing board that is aware of the challenges and opportunities
provided by the specific embeddedness structure of NPOs.

Second, NPOs are highly integrated into structures of social relations. As
clearly documented in the history section of this volume, Central European
NPOs have by and large grown out of social movements (see the chapter by
Pankoke in Part I). The great bulk of Central European nonprofits are
membership organizations and as such part of civil society, which still today
is struggling to find its societal position vis a vis government authorities.
However, particularly governments are nowadays not providing a stable
environment. Specifically in the countries under study, state authority has
undergone tremendous changes during the last decades. At the beginning of
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the political and social transformation in Eastern Europe, NPOs as part of
civil society were forming an important societal force working against state
authorities. In the meantime, however, similar to the situation of their West
European counterparts, nonprofit organizations in the countries under study
have became partners of government policy particularly in the fields of social
services and health care provision (see country chapters).

Nevertheless, government-nonprofit relations are changing not only in
Eastern Europe, but the same holds true for Germany and Austria. This is due
to the fact that the concept of the modern welfare state being responsible for
the growth of the economy and the well-being of its citizens is no longer
strongly in place. On the contrary, according to political rhetoric, government
has failed to live up to its promises worldwide. While the critique of the
modern welfare state resulted at first in a call for marketization and, thus
perceiving the market as the prime problem-solver, in the meantime civil
society and most prominently nonprofit organizations have become the great
hope for societal well-being. As a consequence, the relationship between
nonprofits and the state has come to be an important issue of today’s political
discourse. This discourse, however, increasingly focuses on the service
provision function of nonprofits, although, as pointed out earlier, civil society
organizations offer more to their communities than just services.

Therefore, while dealing with government, managers of nonprofit
organizations have to keep in mind that service provision is just one function
of civil society organizations that at the same time are providing possibilities
for societal and political participation and integration. In order to avoid the
pitfall of being functionally downsized to service provision, managers of
nonprofit organizations should carefully make themselves familiar with the
specific environment of their nonprofit organizations. They have to study the
“embeddedness” of the particular organization, which goes far beyond a
clear-cut marketing approach and which, as defined by Granovetter, encom-
passes an in-depth study of the very different environments an organization is
embedded in. There is the political environment involving politics and the
way nonprofit organizations are treated and looked upon by politicians. There
is the legal environment providing legal forms designed for organizing
nonprofit activities and offering tax incentives for fostering private giving and
volunteering. And finally there is the embeddedness of the organization as a
part of the nonprofit sector as such, which translates into the position of the
sector as an intermediary connecting the different worlds of the state, the
market and the family. According to Granovetter’s conceptual approach, how
the sector is embedded, and in which ways its linkages to the state, the market
and the family are arranged, are very much outcomes of historical
developments. In other words, there are country-specific arrangements reflec-
ting the historical, political and legal trajectories of the respective country.

However, it would go far beyond the possibilities of this section to lay
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out in every detail how and why the nonprofit sector in the countries under
study are embedded in the way they are. Instead the following chapters will
focus on general rules and principles providing prerequisites for comparative
analysis. With respect to the legal environment, the contribution of
Pajas/Freise highlights the most important legal forms for organizing
nonprofit activities in the countries under study. Although there are
significant differences concerning legal and organizational forms in Central
Europe, the authors particularly draw attention to legal commonalities. The
same holds true for the contribution of Karla Simon, which gives an
encompassing overview of tax laws, regulations and incentives in the
countries under study. The contribution of Rymzsa/Zimmer discusses
distinctive types of third-sector embeddedness. Referring to the work of
Esping-Andersen and Salamon/Anheier, the Rymzsa/Zimmer contribution
characterizes particular “regimes” or “institutional arrangements” in which
the nonprofit sector links state, market and community/family in different,
regime-specific ways by providing avenues for individual participation, social
integration as well as service provision.

Whereas the aforementioned contributions provide a general frame of
reference for looking at the embeddedness of the countries under study, the
contribution by Pavol Fri¢ exclusively focuses on the political environment of
the Visegrad countries. The reason for this is twofold: First, just two decades
ago, with the exception of Austria and Germany, the countries under study
were still behind the “iron curtain” of former Soviet rule separating Hungary,
Poland, the Czech Republic and Slovakia from democracy. The afore-
mentioned countries are still in a situation of transformation toward well-
established democracy. Thus, relations between civil society and government
are not yet thoroughly settled. Second, after more than four decades of
socialist rule within the former Soviet bloc an organized civil society whose
organizations enjoy legal security, a stable input of volunteering, and private
resources constitutes a recent phenomenon in the Eastern European countries
under study. Civil society is not yet fully embedded in the minds and aspi-
rations of the people. Therefore, the contribution of Pavol Fri¢ also brings to
the fore how difficult it is to build up a strong democracy and a stable civil
society.
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Matthias Freise and Petr Pajas

Organizational and Legal Forms of Nonprofit
Organizations in Central Europe:

1. Introduction

There is a bewildering variety of organizations, institutions and initiatives
constituting the nonprofit or third sector: Besides kindergartens,
environmental protection groups, sports clubs, and universities, there are
hospitals, co-operatives, volunteer fire departments, and many other
organizations being part of the nonprofit sector in a respective country. This
enumeration clearly shows that in modern liberal societies the sector and its
organizations fulfill a wide array of functions. Nonprofit/civil society
organizations provide social services, offer legal assistance to disadvantaged
groups or raise funds for charitable purposes. Citizens join nonprofit
organizations to pursue their leisure activities, and they turn to the sector in
order to organize protest campaigns or to lobby for the improvement of the
environment. There is no doubt that nonprofit organizations fulfill these
functions simultaneously, thus answering to a multiplicity of demands and
needs. There are many examples where sports clubs are also working as travel
agencies, and social service organizations are engaged in advocacy by
lobbying on behalf of their constituencies.

Despite the many functions that nonprofits fulfill and despite the
numerous tasks they carry out, from a legal point of view nonprofit
organizations are based on a relatively small range of juristic and
associational forms which are widely acknowledged in the countries under
study and which look back upon a common legal-historical tradition. From a
legal point of view the nonprofit universe predominately consists of a)
voluntary associations, b) foundations, and c) co-operatives (see Salamon et
al., 1999).

In the Eastern European countries there is a further legal form: the Public
Benefit Organization - which is specifically tailored for those nonprofits
which are first and foremost service providers. Without going into detail this
new legal form is very distinct because in contrast to voluntary organizations,

1 The authors would like to thank Annette Zimmer for revising this article and her
committed support.
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co-operatives or foundations it is neither based on membership nor on capital.
Thus, the purpose of the following chapter is to introduce students of the
nonprofit sector to the aforementioned legal forms. However, the chapter will
not provide a detailed analysis of legal stipulations and their historical
traditions? but aims at enabling students of the sector to classify nonprofit
organizations based on specific criteria. Therefore, the chapter starts with an
overview of those criteria that are widely used to put in order the puzzling
variety of the nonprofit universe. Against this background, the chapter will
focus on the aforementioned essential legal forms which from a juristic point
of view serve as the legal underpinning of the sector. Despite the fact that the
six countries under study in this volume (i.e., Austria, Czech Republic,
Germany, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia) have formulated legal regulations
that differ in detail, the legal stipulations being used in these countries
nevertheless show many similarities, thus allowing a comparative analysis.

2. Criteria of Analysis

There are several approaches how to put in order the nonprofit universe
whose organizations are fulfilling various functions and objectives. There is a
very prominent approach, which dates back to the early days of nonprofit
research, which categorize these organizations as being neither state entities
nor commercial enterprises. In other words, the sector stands for a specific
societal sphere, which is constituted by those organizations neither belonging
to the market, nor to the state, nor to clan or family structures.

There are indeed many organizations which can easily be localized within
the nonprofit sector triangle. Organizations serving local communities such as
sports clubs providing services exclusively for their members or advocacy
groups, which are predominately financed by private donations are very good
examples. However, at the same time there are no rigid frontiers between
those sectors and societal spheres. Due to the fact that nonprofit organizations
are multifunctional, offering services and providing avenues for societal and
political participation simultaneously, the boundaries of those aforementioned
societal spheres are increasingly blurring (Kramer, 2000; Schuppert, 1990).
Thus, it is sometimes rather difficult to decide whether a specific organization
still belongs to the nonprofit sector, or whether it has already developed into
an organization operating within the realm of the state or the market. This
implies that there are certain organizations that cannot be clearly categorized.

2 Further information on the countries under study can be found in the country chapters of
this volume.
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Figure 1. The Nonprofit Sector Triangle

Family/
Community

Source: Zimmer (2001: 9)

There are many Quangos (Quasi Nongovernmental Organizations) which are
private organizations governed by the non-distribution constraint, never-
theless from a political perspective these organizations are more or less
government entities working exclusively under the direction of the respective
governmental department such as the foreign office in international activities.
There are also many so-called Quapos (Quasi Profit Organizations) which are
more or less market driven. Again, these organizations are working under the
non-distribution constraint, nevertheless, they do not share the spirit and
identity of the nonprofit sector. Some of the huge hospitals which nowadays
are thoroughly integrated in the market of health care services might serve as
a case in point. If we take a look at the legal and organizational forms of those
organizations positioned at the margins of the nonprofit sector, we will not
make out any difference compared to those nonprofits, which are clearly
operating at the “heart of the sector”. Thus, there is no way to draw
conclusions from the legal form of the respective organization to its societal
function. Or to put it differently, there is no obvious nexus between the legal
form and the specific function of the particular nonprofit organizations.
However, the so-called blurring of boundaries is not restricted to the
functional dimension of nonprofits, increasingly nonprofits tend to combine
various legal forms. Today there are many so-called umbrella organizations,
being engaged in their communities and lobbying on behalf of their members
which are without any doubt nonprofits. However, underneath the umbrella
there are affiliated organizations which are by no means nonprofits but are
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thoroughly integrated into the competition driven economy. A textbook
example of nonprofit umbrella organizations encompassing a variety of
entities, both for-profits and nonprofits, are the German Welfare Associations
(see country chapter) which are active in many fields, thus functioning as a
"holding" to which market driven hospitals as well as community oriented
self-help groups are affiliated. Presumably the differentiation and the blurring
of boundaries will increase in the years to come, as the nonprofit sector is
expected to grow dramatically in size worldwide. The sector will face a
number of challenges, for example rising competition with private
organizations and increasing demands on its social embeddedness. Most
likely these challenges will be answered by a further blurring of boundaries
between the sectors and societal spheres (Anheier, 2001a).

Under the framework of the focs-project (see Introduction) we use the so-
called operational definition of nonprofit organizations, which was worked
out by the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, and which is
highly favored in international comparative research. This is a heuristic
concept of a nonprofit organization which has been developed by Salamon
and Anheier (1996) in order to visualize and organize the nonprofit sector.
According to this approach, an entity may be included in the set of NPOs, if it
1S

Organized,

Private,

Not distributing profit among owners, members or administrators,
Self-governing and

Using a voluntary element

As mentioned earlier, the definition of the Johns Hopkins project is a
heuristic, functional and down-to-earth approach for organizing the sector and
for identifying nonprofit organizations. However, as already outlined this
approach does not make any reference to the aims and goals and thus to the
operational purpose of the respective organization, although there is no doubt
that purpose and goal, which translates into the mission of the particular
organization, are of pivotal importance for the well-being and the further
development of the particular organization. Mission and goal of a nonprofit
organization are overwhelmingly related to its field of activity and
furthermore to the specific logic of the respective organization. If we take a
functional approach for analyzing the nonprofit universe, the categorization of
nonprofits developed by Christoph Sachfle (2001) who distinguishes between
four "ideal-types" of nonprofits is very helpful:

e Membership interest [oriented] entities, shaped by the voluntary
activities of their members who are basically engaged in common
activities or in collective actions reflecting facilitating or enabling
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particular personal interests hobbies or inclinations.

e Advocacy or common interest [oriented] entities, promoting the
interests of certain groups in civil society as a whole such as
protection of nature and the environment, promotion of spiritual
values, religion, healthcare, science, education, etc., by means of
articulation and lobbying.

e Service organizations, established and operating basically to provide
services to clients or members, based on the work or participation of
professionals.

e Support organizations, providing human, financial or specific
technical resources with the purpose of assisting persons in need or
enabling others to perform projects and activities for such a goal, or
support organizations with the purpose of helping providers of
services, advocacy or other engagement in common interests.

If one applies this concept to nonprofit organizations, it becomes apparent
that especially large organizations fit into more than one, sometimes all of the
categories. With respect to this functional categorization students of nonprofit
organizations have to keep in mind that NPOs are multifunctional and
multipurpose organizations, and that again there is no way to draw conclusion
from the field of activity to the legal form of the respective organization.

Another way to categorize NPOs is to differentiate between organizations
based on capital and those based on membership. This categorization is
particularly helpful from an administrative point of view because
organizations based on the membership principle and those that are
characterized by the administration of capital are following very different
governing logics and routines. Being based on the membership principle
implies that members are essential to the existence and operation of the entity
and that these members are free to enter membership in the entity after
fulfilling certain criteria set in the statute or organizational code and, usually,
may freely leave or be excluded from the membership without having the
right to claim any fundamental property titles to the corporate property or
powers of the entity. In contrast, organizations which are based on capital do
not need a membership base in order to operate. Those organizations exist
without permanent membership of any person. Of course there are governing
boards or employees, but these may be replaced without any essential effect
on the entity and have limited rights with respect to changing the purpose or
operational mode of the organizations. Those organizations whose core is a
capital stock are foundations. They usually have governing boards which are
responsible for the administrative supervision of the foundation’s assets, thus
functioning as trustees of the foundation (Anheier, 2001b).

Although it is very hard to identify a nexus between function and purpose
of the organization and its legal form, legal stipulations are of utmost
importance when it comes to the mode of operation of the respective
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organization. For example, the membership assembly is the most important
governing body of the association. Membership assemblies are equivalents of
parliaments in politics since the assembly elects and thus authorizes the
members of the board of the particular associations. On the contrary,
members of governing boards of foundations are not elected but nominated,
thus lacking any democratic legitimacy. In other words, an association
presupposes the strong involvement of members in decision-making. Thus,
members are able to influence all decision-making processes. A foundation
however is invariably linked to the creator’s intent, which in turn affects the
processes and structures of the foundation. To conclude, the legal form
pertains to the governance structure within the nonprofit organization.® Thus,
whoever plans to set up a nonprofit organization should firstly think about the
internal management and administrative set-up of the planned entity before
deciding in favor or against a specific legal form. To a certain extent this is a
very easy decision because, as already mentioned, there is only a very limited
number of legal forms available.

3. Legal Forms in Central Europe

There are three classical legal forms in the Central and Eastern European
countries under study that NPOs use and that can look back on a long legal-
historical tradition (see several contributions in Salamon, 1997). Those legal
forms are:

e  Voluntary association,
e Foundation and
o  Co-operative.

The voluntary association is the most frequently used and thus perhaps the
most important legal form for organizing nonprofit activities in the six
countries under study. As already outlined members are at the core of the
voluntary association. Voluntary associations are based on the right of
citizens to come together freely without interference from the state and thus to
organize their affairs independently. The legal form of a voluntary association
is a creation of the historic period of enlightenment. It came into being when
the traditional feudal state in Central and Eastern Europe began to modernize,
thus allowing its citizens from every strata of the society to come together in
what at that time were titled salons, reading societies or just associations.
Referring to the Unites States in the 19th century, Alexis de Tocqueville
illustrated the importance of voluntary associations for the well-being of the

3 See also the chapter on Governance in NPOs by Reichard/Siebart in this volume.
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citizens and the functioning of democracy. His seminal book “De la
Démocratie en Amérique” still today provides insights why voluntary
associations are the bedrock of democratic societies worldwide.

The foundation is without any doubt the oldest and currently the fastest
growing segment of the nonprofit sectors in the countries under study. As
outlined, foundations are based on capital or assets which might also consists
of property including buildings. In former times foundations were exclusively
working as operating foundations. In other words, hospitals, orphanages or
poorhouses were foundations and either run by the church or the municipality.
However, the concept to donate a respectable amount of money in order to
start a foundation is a very modern idea dating back to the second half of the
19th century. At the heart of the modern 19th century foundation is the
concept of capital creation. Thus, right in accordance with the capitalistic way
of production the founder makes an investment for the common weal. His
asset is invested in the capital market. The returns serve as the operating
funds of the foundation. Foundations are also titled intermediaries because
they are providing funds for other nonprofit organizations, thus making their
life easier. Due to the long period of peace and affluence after the Second
World War currently a foundation boom takes place in the West European
countries. Starting in the early 1980s foundations have been of utmost
importance for the transition period in Central and Eastern Europe. Without
the support of international active foundations, such as the German Bosch
Foundation or the Soros Foundation, the process of transition and
democratization in the Central and Eastern European countries might have
been very different.

Finally, there is the co-operative. Again, the co-operative looks back
upon a long historic tradition going back to the co-operative movement of the
19th century (see the contribution by Pankoke). At the core of the co-
operative is the concept of self-help. At the very beginning of the co-
operative movement was the idea that economic problems are tackled most
efficiently by joining forces. A very good example is the economic situation
of peasants after the end of serfdom. Against the background that at that time
there was no private bank willing to sign a credit agreement, and no company
giving out seeds without payment, a bank or a seed shop organized as a co-
operative paved the way to economic improvement for peasants after serfdom
and for craftsmen who were no longer creditworthy. In a nutshell, a co-
operative is based on the idea that members by signing interests or by making
contributions are creating a stock, which is invested in order to get interests
and out of which at the same time are paid out loans exclusively for the
members of the co-operative. The very idea of the co-operative movement
was expressed by the at that time well known slogan “One for all, and all for
one” which means that a co-operative in its original form was strongly based
on the concept of solidarity or more precisely encompassing risk-sharing
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between its members. Those who were holding membership shares were
taking the risk of loosing their deposit, if one of the members was unable to
pay back his or her loan or if he or she were not playing according to the
rules. In Central and Eastern Europe the co-operative movement has been
strongly influenced by the ideas of Raiffeisen and Schulze-Delitsch, the
founders of the co-operative movement in Germany. Although, in the 20th
century the movement has continuously lost ground in such a way that the
former co-operatives have step by step developed into business entities, thus
giving up their nonprofit identity. Currently, there is a revival of the co-
operative idea and movement due to new initiatives from Southern Europe
and due to the fact that the European Commission highly appreciates the co-
operative concepts within its strategies aiming at the reduction of
unemployment (see Borzaga/Defourny, 2001). However, since co-operatives
aim at enhancing the economic undertakings of their members, such as small
business owners, craftspeople or farmers, it is disputed within the NPO
research community whether they belong to the nonprofit sector or not.
Without going further in detail of this controversy, let us take a closer look at
the legal stipulations of the three important legal forms for organizing
nonprofit activities in the following.

Voluntary Association

According to the definition of Klaus Neuhoff “Voluntary Organizations are
generally understood to be voluntary alliances of a number of individuals or
juridical persons in order to accomplish jointly a certain goal for a longer
period of time” (Neuhoff, 1997: 118). The association may be formed for any
legal purpose and as such is an appropriate vehicle for a nonprofit
organization. A distinction has to be made between associations having
official approval and those, which are not officially recognized as legal
entities. Those associations with official approval are legally accepted actors
and juridical personalities in the sense that they are able to act independently.
In other words, they are allowed to acquire property, rent office space, sign
contracts, open bank accounts or hire employees (Zimmer, 1996). Normally
voluntary associations receive the status of a juridical person through
registration.

Legally voluntary associations are represented by the board, which is also
responsible for the association’s internal affairs. The board may consist of
one or more citizens who are members of the association. As outlined earlier
the membership assembly is the highest body of the association, which has
comprehensive powers, thus appointing and removing the board. The
membership assembly of the association is also empowered to reframe the
organization’s goals and purposes by changing its bylaws.
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Activities and internal structure of a voluntary association are regulated
in its statutes and bylaws. As already mentioned, a constitutive element of an
association is its voluntary membership which means that nobody can be
forced to join the association in order to become a member, and no member
can be forced to remain in the association if he or she wants to cease the
membership.

Because associations are social groups that work towards the realization
of collective goals, they require a certain degree of organization which can
range from very informal to highly formal. Indeed, there is great leeway with
respect to the internal -organization of a voluntary association. Furthermore,
internal relationships in an association are based neither on an exchange of
work for money nor on formal work contracts. The members offer input, e.g.
membership fees, support in administrative matters of the association, their
free time, etc. for the realization of the common goal. Although there are
minor differences with respect to the legal regulations concerning creation
and operation of a voluntary association among the countries under study*,
there is no doubt that voluntary associations in Central and Eastern Europe
have a lot in common. In sum, “by virtue of its flexible internal organization,
its relative ease of foundation and maintenance as well as the lack of legal
minimum capital requirement, the association may be regarded as the basic
legal form for civic engagement. It is a particularly appropriate legal form
where the unremunerated (honorary) activity of people is more significant
than the application of real resources” (see Rawert and Rybka on CD).

Foundation

There are two major types of foundations: While grant-making foundations
are working on behalf of the common weal by providing support (grants) to
individuals and/or organizations, operating foundations are not grant-making
but pursue their public benefit purpose by running a hospital, a museum or
any other institution which is working for the public benefit (Anheier, 2001b).
Additionally, there are conglomerate or hybrid forms which provide grants,
thus working as a grantmaking foundation, at the same time the particular
foundation runs a specific program, works as a think tank or operates a
museum or hospital. Although the operating foundation is very common
particularly in Central and Eastern European countries, definitions of
foundations almost exclusively relate to the grantmaking type of foundation.
Thus, according to the definition of Klaus Neuhoff “foundations are

4 In order to start a voluntary association German law requires a minimum of seven
members, while Austrian law requires a minimum of only four members. In the Czech
Republic, an association has to have at least three members at the time of creation, whereas
in Poland an association has to show proof of fifteen members.
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instruments, to be used by private individuals or juridical persons, and to be
endowed with private wealth. They can be defined as autonomous bodies of
assets, which are permanently dedicated to a specific purpose or purposes”
(Neuhoff, 1997). Helmut Anheier defines a foundation as the dedication of
financial assets towards a particular cause or goal. This dedication is
instituted by an intentional act of the founder (Anheier, 2001b).

Despite the differentiation between operating and grantmaking
foundations this particular legal entity of the nonprofit universe is based on a
bequest or donation provided for the pursuit of a specific purpose laid down
in an act of constitution. Comparable to the statute of a voluntary organization
the foundation charter or constitution is a very important document
determining the purpose, the property endowment, the domicile, the internal
bodies, and the name of the foundation.

Foundations are purely administrative organizations without owners or
members. Foundations are run by boards whose members are not elected.
Very often the board is nominated by the founder of the foundation, once
established it perpetuates itself through co-option. In other words, foundation
boards are subject to no further control, apart from purely legal regulation.
According to the expert of foundation law Peter Rawert a foundation board is
“solely responsible for running the foundation, although it is significantly
bound by the wishes of the founder as laid down in the foundation
constitution” (see Rawert on CD). It is very important to mention that the
founder of a foundation enjoys considerable leeway with respect to the
definition of the foundation's purpose. Once established a foundation is very
hard to change since the will of the founder is protected by law and has to be
respected. With respect to its internal administration the foundation is also a
very flexible organizational form. Besides the board further administrative
units, such as advisory boards, might be established in order to facilitate day-
to-day operations.

Again, the foundation is a common legal form for nonprofit organizations
in all countries under study, however, there are differences with respect to
detailed legal stipulations, use of terminology and capital requirement to set-
up a foundation among the countries under study. A case in point is the use of
the term foundation. Whereas in Eastern Europe the use of foundation is
restricted to the aforementioned legal entity, in Austria and Germany the
denotation Stiftung is not protected. Therefore, in these countries the word
Stiftung or Stift may be used in a name of an association, co-operative, or
even company (Sontheimer, 2003). There are also significant differences with
respect to the initial property endowed to the foundation by its founder.
Whereas in Austria, Germany, and Poland a respectable endowment is
necessary for setting up a foundation, in the Czech Republic and Slovakia a
comparatively small fund is just required for registration. Furthermore, in the
Czech Republic and in Slovakia foundations are exclusively grant making
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entities. Finally, some countries have special regulations for specific types of
foundations, such as community foundations, church foundations, and
company and family foundations. In the case of family and company
foundations it is widely discussed whether these two types of foundations are
admissible (For further information of these specific types of foundations see
Harauer, 2000 and Rawert on CD). According to the judgment of the
foundation law expert Peter Rawert the foundation appears “to be the most
suitable legal form for nonprofit organizations characterized by a particularly
long-term purposes, which are able to pursue their purposes by means of the
direct application of or the proceeds from a specified body of assets” (Rawert
on CD).

Co-operatives

Co-operatives are associations in which the members pursue personal gains.
Co-operatives differ from voluntary associations in their activities, and they
differ from the private economy since they provide services exclusively to
their members (Hartwig, 1997). Thus, a co-operative is an association of
citizens united voluntarily to meet common economic, social and cultural
needs and aspirations through a jointly owned and democratically controlled
enterprise. Co-operatives typically aim at enhancing the economic
undertakings of their members such as small business owners, craftspeople, or
farmers. Despite being engaged in business activities, historically, the legal
system did grant co-operatives nonprofit status since co-operatives tended to
lack a profit motive. Currently, however, it is disputed whether an
organization whose prime goal is to pursue individual goals of its members
should be treated on equal terms with a voluntary association or a foundation.
Some legal experts argue that co-operatives primarily operate in the economic
interests of their members by means of common commercial activity and
these purposes disqualify them from recognition as nonprofit organizations
(See Rawert on CD). However, as already outlined in some European
countries, particularly in Italy, France and Spain co-operatives are
unambiguously considered to be members of the nonprofit universe.
Furthermore, particularly the European Union is taking a more liberal point of
view towards co-operatives and assigns this type of organization to a specific
segment of the economy which in the wording of the EU is characterized as
“social economy”. This terminology underlines the fact that co-operatives or
mutuals are not profit oriented but stand for a specific type of enterprise, the
so-called social enterprise which operates simultaneously on behalf of its
members and the common weal.
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Public Benefit Organizations

Beside the two classical legal forms for nonprofit organizations - voluntary
association and foundation - some other legal forms came into being in the
four Visegrad States after the velvet revolution (see several contributions in
Salamon, et al. 1999). Some of them are designed to regulate successor
organizations of the socialist system, some like the public benefit
corporations are to a certain extent an innovative legal form for specific
nonprofit organizations.

In socialist times, the powerful state confiscated nearly all property of
associations and foundations and developed new organizational forms for
institutions of common use such as schools, universities, scientific institutes,
hospitals, residential social care institutions, theaters, museums, galleries,
castles, and swimming pools. All these institutions became property of the
state managed by so-called budgetary or subsidiary organizations established
for this purpose by the state or the municipalities. On the other hand, in nearly
all the formerly socialist countries, membership-based organizations such as
sports and social clubs, youth and women’s organizations, trade unions and
also political parties were either dissolved or transformed into parts of
uniform nationwide umbrella or mass organizations (see the contribution by
Mansfeldova et al.) subjected to the surveillance of the Communist Party or
its local organizations and branches.

The budgetary organizations in many of the former socialist countries
still exist. They represent a form of organized, public, to a certain degree self-
governed legal entity, whose directors are appointed and recalled by the
founder (state, province or municipality), and all incomes and expenditures
are part of the budget of the founder. Subsidiary organizations differ only in
the relation to the founder’s budget: they are usually given a fixed and fully
accountable contribution from the budget of the founder, but may generate
separate income through their activities.

After 1989 foreign legal experts recommended to local governments and
parliaments to change the legal form of the so-called budgetary or subsidiary
organizations either into private, nonprofit organizations or to make them
fully commercial through privatization. This resulted in the appearance of
new types of legal forms: public benefit corporations (Czech Republic 1995),
public benefit institutes (Hungary 1993), and not-for-profit organizations
providing public benefit services (Slovakia 1997).

These legal forms are commonly conceived as non-membership, non-
profit-distributing, not privately owned, publicly supervised providers of
services in common interest. The idea behind their creation was to allow for
transformation of originally subsidized organizations into new, half-private,
half-public, but certainly not-for-profit oriented legal entities. Today, these
organizations are independent in their economic activities, legally liable and



Organizational and Legal Forms 141

self-governed, but bound by incorporation articles and statutes to fulfill the
role according to the will of the founder, the state or local government
respectively. There is a very close nexus between government and these
organizations because the founders - government and local communities - are
appointing the members of the governing and statutory body — the board of
directors. In other words, the public benefit corporation constitutes a specific
form of a hybrid organization incorporating elements of a classical nonprofit
organization as well as of a public entity.

Currently, public benefit organizations constitute a fast growing segment
of the nonprofit sector in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe. For
example, in the Czech Republic, the number of public benefit organizations is
annually growing by hundreds. Nowadays, we find public benefit
organizations in almost any field of nonprofit activity ranging from education,
to art and culture and social services. Many theaters, which were originally
founded by the community of Prague, were transformed into public benefit
corporations. Currently it is widely discussed in the Eastern European
countries under study whether this specific legal form stands for the future of
many cultural, scientific, health, and social care institutions. However, at the
same time it is not quite clear whether public benefit corporations are
primarily used for politics of privatization and decentralization or, on the
contrary, whether the popularity of this specific legal form will pave the way
for a lively and embedded civil society.

4. NPOs and the Public Benefit Dimension

Despite the fact that there are specific legal forms, which are widely used for
organizing nonprofit activities in the countries under study, legislation has not
codified an organizational form, which is nonprofit as such. In other words, in
the countries under study legislation does not provide any specific legal form
for those activities that generally are connected with the notion of a third or
nonprofit sector, namely operating as a nonprofit enterprise and providing
services for the general public. Thus, the nonprofit universe is confusing due
to the fact that many organizational forms, also those which originally were
exclusively designed for for-profit activities, may serve as the legal
framework for nonprofit endeavors. If those organizations are fulfilling
special requirements laid out in the tax law of the respective country (see
chapter by Simon) they are awarded public benefit status. Endowed with the
public benefit status those organizations are qualified to belong to the
nonprofit sector.

A correlation between working for a charitable purpose and tax privileges
is observable in all countries under study. By law, organizations pursuing a
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charitable purpose can choose an organizational form that guarantees tax
privileges. In Germany, for example, the switch from a limited liability
company to a public benefit limited liability company is a prerequisite for tax
privileges. The switch in organizational form is only possible if the state
authorities accept the charitable cause, i.e., the public benefit dimension, the
organization works to promote.

Table 1: Fields of activity of NPOs that can be subject to tax privileges
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Amateur sports

Arts

Assistance to, or protection of physically or mentally handicapped
people

Assistance to refugees

Charity

Civil or human rights

Consumer protection

Culture

Democracy

Ecology or the protection of environment

Education, training, and enlightenment

Elimination of discrimination based on race, ethnicity, religion, or
any other legally proscribed form of discrimination

Elimination of poverty

Health or physical well-being

Historical preservation

Humanitarian or disaster relief

Medical care

Protection of children, youth, and disadvantaged individuals
Protection or care of injured or vulnerable animals

Relieving the burdens of government

Religion

Science

Social cohesion

Social or economic development

Social welfare

Any other activity that is determined by appropriate national
authority to support or promote public benefit

Source: Gajewski et al. (2002)
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According to several studies, a survey conducted by the International Center
for Not-for-Profit Law (ICNL) (Irish/Rutzen/Simon, 1996), and a compa-
rative study of public benefit activities recognized in legal systems of several
countries (Pajas, 1999), the understanding and definitions of public benefit
activities and purposes differ substantially among the countries under study.
Nevertheless, again there are a number of similarities. ICNL was able to
determine that certain areas of activity are in almost all organizations in the
Central and Eastern European countries linked to charitable purposes.
Examples can be seen in Table 1 above, which makes clear that there are
many goals, which qualify nonprofit organizations for preferential tax
treatment. Against the background of blurring boundaries, it is not surprising
that many organizations, particularly the large welfare organizations,
increasingly tend to change their organizational form, thus opting in favor for
a private and originally for-profit legal form which reflects the current
zeitgeist of a primarily market driven economy.

5. Other Legal Forms for Specific NPOs

By comparing the legal forms available to NPOs in the countries under study,
many similarities can be discerned, but at the same time there are a confusing
number of different legal regulations. To complete the confusing picture,
special regulations have been issued in these countries concerning
organizations that fulfill an important political function or show proof that
they are deeply rooted in history.

For example, the Catholic Church and several Protestant churches (both
established and very new ones) have played and still play a very important
role in the development of the third sector. But they have some features that
make them unique: they are economically active, they have special relations
with the state, in some countries they may still be a part of the political
establishment, and their economic situation needs special treatment as well.

Similarly, the trade unions and employers’ associations play a special role
in the labor market, serving as tools for communication and display of power
between the two sides of job creation: the job provider and the job holder.
Their main purpose is to protect the interests of their members, one against
the other and with respect to the state and its legislation.

Special treatment is also needed in the case of professional chambers.
They exist in several forms, but have the same or similar features in all
countries. Their membership is composed of persons with specific
educational backgrounds. They protect the interests of those professionals
capable of independent and individual practice of their professions and
promote and oversee ethical behavior in the relevant profession. They also
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serve as strong advocates for the interests of those professionals, many times
providing services and support for them. More than that, in many cases
membership in a professional chamber may be an obligatory condition for
access to certain positions on the public or even on the private labor market.
In such cases, the state usually extends several important monitoring, ethical
and other regulatory measures that would otherwise to be executed by state
authorities to the chamber self-governing bodies.

Another special situation occurs when a membership-based organization
has been established by law. A textbook example is the Red Cross, an
organization that has evolved from a voluntary association to an international
force. The need to participate in international exchange of assistance and
experience in protecting human health prompted many countries to regulate
this initiative through a special law that allows for a unique relationship
between this organization and the state, including access to public resources
and the use of certain public facilities.

Finally, all the countries under study have special regulations for political
parties, which are located on the borderline between civil society and the
state. On the one hand, they are an important part of civil society as they are
membership-based organizations that support the articulation and aggregation
of different interests. On the other hand, political parties are closely linked to
the sphere of the state, for example, the members of parliament. In other
words, political parties as a constituent part of the civil society require a
special and detailed study, which would necessarily be combined with
politics, defense, economy, media, public relation topics and other
considerations.

6. Summary

The main objective of this chapter has been to provide an overview of the
most important organizational and legal forms of nonprofit organizations. It
became obvious that nonprofit organizations can be analyzed by using a
number of different approaches. Categorizations of NPOs applying the
various approaches lead to different pictures of the nonprofit sector. Although
there is only a minor correlation between the legal forms of the NPOs and the
analytical criteria used to structure the nonprofit sector, the legal form is of
immense importance to the manner in which goals are realized within the
organization.

The legal forms have developed out of a long-standing legal tradition.
The three classical legal forms present in Central Europe — the voluntary
association, the foundation, and the co-operative — differ in details and in
country-specific regulations among the six countries that are the topic of this
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volume. An additional legal form — the public benefit corporation —
developed in the four Visegrad states after the introduction of liberal
democratic structures. Finally, there is the option to take on a private
organizational form, such as the limited liability company, and acquire a
charitable status for the organization. The criteria by which state authorities
decide whether to officially recognize something as a charitable cause are
very similar in all countries under study.

The case studies concerning the nonprofit sector in this volume show that
there has been an expansion of the nonprofit sector.

“A veritable associational revolution appears to be under way at the global level, as
citizens and policy makers have begun looking to nonprofit organizations to resolve the
multiple crisis of welfare state, development, socialism, and the environment
(Salamon/Flaherty).

At the same time, the internal diversification of the sector has increased
considerably. This development leads to new challenges in all the countries
under study. In the first place, it must be evaluated whether and to what extent
the traditional legal forms will prove to be valuable in the current
development process, which is characterized by transformation tendencies
prompted by an increase in the degree of professionalization, globalization,
commercialization, and a debate on ethical standards. Furthermore, with
regard to European unification, it must be taken into consideration whether
the EU requires binding and standardized regulatory frameworks for NPOs or
whether the high level of differentiation of the legal forms in fact functions to
support the sector. Finally, significant experimentation is under way with the
different organizational forms, resulting in the development of mixed legal
forms. NPO leaders will need to keep an eye on current legal developments
and their impact on their organizations’ management.
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