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[Abstract]

{zlobalization is often defined in terms of the new era of rapid dewvelopment
of the multinational corporation. Additionally, political glohalization is often
conceptualized as a plaving field not limited to a discrete unit {such as a
nation-state) but rather open to complex, multi-leve] actors, above and within
a particular state. There is a growing body of scholarship addressing the
affects of globalization on local governance and state sovereignty. Only
recently have researchers hegun to examine the third sector of society to
better understand the role of non-governmental organizations (MN30s) in
todav’'s global society. Clearly changes hawe been profound, raising a mmmber
of guestion for policy-makers as thev address issues concerning social welfare
responsibilities, glohal poverty, and dewelopment. This paper hegins by
employing the social origing model to explain the changes in NGO
development, method of operation, and role in governance brought about by

globalization.



Finally, the paper concludes by presenting posaible future trends in NGO
development and suggesting constructive roleg for policy actors. Thronghout
the paper focuses on the environmental subksector and environmental MNGOs in
Loth China and the 113, as an illustrative example.

Author. Feter L. (zess, International Center for Democratic (zowernance,
University of Georgia Athens, Georgia, TJSA

The fruth fe that government and fhe npooproflt secfor faws
enfanad info & Fauvstfen barsain, and either {or bothl may lose fis
goil jn the proosss,

H. Brinten Milward({ 1296, 83}

Ewen though wolunteers and the spirit of wolunteerism hawve around for
centuries, it has only heen during the past one or two decades that
volunteers” role in society has emerged as a field of study. Often woluntary
organizations are said to form the third sector, in contrast to government and
business, which make up the first two sectors. This third sector, also often
referred to as civil society, is comprised of not-{for-profit or non-governmental
organizations {MN3O0s), which carry out a wvariety of functions and activities.
Furthermore, in the most recent years, scholars have come to realize that the
third sector is not unigue to the United States. WNGOs can be found in ewery
country, in every corner of the glokhe.

Az the third sector plays an increasingly important role in the delivery of
public services thought traditionally the responsibility of the state, warious
igssues facing hoth the theory and practice of public administration need to he
examined, and hopefully resolwved. As Milward, Provan and Else{1993) states,
both the effects of state funding on nonprofit organizations and the insulation
form citizen control that such arrangements create need normative and
empirical attention (322}, They define hollowness ad the degree to which
government agencies are separated from their ontputs, and sugeest that we
‘construct a model that relates the characteristics of “hollowness” to a set of
dependent variables (efficiency, effectiveness, responsiveness, accountahbility
and equity) that are used to judze governmental performance” {322).

Many of these issues are most salient for today’s public administrators who
manage the interactions Letween the zectors, and wi]] continue to he as we
head into the new millennivm and more and more governmental

respongibilities are dewaolved to third parties. In fact, even twenty yearz amo
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IWusgolf (1980} and others were concerned about the meaning of accountahbility
for ormganizations half in, half out of the public sector: “Suspicion exists that
the nonprofits are likely to he wehicles for private entrepreneurs who are
pursuing, if not a partisan or private interest, at least a highly personal
vigion of the public good 124). Indeed, the accountakility issue seems
paramount, and Estelle James (1989} presents a nice summary of such
concerng as how the government holds NGOs accountable, what strings are
attached to public funds, do governmental regulations alter the nature of third
sector service delivery, and do public funds canse woluntary organizations to
loge their autonomons nature and hecome mere extensions of the state.

Jeffrey Brudney (199}, in his examination of government agency reliance on
volunteers, stresses that such inwolvement makes public organizations
dependent on their citizen participants for hoth guality and responsiveness of
government services. Volunteers may even play a role in defining the goals of
puklic organizations (75-83). According to Sullivan (1987), by turning
production of public services ower to private groups, governments can
effectively waive constitutional restraints, creating a serions threat to
constitutiona)l rights and democracy. Donald Kett] (1988) is concerned about
the implications for theory as the inwolvement of the third sector upsets
traditional and hierarchy, as well as neutral competence (25-28). Finally,
Lipsky and Smith {1989-9)) maintain that nonprofit service organizations
weligh eguity and responsiveness differently from government as thev focus on
serving those clients compatible with the nonprofit’s mission (632).

With al]l of these overwhelming concerns, there must he some justification for
government-third sector partnerships. Of course in this day of constricted
governmental agency resources and a growing distrast of bureancracy, the
voluntary sector has stepped into a woid. But are there other, more positive
reasons for the involvement of nonprofits?  Anheier and Seibel identify six
justifications for the state to delegate some of its responsibilities: 1) to create
a buffer to protect some services from political influence; 2) to escape from
some known weakness: 3) to put the activity where the rea] talent exists: 4)
to spread power according to participation theory: 5) to provide gowernment
with delivery structures not found internally: and &) to extend activities
without adding emplovees {144). Brian O'Connel]l (1998) sugsests that the
largest contribution the sector has to offer is the independence they provide

for innovation, adwocacy, criticism, and where necessary, reform. He is guick



to add, additionally, that “Efforts by all Americans, including the Fresident
and Congress, should be dewoted to hullding upon that unigueness without
exagzerating what the sector can do or what gowvernment should not do” (225).

Recent scholarship has found it difficult to discuss the new roles and growth
of NGOz without addressing globalization effects. Of course mmch attention
has been given to economic globalization and gowernance at the international,
national, regional, and local levels, and this globalization has greatly affected
relationships among the sectors. Howewer, it iz also important speak in terms
of “political globalization,” which Cerny {1997, 2B3) defines as politics being
increasing shaped not within insulated units {such as a particular state) but
rather by complex multi-lewe] actors, acting in mmlti-layered networks, ahowe
arnr]l across as we]]l as within state bounds. Such political globalization has
catalvzed rapid third sector growth, and has canse an ewvolution of state-MNGD
re]ationships.

This paper analyzes an interesting and wnder-—reported manifestation of
political  globalization: the new, emerging role of the nonprofit or
nonsovernmental organization in gowvernance at all lewels. 1 begin by first
defining the third sector, which is in itself no simple task. MNext I will launch
into a discussion of the warious concepts which attempt to descrike the
development of N:0s and their relationship with the state in varions
countries. MNext 1 wi]]l present some of the challenges of a “globalized third
sector,” on movernance, offering adwice for policy makers. Finally, 1 will applv
these concepts to a specific third “subsector” in a  specific  country:

environmental NGOs in China.

[. The Third Sector Defined

In order to compare the third or civil society sector in warious counties, we
muat be certain that the unit of analysis is the same regardless of the location
or nation. This is easily accomplished by defining the elements that comprize
the third sector according to five specific criteria. First of all, organizations
must be organized and institutional to some degree, perhaps signified by a
legal charter or other method. Second, these entities mnst e institutionally
geparate from government, although they may receive significant gowernment

support. Third, they mmst not return profits generated to their owners or
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directors. they must be self-governing. And finally, elements of the third
gector must involve some meaningful degree of volunteeriam, since it iz the
embodiment of this principle that forms the core of civi] society (Salamon and
Anheier 1997a, 61).

It iz one thing to define nonprofit or nongovernmental organizations, bat it
isz guite another to operationalize the definition to create wariakles so that the
third sector can be compared cross-nationally. Two key wariables defining a
country's nonprofit sector are the scale of its operations and its sources of
gupport. Scale can he measured by examining such things as employment,
operating expenditures, and wolunteers and wolunteer time. Sources of
financia] support for nonprofits include donated or contributed income, the
puklic sector, and the sale of serwices or products. When these wvariables are
applied to warions third sectors around the world, it is easy to demonstrate
the mreat wvariation in both sources of funding and scale {Salamon and Anheier
1997k

I. The Secial Origins Theory of Third Sector Development

Centra] to the social origins theory is the notion that complex phenomena ]ike
the emergence of the welfare state or democracy or even the third sector cannot
be easily understood by examining a single factor, such as indunstrialization or
gocial entreprenenrs. Rather these phenomena are heavily congtrained by prior
patterng  of historical, cwltural, and social development. According  to
Feping-Anderson (1990, 31,32), there are three distinct welfare regimes: 1) the
“liberal” welfare state common in Anglo-Saxon countries and characterized by
limited assistance with strict entitlement rules. 27 the “corporatist’ welfare
gtate more common on the continent of Furope in which the state supplies
welfare assistance but preserves many of the status differences of pre-modern
gociety, and 3} the “social democratic’ welfare states of the MNordic counties
characterized by universalism and a separation of welfare prowvision from the
market system. Salamon and Anheier were able to adapt there ideas to create

a mode] of third sector regime as shown in Tahle 1.



¢Tahle 1> Modsl of Third Sector Regime:!

Government Social Nenprofit Scals

f i .
Welfare Spencing Loy High
High Gocial Dermocratic Corporatist
Lo Gtatist, Litweral

* From Salamen and Anbeler, 19595b,

This table differentiates the regimes according to two dimensions: the scale
of the nonprofit sector and the extent of government social welfare spending.
The liberal regime, upon which much of the nonprofit theory has been framed,
congists of low government social welfare spending associated with a large non
profit sector. It features a significant ideological and political hostility to an
extension of government social welfare protections and a decided preference for
voluntary approaches. At the opposite extreme is the social democratic regime,
characterized by high government spending and low nonprofit involvement in
welfare gervice delivery {but not in other activities, such as social or ewven
recreational interestg). This regime most likely exists where the working class
iz able to exert effectiwve political power to coerce the government into fulfilling
itz needs. In the corporatist regime the government has heen either forced or
induced to partner with the third sector in serwice delivery, Jeading to a
rather swrprising increase in the civil society sector with a corresponding
increase in government social welfare protection and nonprofit activity. Such a
regime occurs when government exercises power on its own hehalf, or for
business and economic elite, but with a degree of antonomy sustained by Jong
traditions of deference and a pliant citizenry.

Salamon and Anheier (1996L) were akle to collect data for eight countries
{1J.5., UK., France, (Germany, ltaly, Sweden, Hungary, and Japan] and apply
it to critically analyze the results of this exercise. However, the empirical data
gathered give considerable support to this approach. A]l] fouwr of the regime
types were reflected by the countries examined {Hungary was omitted because
recent political and economical upheaval defied classification) as demonstrated
in Takle Z. Importantly, the nonprofit sector is treated not as an isolated
rhenomenon but rather as an integral part of a social system whose role and
scale is a hyproduct of a complex set of historical forces. Distinct patterns are

evident that can he analvzed and compared; certain circumstances are more
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congenial to the Llossoming of nonprofit institutions than others, amd the
resulting shape and character of the third sector ig affected by the social

forces that give rise to it.

{Tabkle 2> Teet of Bocial Origine Model of Monprofit Bector:

Government Social Nonprofit Scale
Welfare Spending Loy High
Sirera! Dernecside CHOU O {2
Hicih Eweden Cieremacy
Huneary France
Siatiad Liberal
Lo Japan s,
nE.

*From Salamaon and Anheler, 19565,

Such a theory iz a tremendous aid for public administration, hoth for
research and practice. The social originsg theory illuminates why and to what
extent a third sector dewelops within a given country. Howewer, this approach
does little to provide insight for the puklic administrationist concerned with the
interactions hLetween his or her agency and a nonprofit organization. Indeed,
not only does it fai] to describe relationships at this “micro’ leve], it also falls
short in describing the "macro Jewe], where the state and the third sectors
interact as entities. FPerhaps a mode] describing such relationships can provide
enlightenment.

. Toward a Model of Interaction

There are important levels of interaction hbetween MNGOs and government, and
geveral scholars attempt to describe these in terms of linkages. The first
posgibility, sitomomsy, describes the sitnation in which the gowernment has
effectively no interaction with the third sector and no contro]l ower BIGOD
resowrces. faw linkage refers to onlv moderate interaction between the sectors.
Moderste describes some but no regular interaction. High linkage occurs when
there is much interaction, but the MNEDs are able to maintain some control
over the flow of resources to and from themselwes. Finally, the situation where

government controls heavy interaction with the MNGOs iz referred to as



direction (Esman and Uphoff 1984, 153)

These different lewvels are easily understood in terms of a linear mode]l based
upon the power relationship between government and the third sector {Coston
1998, 362-64). The left of the scale represents asymmetrica) power, described by
a governmental power adwantage. The right end of the scale describes a sharing
of power hetween the two sectors. This model does not go as far as to describe a
power centered in the nonprofit sector, as this is rarely the case. (It seems that
this is possible in some deweloping countries, in which the third sector receiwves
considerable funding from foreign government and other international donors, and
where the government iz Joocked upon unfavorably hoth internally and
externallv.) At some point alomg the spectrum  resistance to  institutiona)
plaralism gives way to acceptance, that is the government accepts MGz as
legitimate actorz in soclety. The eight types of government-MGD relationships,
from complete asymmetry to symmetry, are repression, rivalry, competition,
contracting, third party, cooperation, complementary, and collaboration (Coston
1998, 364-75).

In both the cases of repression and rivalry, there are unfavorakble
government policies toward MNGZOs. These can ke formal through laws that
forbid woluntary organizations angd some services, or through policies that
mandate reporting and operating procedures that can inhikit efficient NGO
operations. More informal government polices may include a refusal to provide
services heneficial to NGO development, or a2 mandate that there services Le
provided slugsishly. The MGD response may be to sway local opinion away
from compliance with government policy in general. Such is the case with the
“second society of informal and unregistered Islamic associations in Eegvpt
{Salamon and Anheler 1998a, 107). In any case, repression is simply an
extreme caze of rivalry.

Competition between government and MNGOs can be viewed both economically
and politically. Fronomically, they may compete for external funding {from
foreign sources) or for community contributions to service provision. Politically,
INizls may be view as unwanted critics of government as we]] as usurpers of
government power. Some governments fear that auntonomous organizations wil]
challenge their political control or provide political bases for subwversion,
Jompetition can wield positive results, especially when there is a greater
respongiveness to Jocal needs, and greater acconntability. Howewer, such

competition mav complicate greater cooperation which will henefit not only
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Loth sectors, but also citizens.

Contracting iz the first relationship categnry under an  institutiona)
pluralistic umbrella. In this case, the state remains the essential actor while
operation activities are dewolved to other organizations. Very often a difference
between serwice prowision and serwice production is described; the government
iz responsikle for provision, even if other organizations are producing the
services. Oshorne and Gaebler {1992) offer a nice analogy: the distinetion
Letween steering and rowing a hoat.

Third-party government iz closely related to contracting. In this relationship,
government shares a substantial degree of itz discretion ower the spending of
pukblic funds as well as the implementation of public policy with MNGOs.
Salamon {1989) and others hawve described a set of tools awvailable to
government including not only contracts, but also loans, Joan gnarantees, and
insurance. These tools sti]] transfer serwvice production to third parties, ut at
the same time allow for citizens to choose their own service provider, resulting
in less federa] influence over any one N0, Many international donor agencies
actively promote third-party government {USAID 1995) and other countries,
such as the UJS, hawe arrived there throush decentralization and downsizing.

A cooperative relationship hetween mowvernment and the third sector invalves
information sharing, resowce sharing, and joint action. This occcurs when there
iz a free flow of information between the two sectors, each informing the other
of its respective operations where deemed necessary: MNGEOs follow
government’s rules; and government policy is positive, or at the wvery least
neutral, toward the NGO sector. Thus, there is an unconstrained coexistence
of the two sectors’ operations {Kramer 1981).

The underlving essence of hoth complementary and collaboration is an
emphasis on comparative adwvantage, or mnutual resulting benefits for hoth
gectors. The distinction between this type of relationship and one of
cooperation is the recognition of a more specialized role for MNz0s, as opposed
to a supplementary or competitive one. Generally speaking, NGOs" service
delivery adwantages are combined with governments advantages in resource
generation and democratic priority setting. Often, the bottom-up action by
Mizs can he seen as complementary to the top-down action of government.
The distinction between co]laboration and complementary is that a
collaborative relationship is mnch more formal: the informal nature of

complementary may restrict the relationship to  particolar service and



geographical areag, or to certain MNGOs.

Complicating  the wocabulary, collaboration is  often referred to  as
coproduction. This is not produaction set against provision, as the relationship
involves government’'s sharing of responsibility and operation with other
actorg, including private enterprise and NGOs. It entails NGO participation in
planning and, at a mininmm, consideration of MG input in policy making. It
should be noted that anthentic collaboration between the sectors is difficult, if
not impossible to obtain. Several acholars hawe gone as far as to say that
MNG0s at best will be considered junior partners (Kramer 1981) or that
collaboration exists in name only {Salamon 1987).

The adwantage of this spectrum of descriptive relationship iz that it allows
both the scholar and practitioner to scan a glven enwironment to classify the
government-INzD  interactions. Howewer, this mode]l relies on only one
dimension: degree of institntional pluralism as a function of the power
relationship. Obviously, this can be difficult to operationalize and gquantify.
What is needed iz a working model which relies upon the previously defined

variables of sector scale of operations and sources of support.

V. A Concept of Sector-State Relationships

The scale of operations is a good indicator of the strength of the third
gector: the greater the scale, the stronger the sector. Likewize, the interest of
the state in the third sector can be revealed Ly examining third sector sources
of support: government intereat and walue leads to financial support. It iz alao
necesgary to add a less easily guantified wvariable describing the regulatory
nature of the state ower the third sector. The specific waws in which
gector-state relationship play out depends on the strength and structure of the
gector as we]]l as the nature and interest of gowernment. In general, three
generic types of relationships can he identified: the non-interventionist mode],
the regulatory mode], and the mediated or balanced mode].

In the rcase of the non-interventionist model, the states is relatiwely
laisgeztaire regarding the third sector, neither regulating extensively nor
supporting direct]y. This can produce two scenarios, depending upon the strength
of the third sector. First, in the case of a weak or underdeveloped woluntary
gector, the result wil]l he relative isclation hetween the state and N0s, with the
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third sector performing wel]] helow its potential. On the other hand, if the third
gector iz quite strong, non-intervention by the astate may produce an autonomous
voluntary sector, with or withont accountability to the public depending on the
capacity and willineness of the sector to bhe aelfregulating Among developed
countries, Australia and MNew Yesland provide perhaps the hest examples of
comparatively non-interventionist national sowernment and relatively strong
sector, producing considerable autonomy (Fhilips 1993, A).

Although wirtually ewery country has some form of regulation of the
voluntary sector, the regulatory model iz defined by the predominance of
regulation and regulatory institotions in structuring the relationship hetween
the state and the woluntary sector. This implies a state keenly interested in
shaping a particular kind of relationship in which concerns over accountahility
are paramount. Perhaps a mood example of this mode]l in practice is the
United States. The relationship hetween the government and the third sector
here iz shaped largely through the Internal Revenue Service {IRS). Mot only
does the IRS set and enforce detailed regulations for financial management
and puklic disclosure of information, hut it shapes the conduct of management
practice more broadly in wery specific detail {Willlams 1998a, Williams 1998L).
Regulation by the IRS iz reinforced by other legislation, such as a Taxpaver's
Bill of Rights, by self-regulation, and b¥ extensive regulation at the state lewel,
particnlarly in relation to fundraising activities {for example, see State of
Georgla Code Sections 43-17-9 and 458-8-3). Thus the effect of the resulatory
institntion is not only to ensure accountakbility, but to provide assistance to
organizations and to promote transparency. Ewen though the growing natire of
state regulation is seen by some to be excessive {Salamon and Anheier 1997h,
364-5), the relationship in the United States has considerable support from the
gector itse]f and does not necessarily imply government dominance { Charity
1999)

The third mode] classification, mediated or halanced, describes a relationship
among relatively equal parties. It thus reqguires a state mindful of the important
role of the woluntary sector and a strong and well-organized third sector.
Gsovernment both regulates and supports the sector, recognizing a large degree
of auntonomy for the sector while providing considerakle transparency for the
puklic. Shared understanding and mechanisms for dialogue between the sectors
provide a conmection and the ahility to adapt to changing circumstances. The
balanced mode] is hest exemplified in England where the Charity Commission, a



government department without a minister, supervises, educates and adwvizes

yoluntary organizations {Ware 1989}

V. An Integrated Framework

The social originsg theory, the mode]l of interaction, and the concept of
state—sector relationship outlined akove can he combined to provide a valuakle
too] to Loth scholars and practitioners. This integrated framework can Le
displayed graphically to demonstrate the inherent nature of these sectors in
society (Figure 1). The framework is laid out along two axis: sovernment
inwolvement {measure in terms of scale). The four gquadrants are defined in
terms of social origin {social democratic, corporatist, statist, and liberal) as
we]l as state-sector relationship {regulatory, mediated or balanced,
non-interventionist  isolated and non-interventionist  antonomous).  The
descriptions of interaction can be seen as points |ocated within quadrants. It
is important to point oot that these points are Jocated in Figare 1 for
descriptive purposes only: in reality, these interactions are by no means
discrete points, but can vary within a gquadrant {or even move across an axis
to another guadrant) according to the actual sitwation found in a miven
geographical or service area. Algo, whether or mot a particnlar type of
interaction ig located in the southern or northern hemiszphere hags more to do
with where the interaction between the gowernment and the third sector is
formal or informal than anvthing else. As mentioned prewviously, repression and
rivalry may be either formal or informal. The progression from competition to
contracting to third party, as we]]l as the one from cooperation to complementary
to collakhoration, is one of increasing formality.

Liost important]y, it is important to recognize that this framewoaork does not
do justice to the complexity of the origins and relationships and the third
sector. Howewver, this can serwe as a heuristic for a comparative study of the

voluntary sector in varions countries.

Figurs 1, A Framework for Government—Third Bector Relationshipe

High Government Involwement
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VI. Political Gleobalization and the Third Sector

The past twenty-five wears hawe zeen a tremendous growth in the third sector
go that now the combined tota] of Nk in the advanced economies and the
deweloping countries iz at )east in the tens of thousands. The adwanced
economies, plus the multilateral organizations, plus MG0s themselves, hawve
accounted for between $60 billion and $65 Lillion in aid to deweloping
countries annually for the past decade. The largest number of internationally
orienteqd MNEOSE  among  the Organization of Feonomic Oooperation and
Development {QECD) nations come from the United States. In 1998, there
were 417 TJ.S. MNGE0s registered with the 1J.8. Agency for International
Development {UJSAID) as organizations engaged in overseas relief and
development. And such growth is not limited to dewvelopment, the grow in
numkers of indigenons M30s has been dramatic (Dichter 1999, 39-40).

But why this tremendous srowth and glohalization of NGOs around the
globe? The reasons are as diverse as the third sector iteelf (Figure 2).

Figurs 2, Btimuli to NE Bector Growth and Globalization



The Retreat of the State

The growth of the multinational corporation in the 1%60s has Leen well
documented. A more subtle paralle]l growth which Legan about a decade ]later
was the development of a global nonprofit sector. This rather slow growth was
accelerated in the 1980s and 90s, as the role and size of the state were
reduced. There are many reasons for this, including less social spending and
privatization of many government serwvices. In the T1I.5., for example,
“Reagonomics dictated that tax cuts for the wealthy and Jarge corporations
wi]] hawve a ‘trickle-down effect, thereby compensating for a decrease in
social-welfare programs. Many nations around the world needed stabilization
and stractural adjustment programs to stave off economic collapse. These
states then cut hack domestic programs to reduce fiscal deficits. Very often
the third sector stepped into the woid left by the state {Lindenberg 19939,
151-52).

Fergistent Fowverty and Armed Conflict

The past seweral decades hawve witnessed persistent poverty on a glohal scale.
Indeed, structural adjustment programs of supranational organizations such as
the World Bank, the United MNations Dewelopment Frogramme, the
International Monetary Fund, and others have appeared to improve the lot of
a select few, while increasingly marginalizing the majority of people in
developing countries (Fillay 1998, 11-13). Global and local NGOs have began
to address issues of persistent poverty; it remains to he seen if the third
gsector wi]l] =ave greater success than the state or the international
organizations.

At the same time, the 1250z and the new millenninm hawve witnessed
continued natural and manmade disasters and conflicts. Very often only relief
and ald nongovernmental organizations are allowed Ly the controlling
anthorities to help affected citizens. The current Middle East crisis is perhaps
the Lest example. This new mandate for global MEOs, by the way, has created

an increasinglv dangerous work environment for ald workers and wolunteers.

ollapae of the Soviet Union,
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The fa]]l of the Berlin Wall and the collapse of the Soviet Union had
far-reaching effects on the globalization of the third sector. First of all, the
regional halance of the deweloping world was upset. MNations, such as Cuba,
who had come to rely on the Cold War support of the Soviets suddenly found
themselves without economic and political backing. Although western donor
nations were willing to give aid to some of the affected countries, this simply
resulted in a shift of support away from traditional “front line” client states
{Lindenberg 1999, 152). Additionally, the 1990s ushered in a growth in the
numher of people, in the hundreds of millions, living under new or
re—established democratic regimes. The resulting expanded ciwi] liberties and
personal freedoms allowed for increased space for ciwil society development,

anr] MN0s once again stepped into this new arena.

The power of Technolo

Without a doukt, one of the sreatest contributors to expanded growth and
globalization rates of the third sector has been technology. Suddenly, NGO
volunteers and staffers found themselwves just an e-mail message, fax, or
telephone call away from their own members as well as supporting structures
and networks. Technology has enhanced collaboration hetween OECD and
indigenous nongovernmental organizations. It has decreased awerage response
times angd increased efficiency and management of operations. The Internet has
proved a great source for information, and nonprofits hawve hegun to effectively
employ it as a dynamic too] for gathering information, for recruiting, and for
organizing. Just as importantly, technology has hbeen effectively utilized in
adwocacy and fundraising efforts {Rodgers 2001).

A Mew Volunteer Ethic

As noted previously, the past decades have seen a tremendows growth in the
number of wolunteers. Governments have begun to rely on volunteers more and
more to provide many of the serwices traditionally thought to helong to the
government sector. Additionzally, following somewhat of a2 lkacklash to
materialism so prevalent in western cultures in the 1580s and 90z, many
individuals and groups hawve twrned to vwolunteeriam as wavy of achieving a
certain satisfaction. Indeed private giving has reached al]l time records as

people respond to humanitarian emergencies in such places as Somalia,



Rwanda, Bosnia, Eosovo, and the Middle East. The September 11 tragedies in
the [J.5. hawe resulted in donations of almost 600 million to the American
Red Cross {www.redcross.org). (lobal NGOs have also worked hard to promote

a new ideo]ogy of wolunteerism as a response to global problems.
Institntions of Higher [earning’ Mot Just Ivory Tower

Althongh colleges, universities and institutions of higher education hawe not
been traditionally considered nongowvernmenta)l organizations in the strictest
genge, one could argue that they are third sector entities. They contribute to
the mrowth and development of citizens and provide an atmosphere for
activism, service, and engagement. In the UJ.S., innowative uniwversity
presidents have begun to speak in terms of the "global university f{gee, for
example, University of Georgia President Michae] Adams® State of the
University Address, 2001 and 2002). As universities think about competing
successfully in todav’'s global society, administrators and faculty members are
Leginning to provide international opportunities for students. TJ.S universities
hawe wervy strong public service and outreach mission, and are heginning to
launch applied research, technical assistance, and training projects ahroad. In a
recent survey, Devereux and Durning (2001} found that a full 70% of 1S,

schools of public policy and management are engaged In internationa) activities.

V. The Effects of Globalization on Government-Third
Sector Relationships

Takle 1 and Figure 1 present the Social Origing theory of MG development
and MN-state relationships, respectively. This is an excellent starting point, hut
only partly explains real-world interactions. The single most important effect of
globalization on the third sector around the world is that it has added a new
layer of governance networking Retirning to Cerny's conceptualization of political
globalization, a whole new cadre of actors have heen added to the plaving field.
Again, the governance within a state is suhject to plavers within, withont and
acrogs. Just as the global corporations and the international governing
bodies{United Mations, World Trade Organization, World Bank) affect
decision-making at the national, regional, and local levels, so too do global INGOs



Globaliration and Governmance § A e Eole For o Govsnmeenia ]l Oeganimtionss? 17

affect gowernance.

In addition to the mode]l of state-BE interaction reflected in Figure 1,
there are algo NGEO-MGD interaction structures. Very often thege are based on
the relationships among MNGOs in the developed economiezs and those in the
developing countries. Although there iz no well-developed typology for such
interactions, Lindenkerg and Dohel (1999, 17-18) map sewveral emerging
gtructures, including confederations, federations, bumble hee and loose
networks and alliances {Figure 3).

It iz one thing to simply state that globalization is changing governance at
the MG{-state interface, and gunite another to Jist the challenges of such
evolution. Im 1999, the senior leadership of ten glohal deweloped economy
relief and development MNGs organized a conference to, among other things,
identify the challenges presented by the changing global enwvironment.
Although this iz the “other side of the coin,” from policy maker perspectives, so
to speak, I maintain thevy are the same concerns shared by government
officials, and ate Luildinzg Llocks for positive state-third sector collaboration.
the challenges identified by the mroup are {as adopted from Lindenkerg and
Dokel 1989, 7-8):

1. The intrastate conflicts created Ly the en] of the cold war, the collapse of
the Soviet Union, and the weakness of many new states have resulted in
major new global refuge flows, which owerwhelm global institutional

response capacity.

Figure 2, Hypothetical Map of Emeeging NGD Structurse in Glokal Epace(Lindenbacg

and Dokel 1888, 18)



-

Increasing distrust of the state, new faith in the global free market, and
the pressures of gcohal competition have stimmlated severe public sector
cut backs, which weaken the caparity of the state.

. Although economic glohalization has resulted in the creation of new wealth

and emplovyment in many parts of the world, it is accompanied by

impoverishment and new forms of poverty elsewhere.

. (Zlobal institutions such as the IMF, World Bank, and United Mations are

poorly equipped to deal with new dimensions of global poverty, massive

refugee flows, and intrastate conflicts.

The rapid increase in MGOs results in competition among themselves for
resources. It also creates major dilemmas in how to cooperate with state

and corporate sectors in gaining resources.

Al Mi30s face new pressures for greater acconntability for program impact

and guality.

Many MG staff express a sense of malaise and Lhurnout about their
akility to make a difference in society. Increasing professionalization and
bureaucratization as they grow to address glohal problems contribute to

this worry ahout akility to sustain commitment and mission.

Strong advice for government policy-maker is the same internal responses
fagshioned by the leadership of the ten global MNGOs(Lindenberg and Dobel
1999,9):

ook b

Reexamine values.

Create a new vision and mission.

Redesign new strategic directions and programs.

Transform organizational culture and create learning organizations.
Build global networks and organizations.

Increase accountakility, transparency and efficiency.

zovernment leaders ewverywhere, at all lewels of gowernment, mmch engage hoth

the

for-profit and not-for-profit sectors in addressing both global and Jocal

problems. Referring to Figmwre 1, state NGO inwvolvement mumst move to the

right-hand sectors, in which interaction is characterized as cooperative,

complementary and caollahorative.
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V. The Environment Third Subsector in China

As mentioned previonsly, Salamon and Anheier tested the social origing mode]
Lv zathering data concerning all types of nonprofit organizations. 1 wil]l attempt
here, howesver, to examine oot only their mode] but the integrated framework in
terms of the environmental subsector. This subsector s important becavse a
deepening crigis of the environment has stimmlated a2 rise in nonprofit
organizations around the world. I will attempt here, howewer, to examine not
o]y their mode] but the integrated framework in terms of the enwironmental
subsector. This subsector iz important hecanse a deepening crisis of the
environment has stinmlated a rize in nonprofit organizations aronnd the world.
Despite some improvements, the oweral]l enwironmental picture at the global
leve] has continued to deteriorate, in some respects at an alarming rate. This is
do not only to population srowth and contimmed poverty in developing nations,
but also because of wastefu] practices of the more developed nations {Salamon
1995, 288). In a survey of seven countries {[1S., France, Qermany, Italy,
Hungary, and Japan), Salamon and Anheier {1998a) have found that 1% of
M0 expenditures are in the environmenta] field, equaling that of international
and civic/advocacy activities, and more than philanthropic organizations (0.4%0.
Additionally, I have chogen to analyze the Chinese caze. Here the anthoritarian
communist regime iz unique in ite political-economic system: however, for the
firat time in fifty years of commumist rule, the government recognizes the need
for nongovernmental actions (Ma 1998, 332).

Defining the socia] origing regime in China presents a dilemma. Does such an
approach apply for an anthoritarian, communist nation, even one gradually
embracing a free market? Chinese propaganda concerning woluntesrism hegan to
appear in the late 1980s:

In China, the tumultucus 10-vears (1996-78) “cultural revelution’
undermined gced soclal morals and custems and pecrle became
indifferent 1n thelr perscnal relationshirs. Teoday, the decadent
bourgecls 1dea  that meney 13 evervthing contends with the
communigt 1declegy that cne gheould live to better the liwves of cthers,
The emergence of & welunteer zervice In the past three wears hasz

shown  that the communist morality i3 gradually  taking  roof.
("VTolunteer” 1983, 24)



Obwionsly this is guite a different motivation for wolunteerism than found in
other nations. However, on December 5, 1394, the China Youth Volunteers’
Agsociation (C0¥VA), or China’s "peace corps,” was founded in Beljing. Since
that time, some 72.d million wouths have donated 3.1 billion hours of service,
and J¥YVA is believed to be the world’s largest group of volunteers { China’s
1998, 5-9). Its primarv moals of providing social services and improving the
qualities of Chinese wyouth parallel many of those found in woluntary
organizations in the West. {Its third goal, to help establish and perfect the
gvatem of a socialist market economy, iz probably guite unique to China.) And
in 1984, according to rough estimates, there were 100,000 woluntary
organizations across China { Volunteers 1994, 5. {It is important to note the
“squishiness’ of such estimates; indeed, comparative research in th field of
volunteeriam iz diffien]t due to varving definitions of “volunteer.”)

Idany of these organizations are involved with environmental programs. For
example, OYVA volunteers in wvarious cities are working in scenic areasz and
historical spots, urban greenbelts and street gardens. Many of the young
people are engaged in wvarions enwvironmental activities such as protection,
education, and awareness training, as well as tree-plating. An interesting
recent dewelopment has the State Environmental Protection Administration
{SEFA) deweloping 2 mechanism to encowrage the public to participate in
environmental protection activitiea. Wang Yuging, Vice-Director of SEFA, has
stated that the dewotion of many wolunteers and non-governmental
organizations to environmenta) protection shows the public has a strong sense
of responsibility towards the country and society as a2 whale. SERA is
considering anmmal appraisals of such effortz, as we]l as a public superwision
gystem to evaluate the movernment’'s environmenta] efforts. Currently there
are about 2,000 environmental NGOs across China, incuding over 200 at the
national Jeve] (¥inglang 1999).

Obviously China has incredikbly high levels of government social welfare
spending, characteristic of a communist state. The recent proliferation of
MNiz(Js in the country has heen allowed by the state, or more exactly, enabled
Ly official movernment laws and regulations. There are certain subsectors
where nongovernmenta)l activity is forbidden, such as human rights {(Riker
1995 202). When a regime is characterized bv an expanding sowvernment

provision of social welfare and a constrained nonprofit sector, such as we see
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here, it is called social democratic.

Here the regulatory nature of the government-sector relationship also
gupports the szocial democratic regime. Recognizing that the organizations of
the Chinese state itself are often inefficient and insufficient to meet the social
{and environmental] needs of the people, officiale and entire units of
government have allowed or prompted business firms and MNGOs to appear as
a way to address widely felt shortcomings. Any autonomy gained by the
voluntary organizations does not indicate confrontation or conflict with the
government, but more to perform services more effectively. In fact, for Chinese
citizenz the state and society are two zides of an integrated entity that is
harmonizing and mwtually dependent (Ma 1998, 321). This of cowse echoss of
stronger co]laborative interactions in the future

Iost enwironmenta] MGOs focus on enwironmental education and community
dewelopment work, rarely criticizing central gowernment policy. Some of the
nonprofite have hegun to bulld partnerships with local sovernments, which
enakble the MNG0s to assist local officials in implementing environmental
policies. In fact, an examination of the enwvironmental protection field shows
that a wide range of organizations, with varving degrees of auntonomy, hawve
found space in which to operate. “Moreover, the close relationship between
MN30s and the government can be seen as beneficial at this state of China’s
development {Knup 1937, 11). This subsector has also recently globalized,
and now nearly 40 1.5 -hased NGOs operate environmental or energy projects
in China, including the National Committee on LS. -China Relations, the
IMountain Institute, the World Wildlife Fund, and The Mature Conserwancy
{Beach 2001}). Additionally, Chinese NGOs rarely find sources of financial
support locally, as there are few domestic foundations and private donors.
verseas foundations hawve hegun to support the environmental subsector, and
this support has become a major catalyst for further NGO development {Jin
2001, 8).

A guick scan of Fignre 1 demonstrates that state-MGO relationships in
China should he governed by repression and rivalry. One could argue that the
environmental MNGOs are indeed repressed in China. For example there are
regulations which stipnlate that if there alreadwy exists a professional
organization or a similar social organization dealing with a certain issue, one
cannot  estahlish a group focusing on that isswe. Additionally, social

organizations are reguired to formally register with a government agency in



order to become an independent an Jegal social organization, actually
identifying a sowernment "mother-in-law’ sponsor. For these and other reasons,
(Chinese nonprofits are often categorized as GONGOs {(government organized
NGOs) (Jin 2001, 5).

Howewer, it iz not easy to classify stateenvironmental NGO relationships as
rivalrous. The MNGOs and governments tend to work together, for many of the
reasons previously discussed. Howewer, the third sector iz stil] deweloping and is
far from autonomous; the state is wery much involwed in the organization and
operation of nonprofits. The near futwre wil]l witness continued gowernment
contro), but as China conwverts to a free market {such as through WTO
mempership), government officials wil]l need to recognize globalization of the
third sector. MNGOs are carving out a new, co]laborative role in serwice delivery
thronghont the world, and China is no exception.

K. Summary and Recommendations

The relationships between the state and the third sector are far more
complex than this work gives credence, Howewer, the framework does serve as
a nice heuristic that offers some insight. My goal is to provide a too] for
practitioners and scholare in understanding the interactions between
government and MNGOs, and to ]ay the foundations for future endeawors.

It iz important to note that this iz only an initia] examination of the effect
of globalization on state—sector interactions. 1 recommend that large N
gtudies apply this framework by gathering empirical data for  the
environment and other aubsectors in China and other countries. Additionally,
more in-depth case studies using the framework in discrete nations,
geographical regions or service sectors will offer waluakle insight. Only then
will we realize the true walue of this government-third sector relationship
framewaork in today’s globalized world, and begin to overlay the dependant
variables 80 important in  public administration and governmental
performance:  efficiency, effectiveness, responsiveness, accountability and

equity.
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