
LOS ANGELES – After the fall of the Berlin Wall in Europe, Dr. Olga Magdalena 
Lazin was enchanted by the complexities of the globalization process and 
wanted to overcome ridiculous myth and propaganda that distract people from 
understanding the multifaceted aspects of globalism and regionalism vs old-
fashioned nationalism. She writes “Decentralized Globalization”, a far cry from 
other globalization literature in that it concentrates on the significant role that 
civil society that acts like a check on the executive that salvages democracy in the 
United States.

“Decentralized Globalization” provides a fresh, multi-dimensional viewpoint 
on globalization. In this it is unlike other globalization 
literature, which tends to be written either in favor or 
against globalization, or highlight cross-border issues such 
as economic dislocation, the spread of pandemic disease, 
cultural assimilation, rapid decrease in transportation times, 
immigration, or the growth of drug-trafficking and crime 
cartels. Dr Lazin’s believes are that civil society should act as 
a check on executive powers in all countries, to counteract 
nationalistic representatives authorized to do so.

“Decentralized Globalization” cites analysis and data proving the effectiveness of all 
Free Trade Agreements, especially within NAFTA. It has done a world of good. California 
is perfectly intertwined with the Mexican economy; the balance struck being a perfect 
model for the rest of the World. The race for Free Trade agreements and elimination of 
tariff has started long time ago with the creation of the EU, and it works.

Civic society keeps the government honest and clamors to take into account the non-
governmental interest groups. E.g. to reform Constitutions. Too many countries will 
need to change from their judicial systems, from “guilty until proven innocent to“ 
innocent until proven guilty”, which should be the norm in the twenty-first Century.
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M
y contribution to the study of globalization is by first 
distinguishing between “Gradual Globalization” and “Fast-
Track Globalization”—the latter offering a new conceptual 

basis that allows us to compare competing definitions for what the 
term means as well as to develop the bibliography for studying the 
issues surrounding it, especially in free markets and philanthropy. 
In this book the focus is on globalization of civic attitudes, and Civil 
society. I am myself a product of globalism: I wear many hats as an 
entrepreneur, and especially as an academic, I am the product of two 
systems: capitalism and socialism.

Second, to go beyond the existing conceptualizations about how to 
define “Civic Society (which I capitalize because of its importance),” 
“civil society,” and the role of U.S. philanthropy. These three concepts 
have not been clearly analyzed in relation to each other, especially 
confusing Civic Society with civil society, thus misleading countries 
that seek to emulate the U.S. system of decentralized government.1

Third, to articulate for the developing world how U.S. philanthropy is 
defined to be the tax-deductible basis for a healthy Civic Society based 
on funds that are ceded by the government through tax deductions 
ceded to hundreds of thousands of civic-minded Non-Governmental 
Organizations (NGOs).

Fourth, to how the negative heritage of statism persists, government 
bureaucracies resisting loss of power. The concept of “statism” is 
examined in the Introduction, below. If the state owns over 50% 

1 For examples of works that are either so grounded in theory that they lack 
specificity or so grounded in the U.S. experience that they fail to understand 
the global context, see, respectively: Jean Cohen and Andrew Arato, Civil 
Society and Political Theory, Cambridge: MIT Press, 1992; and Putnam 
Barber, “Coming to Terms with ‘Civil Society,’”<www,nonprofit-info.org/
tess/civil/html> March 6, 1997.
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of the GDP producing enterprises, that means the country we are 
analyzing is a statist country.

Fifth, it examines the role of free markets in making possible 
Fast-Track Globalization. Free markets include international trade 
communications (such as phones, free press, radio, TV, news, fax, 
e-mail, and the web) and jet travel.

Sixth, to show that globalization and the role of “free trade” is often 
misunderstood by critics who fail to see how the new worldwide 
networking system of communications makes dictatorships difficult 
or impossible and laying the basis for almost instant exposure of 
human rights violations.

Seventh, to compare and contrast in case studies two countries as 
they strive to modernize their governmental systems and economies.

Eighth, to show how two aspects of free trade profits have been 
diverted to philanthropy to stimulate the growth of civil and Civic 
Society in the world based on the U.S. model. The Rockefeller 
Foundation has been based on investments in world regions; the 
Soros Foundations have been based on both freely flowing world 
investments and free trade in currency values.

Ninth, to clarify to policymakers in the developing world that the 
term “Not Profit Organization” is misleading, as we will see in 
the case of Mexico and Romania where it is being officially mis-
translated as meaning “no profit.” If the term had been translated 
from its correct name in English, that is “Not-For-Private Profit 
Organization (NPPO),” it would not have been mis-translated in 
Mexico and Romania.
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Let us be clear here that profits are desirable in order that the tax-
exempt non-governmental organization (NGO) can make productive 
investments and use the interest as a basis of continued existence and 
expansion, as we will see.

Tenth, the concept NGO and its role in society is here defined in 
a new way in order to clarify its breadth. It is a term that covers 
grant-making foundations (such as Rockefeller and Soros), operating 
foundations (such as universities and hospitals), and innumerable 
types of decentralized organizations authorized in a pro forma 
manner by the U.S. government to encourage the myriad activities 
old and new which are beyond the government to imagine, let alone 
administer.

“Globalization” is defined here in terms of the drive to standardize 
international laws and regulations in order to facilitate worldwide 
long-run development of free markets—intellectual as well as 
economic.2 This process led by the United States, with some important 
exceptions such as cellular phone service where the European Union 
(EU) standard will have to prevail, requires that countries everywhere 
understand how the USA “works.”

Especially important is learning how the U.S. permits non-
governmental, tax-exempt funding of citizen-based political activity 
through a society that is organized to almost instantly mobilize and 
transfer ideas, capital, and information worldwide. Without such 
understanding this process, developing countries will be unable to 
catch up to the U.S. standards, let along to compete economically in 
process of globalization

2 The term “globalization” is defined more extensively in the Introduction and 
in Chapter 1, below.
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In the process of globalization, the European Union has been 
created since the 1950s to provide its own alternative standard for 
globalization, as well as to negotiate with the U.S. on equal footing. In 
many cases, however, the EU has not developed consistent standards, 
as in the case of philanthropy where 15 separate sets of rules exist to 
govern Civic Society, which is often confused with the broader term 
“civil society.”

As part of my analysis of globalization, I argue that the concept 
includes not only the flow of Profit-Making Funds (needed to finance 
and conduct business affairs), but also includes the flow of Non-Profit 
Funds (needed to build Civic Society and human capital as well as to 
protect human rights and the world’s physical environment.)

America operates with the advantage of being able to enact one 
standard law for Non-Profit Organizations (NPPOs) whereas the EU 
is only beginning to do so in such areas as taxation and pensions, 
and has been unable to do so at all for NPPOs, where 25 national 
legal standards prevail to this day. No wonder, Britain sought to exit 
in 2017, and is still trying to get out from the bureaucratic quagmire 
that the European Union has been this past 10 years.

The distinction developed here between “Civic Society” and “civil 
society” is as follows: Civic Society, the activist sector of civil society, 
seeks democratically to initiate change for the “public good.”3 Civic 

3 By making the distinction here between “civil” and “Civic,” I differ with 
authors such as Adam Seligman and Ernest Gellner who, because they use 
the two terms interchangeably, see civil society as no more than a separate 
sphere “between” public government and private activities. I see Civil society 
as providing a counterweight to statist dictatorship and/or political cronyism 
of leaders who appoint their followers as part of a “spoils” system; and I view 
Civic Society as providing a counterweight to both statism and the mistaken 
policies of civil government. Further Civic Society attempts to solve problems 
of which the civil government may not even by fully aware. Cf. Adam B. 
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Society has in part been identified as “Civic Culture” by Gabriel A. 
Almond and Sidney Verba, with whom I see as having appropriately 
laid the basis for distinguishing between civic society and Civic 
Society. They identified in 1963 the idea of “Civic Culture”—which 
they alternatively define as “political culture.” 4

Although they did not themselves make a distinction between Civic 
Culture and “civil society” (and did not even include “civil society” 
in their index to their work in 1963 and their revisiting of the idea in 
1980), their work implicitly leads in the direction that I develop here.

That Almond and Verba did not see the connection that I see here is 
due perhaps to the fact that as political scientists seeking to compare 
political views in England, America, Germany, France, and Mexico, 
they were more concerned with their survey research to compare 
attitudes than with examining the role of persons in Civic Society 
as actively trying to change the civil society (including professional 
government) in which they lived.

My own view is that Civic Culture encompasses

1. that part of government which falls under civil law and 
is administered by civil service employees. Indeed, civil 
government ideally is based upon a professional corps of 
civil servants protected under “civil service” laws that permit 
qualified people to administer government affairs regardless 
of change of elected leaders;

Seligman, The Idea of Civil Society, New York: Free Press, 1992; and Ernest 
Gellner, “Civil Society in Historical Context”, International Social Science 
Review, No. 129, 1991, pp. 495-410.

4 Gabriel A. Almond and Sidney Verba, eds., The Civic Culture Revisited, 
Newberry Park, CA: Sage Publications, 1989
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2. the broad private sector of citizens who participate in society 
as citizens. The concept of civil society its origins in ancient 
Greece where citizens invented the idea of participatory 
democracy to organize the city-state. Since      then, the notion 
of civil society has been used in different ways by different 
groups and defined in a tremendous variety of ways.

The first to explicitly use the concept were the thinkers of the Scottish 
Enlightenment of the 18th century. They created an important body 
of thought, which planted the idea of establishing a market economy 
with moral values.

Subsequently, the French tradition begun by Montesquieu and de 
Toqueville posed the idea that civil society has multiple dimensions. 
They emphasized the role of non-political autonomous associations 
among citizens. De Tocqueville’s travels led him to conclude that 
the new United States of America was the epitome of civil society, 
the USA having built upon and gone beyond the English civil law 
tradition.

Eventually England, too, saw its own civil society flourish by limiting 
the power of the monarchy under which it continued to live to this 
day. Beginning with the Magna carta.

The concept Civic Society presented here involves non-governmental 
organizations (such as foundations and voluntary associations) as 
well as civic-minded citizens who donate their time and money for 
causes of their choice.

In my view, the concepts civil society and Civic Society both exclude 
the military, Church hierarchies (but not socially active lay groups), 
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and one-party systems (such as the Communist Party5), if they seek 
to create “group-think” by preventing and/or discouraging citizens 
from thinking for themselves. Civic Society involves individuals 
and groups who seek to expand civil-rights (such as voting and 
access to independent courts) and human rights (such as the right 
to live with ethnic expression and the right not to be tortured and/or 
exterminated).

Both civil society and Civic Society have been stunted in much of the 
world by “statism,” or the situation that occurs when a nation-state 
comes to own more than half of the country’s gross domestic product 
(GDP). Statism also involves governmental development of extensive 
laws and rules which stultify and discourage the role of citizens. Just 
like in Romania such is the case up to this day.

To explain the rise of statism in Romania and Brazil, Joseph 
Love, in his book entitled Crafting the Third World: Theorizing 
Underdevelopment in Romania and Brazil6, focuses on showing how 
the rise of state power was justified by “nationalists,” who sought 
to explain the poverty of their countries by blaming the “capitalist” 
model and especially the “gradual globalization” of markets led by 
the USA. Such statism not only caused economic stagnation but set 
back seriously the role of civil society in Latin America and Eastern 
Europe, subjecting the regions to dictatorships of political as well as 
social poverty.

5 For a differing view that sees Communist Associations and Communist youth 
groups (such as the infamous “Pioneers” who excelled at “group-think”) as 
having constituted a non-western form of civil society, see Chris Hahn and 
Elizabeth Dunn, Civil Society: Challenging Western Models, Routlege: New 
York, 1996.

6 Joseph Love, Crafting the Third World: Theorizing Underdevelopment in 
Romania and Brazil, Stanford University Press, 1996.
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In my view, it is only since their return to globalization, this time 
at fast-track speed, that regions such as Latin America and Eastern 
Europe have begun to fight wasteful centralism, especially through 
the rise of new civil society. In this process of recovery, Mexico 
and Romania have “capitalized” on U.S. funds (both from the U.S. 
governmental and philanthropic sectors) as well as ideas (such as 
basing citizen-led activism in tax-exempt organizations such as 
NGOs).

As part of my analysis of globalization, I argue that the concept 
includes not only the flow of Profit-Making Funds (needed to finance 
and conduct business affairs), but also includes the flow of Non-Profit 
Funds (needed to build Civic Society and human capital as well as to 
protect human rights and the world’s physical environment.)

America operates with the advantage of being able to enact one 
standard law for Non-Profit Organizations (NPPOs) whereas the EU 
is only beginning to do so in such areas as taxation and pensions, and 
has been unable to do so at all for NPPOs, where 15 national legal 
standards prevail.

My field research has revealed that countries such as Mexico and 
Romania have had difficulty in understanding and adopting U.S. 
tax law, which is the basis for standardization because of problems 
in analysis of how U.S. economic sectors interrelate.

U.S. analysts themselves have failed to articulate the relations among 
economic sectors, thus confusing the way in which policy analysts 
interpret U.S. law to the world. Thus, the concept “Non-Profit” has 
been mistranslated as “No Profit,” as we will see in this study.

Hence, I encourage here use of the term Not-For-Private Profit (NPPO) 
to specify that profits can be made but not diverted for private use. 
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Such profits can be used only for the tax-exempt purposes for which 
any organization is founded, including the expenses of running the 
organization (salaries, travel, rent, etc.) as well as the re-investment 
of funds to increase the size of the NPPO and ensure its continued 
existence.

As part of my contribution to globalization studies, I here redefine 
U.S. societal spheres as being four:7

1. Government (State) Sphere (centralized and Decentralized)
2. Private Sphere
3. Mixed State/Private Sphere
4. Philanthropic Sphere (often erroneously called the “Third 

Sector”)

Confusion about definition of societal sectors comes when analysts 
fail to take into account the role of the Mixed state/private sector, 
which for so many years has come to provide a “theoretical bridge” 
between government and the private business, especially in England 
and the USA, as well as to keep inefficient and corrupt statism in 
power, especially in Latin America and Eastern Europe. Given the 
“third-way” ideology espoused by diverse leaders in different times 
(for example, Juan Domingo Perón in Argentina in the 1940s) and 
England’s Tony Blair (1990s), such a concept is not helpful because 
it is by now empty of meaning.

I seek to show in a new light the relation of the profit and not for-
private-profit sectors, the latter funded by the former. Further, I 
develop new analysis here to help citizens everywhere to understand 
the roles of government, which must include the study of GONGOs 
(governmentally organized NGOs), QUANGOs (quasi-autonomous 
NGOs) as well as to understand that “non-profit organization” does 

7 Discussed at length and shown in the following chapters below.



10

Dr. Olga Magdalena Lazin

not preclude such organizations from earning profits but rather 
require that the profits must be used for the purposes chartered and 
not for private gain.

With regard to meaning of words, one final statement is in order. 
I do not use the word “public” per se because it has two distinct 
meanings. For formerly statist societies, “public” means government 
or government-owned. For non-statist societies such as the USA, the 
word’s meaning depends on context: “broad general public,” in the 
context of philanthropic analysis; “public utility” owned or regulated 
by the government, in the context of economic analysis. Hence in 
discussion here I discuss foundations as “broadly supported by the 
general public”; and I do not use “public foundation” which could 
give the idea of government-owned foundation.

This approach provides the overarching framework for analyzing the 
full impact of:

-  the findings of Margaret Carroll’s UCLA doctoral dissertation 
in history entitled: “The Rockefeller Corollary—The Impact of 
Philanthropy and Globalization in Latin America (1999);

-  the findings of James W. Wilkie in notes and oral history 
interviews with (a) Norman E. Borlaug, the father of the Green 
Revolution; and (b) with the staff of the “El Paso Community 
Foundation” about its operations, upon which he drew to 
develop the framework for the U.S.-Mexican international 
philanthropic standard that emerged from his policy research as 
President of PROFMEX (Consortium for Research on Mexico).

-  my findings based on field research in Mexico, Russia, and 
Eastern Europe on the problems especially facing Romania as 
it attempts to establish Civic Society; and my interviews with 
George Soros in New York City.
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In this work, I argue that the challenge is for formerly statist countries 
such as Mexico and Romania are to establish Civic Society and free 
markets as the countervailing forces needed to reform centralized 
legal systems. Both Mexico and Romania, which once “benefited” 
from Roman Law and the Napoleonic Code, find that they now suffer 
from the legal limits that preclude action not expressly permitted by 
the state. Indeed, this legal situation is the problem hampering the 
development of philanthropy in both countries. Until they adopt a 
legal system that allows companies and persons to innovate without 
obtaining prior authorization from the government, innovation will 
be stifled by fear of bureaucratic retaliation.

In my view, where Rockefeller’s model of tax-exempt organization 
has been centrally based in New York City, George Soros offers a 
fascinatingly different model of decentralization. Soros has used 
globalization of profit-making funds to finance his Not-For-Private 
Profit branches of the Soros Foundations around the world. Soros, 
Hungarian-born and London-educated, lives in New York City 
where he oversees his worldwide economic operations. His profits 
from currency speculation8 in all areas of the world, however, go into 
his Curaçao-based Quantum Fund, which pays his salary and fees 
to him in New York City. From his own personal profits (Quantum 
Fund being one source), Soros donated and tries to donate at least 
half to his New York-based Soros Foundation, which is organized 
to take advantage of the fact that the USA has the most flexible 
Tax-Exempt Organization law in the world while at the same time 
limiting political action and requiring rigorous accounting.

8 Critics usually consider “speculation” in a derogatory way, but all investment 
is based on speculation, some with more risk than other types. Investment in 
any stock market involves speculation and is not guaranteed to be profitable, 
as we will see in this work.
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The Soros Foundation does not make its decisions through a New 
York-based board, as do most of the world’s other major foundations 
such as Rockefeller and Ford, but transfers most of its tax-exempt 
funds to more than 30 nation-based boards. These boards are made 
of leading citizens who are attempting to construct Civic Society 
in their own country. Local Non-Governmental Agencies (NGOs) 
determine their own priorities providing their input, local boards of 
prestigious citizens representing various professions are in charge 
of identifying where grants should go.

The Fundación Soros-Guatemala serves as a good example. Board 
members have been chosen as to reflect different sectors of the 
society and ethnic groups: a Jesuit sociologist, a Mayan economist, 
ex-government officials, and a local businessman. Local NGOs 
detain the highest legitimate information and knowledge and can 
provide the local links from the outset in efforts of reconstruction 
following the 36 years of civil war in Guatemala.

Romania is especially interesting (as also is all of Eastern Europe) 
for comparison to Mexico. As I argue here, Romania is following 
the same path of moving from statism to de-statification; and thus, it 
seeks to understand how Mexicans have faced with varying degrees 
of success the process of nationalizing (1917-1982) and then de-
nationalizing (since 1982):

-  industry, banking, ports, airports, toll roads, and railroads (in 
which nationalization meant loss of accountability and in which 
de-nationalization has meant establishing open accounting);

-  agricultural land (in which nationalization meant creation 
of communal holdings and in which de-nationalization has 
involved disincentives to (but not prohibition of) the right of 
peasants to hold land communally;



Civic Engagement, Civil Society, And Philanthropy in The U.S. , Romanian & Mexico

13

-  trade (in which nationalization meant integration 
asymmetrically into large trade blocs turning inward and in 
which de-nationalization has meant integrating outward into 
free trade markets);

-  philanthropy (in which nationalization left little or no role 
for civil society and in which de-nationalization has required 
foreign philanthropy to fund Civic Society).

To portray how in the 1990s Mexico officially sought to enhance 
the role of Civic Society, I analyze its adoption of the U.S. model 
where government builds a compact with its citizens to exempt 
from taxation money and property that are devoted to philanthropic 
purposes. The Mexican government realized that by establishing 
the basis for instituting the U.S. philanthropic model it would be 
compensated for the loss of revenue because

(1)  It is relieved of the burden of financing all activities that 
otherwise the state must fund; and

(2)  Government does not have the “mental space” capable of 
identifying and attempting to resolve problems or develop 
new plans in thousands of places at once, as statists once 
believed to be possible through the use of central planning, 
even later including the use of computers.

Thus, I offer a new historical view of globalization to explain how 
the U.S. model of philanthropy has come to serve as basis for Civic 
Society in many countries of the world. This process is not clear 
to much of the world, nor has it been well articulated by the U.S. 
Council on Foundations, which has sought to lead such change.

Funding of the Green Revolution by the Rockefeller Foundation serves 
as one excellent point of departure to examine the philanthropic basis 
of Civic Society’s importance in the globalization process. Although 
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such countries as Mexico and Romania have been attempting to 
follow the U.S. legal model to achieve de-statification, this has not 
been easy because even in the USA there is little clear understanding 
of how the U.S. model of philanthropy has come to fit into the overall 
economic structure of society. Hence it has been difficult for other 
countries such as Mexico and Romania to emulate the U.S. model.

I see U.S. philanthropy as the most important historical model for 
all countries because it holds the world’s largest pool of foundation 
funds for expenditure on world development. Its importance is that 
it flexibly sets one standard under U.S. law to permit private persons 
and corporations, be they U.S. or foreign, to incorporate in America 
and to give outside the USA as well as inside. Although Enrique 
Barón, noted member of the European Parliament, claims that the EU 
is the world’s largest funder of NGOs,9 and therefore impliedly more 
important than America, his argument does not take into account 
the fact that the EU’s huge pool of funds about which he writes is 
more plan than reality; and in any case, it operates under 15 separate 
standards, one for each country, thus dissipating EU’s effect on the 
world.

To arrive at my goal in this work, I define in this work Civic Society 
in a way that can well be understood outside as well as inside the 
United States; and develop the argument that civil society (regardless 
of its limitations) has provided the basis for the health of Civic Society 
by both leaving it free and also cooperating with it to assure financial 
freedom to organize Civic Culture without government interference.

The U.S. law on Tax Exempt Organizations (TEOs) has created tax 
deductible incentives to help NPPOs (including NGOs) carry out 
their plans to establish voluntary-action programs and donations of 

9 José María Atienzar, “[Entrevista con Enrique Barón Crespo, Presidente del 
Parlamento Europeo:] Europa Unida y Abierta”, La Opinión, Nov. 8, 2000.
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money and time. The scope of the U.S. NPPO Law on Philanthropy 
(which is my name for the body of U.S. law that does not explicitly 
use the term “philanthropy”) does not set any limits on the types of 
activities that can be funded. Although the law includes some key 
concepts, they do not constitute a limit because the fast-changing 
world cannot foresee what should or should not be funded. I 
summarize U.S. tax law to define non-exclusively these guiding 
categories as involving the “HEW-SEER-PUC” factors:

1. Health,
2. Education,
3. Welfare (and human rights),
4. Science
5. Economy,
6. Environment (and ecology),
7. Religion
8. Publication (and literary societies,
9. Charity (including the facet of poverty relief).

While not limiting what can be funded, U.S. NPPO law does limit 
how such activities can be funded, but flexibly so.

This work is organized into six chapters:

Chapter 1: The Role Of Civic Society

This Chapter argues that the Fast-Track Globalization process is 
based on the rise of rapidly expanding free markets. Here I argue 
that free trade of goods, communications, and services provides the 
context for the rise of Civic Society. I do not see a direct, measurable 
correlation between the two, but rather that the context of free trade 
opens international communication and makes possible and more 
effective the role of Civic Society. In this chapter I present my 
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view that Globalization is accelerating from a “Gradual” process 
for many centuries prior to the 1980s to a “Fast-Track” process. 
Beginning in the 1980s, U.S. President Ronald Reagan and United 
Kingdom Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher joined forces to foster 
the many factors involved in Fast-Track Globalization based upon 
open communications that have facilitated the flow of funds among 
For-Private-Profit Organizations (FPPOs), many of which donate a 
significant share of their profits to NPPOs seeking to foster change 
in the developing world.

Chapter 2 deals with developing a clear definition of the U.S. model 
for Tax Exempt Organizations (TEOs) such as foundations, NGOs, 
and a wide range of NPPOs). It is because a definition does not exist 
that there is so much confusion in the world as well as in America 
about how U.S. NPPOs function.

Chapter 3 takes up the Rockefeller Foundation, which I portray 
here as representing the Centralized Model of Philanthropy wherein 
decisions are made in the USA and not in the country receiving the 
benefit of U.S. philanthropy.

Chapter 4 analyses the rush of world countries into Free Trade Blocs 
which are not only opening the world to the free flow of ideas for 
developing civil society and Civic Society but also expanding the base 
of profits from which funds are donated for philanthropic purposes. 
Civic Society is the main beneficiary of such donations.

This Chapter treats globalization of Civic Society and compares 
the experiences of Mexico, and Eastern Europe’s Romania, which 
constitute my two case studies.
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The Epilogue examines two new model of U.S. philanthropy for the 
world:

The El Paso Community Foundation with its decentralization to the 
local level and its cross-border Board of Directors also representing 
Ciudad Juárez—the part of Greater El Paso Metropolitan Area, that 
has the largest share of population.

The final conclusion also examines the recentralization of 
philanthropy in the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, over which 
Bill Gates’ father presides. This new type of personal philanthropy 
eschews the development of a bureaucratically oriented foundation 
run by a professional staff; rather the foundation leaders use their 
huge new “dot.com” fortunes to personally choose huge projects that 
will have worldwide impact.

The last chapter defines the Decentralized Model for Philanthropy 
developed by George Soros, and illustrated by analyzing the rise and 
role of the Open Society Foundations around the world.

The purpose of this study, then, is to show how the four models of 
U.S. philanthropy together encourage open societies and the new role 
of Civic Society to combat both the negative heritage of statism as 
well as the Ultra-Liberal reaction to it.

Although non-governmental funding is the key to successfully 
developing Civic Society, each of the foundations discussed here is 
shown to take a different approach to the problem of using grants to 
“prime the pump,” thereafter finding their own continued funding 
and not becoming dependent upon their initial benefactor.
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At the same time, theoretically foundations thus can use their funds 
to “prime new pumps.” by making a profit. Unfortunately, theory and 
practice rarely coincide, as will see.

Finally, let me note that this work is written under the auspices of 
the UCLA Program in Policy History and Globalization and is my 
Doctoral Dissertation in History on which I had been working nonstop 
for the past 30 years.10 Where area studies used to limit their focus to 
one geographic part of the world, that approach makes little sense in 
light of the interactions of regions around the globe. And although 
country-specific histories remain vital, they only make sense in the 
ebb and flow of international influences that require a globalized 
policy framework, which invites the policy recommendations of 
historians who are familiar with long-term change and its meaning.

The spiritual axiom that runs throughout the Western civilization is 
Magna Carta, or the book of rights. Historically, The Magna Carta, 
or the Great Charter was guaranteeing that the King John of England 
on June 15, 1215 to be subject to the rule of law and documenting the 
rights of “free men”, therefore providing the foundation for Individual 
rights in Anglo-American philosophy of Law.

Individuals have the right to associate, and fight for their rights and 
causes.

All you need is a well -informed citizenry, aware of its rights and 
freedoms, who act in consciousness of substantive and procedural 
framework of the Law.

What a great tool to exercise daily in order to preserve individual 
human rights, as well as the right to associate with people who feel 
the same way, in order to protect our inalienable rights.

10 Read also “Decentralized Globalization” published in 2017 by Authorhouse.
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It was indeed civic engagement that ended the Cold War. The good 
old scholars of socialism, communism, have arrived to the conclusion 
at the beginning of this Millennium, that:

Under communism the nations of Eastern Europe never had a ‘civil 
society.’

A ‘civil society’ exists when individuals and groups
are free to form organizations that function

independently of the state,
and that can mediate between citizens and the state.

Because the lack of civil society
was part of the very essence of the

all-pervasive communist state,
creating [civil] society

and supporting organizations
independent of the state-–[such as] NGOs—

have been seen by donors as
the connective tissue of democratic political culture—

 an intrinsically positive objective.

         --Janine R. Wedel, 1994, p. 323

[Scholars such as Chris Hann]
criticize the notion put forth by some western scholars 

and former Central European dissidents
that there was no civil society in Central Europe

during the communist period . . . [because 
the concept of “civil society”
was not even included in the
Polish Political Dictionary

published in New York in 1980 and
London in 1985. However, [under communism] civil society
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itself continued to thrive at the grass-roots level, 
although Western intellectuals could not

possibly have been aware of it. . .
[Dissidents] liked to imagine themselves as the “heroic underdogs”

opposing the totalitarian state. In effect, 
Hann asserts, scholars were

mistaken in perceiving members of communist 
societies as atomized and

unable to form an authentic civil society. . .
[Civil society existed in the following forms:

•official associations licensed by the state
(such as Village Women Housekeepers Association,

Polish Student Association, Polish Scouts, and
professional associations such as writers)

which involved political imposition from the 
top but at the bottom involved the possibility of 

apolitical collective action against the party),
•unofficial associations (including extended kin 

groups •informal interest groups (including traditional 
village families and mutual self-help groups),

•religious organizations (usually but not 
fully controlled by the party), and

•social protest organizations (which began in the 1956 
rebellion for “freedom and bread” and although quickly 
curtailed by the party, evolved by 1976 into KOR or the 

Workers’ Defense Committee] to help detained workers and
defend those brought before the courts.

--Michael Buchowski, 1996, p. 83
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Introduction to Civic Attitude and 
Civil Society In Romania

I
ndeed, since the Cold War has descended upon Romania in 1947, 
there was terrible hardship in the midst of Russian impositions, 
to gather and have meetings of “free minds,” as communists were 

literally dictating what was good and/or what was bad for the country.

Eastern Europe has never had a Magna Carta, like Britain had. 
Instead, Eastern Europe had revolutions and lots of bloodshed which 
was repressed and ensconced for over 45 years of communism.
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Chapter 1

COMPLEXITIES OF THE GLOBALIZATION PROCESS

T
his first Chapter dwells on the complexities of the globalization 
process, as well as it concentrates on the significant role that 
the Interplay between civic engagement and civil government 

play in the process of balancing out the negative and positive sides 
of globalization.

For the sake of best practices of civic engagement, I have chosen 
Mexico and the USA, as well as Romania, which is a Latin speaking 
country in Eastern Europe, bordering with Ukraine, and Hungary. 
Hungary has been always looking up to the West for help.

“Decentralized Globalization” provides a fresh, multi-dimensional 
viewpoint on free trade blocs and globalization, which is more than 
just free trade blocks, the private sector, the mixed state-private 
sector, and the civil society, or, as I call it the Not-For-Privet-Profit 
sector.

From a new vantage point, my book, is unlike other globalization 
literature, which tends to be written either in favor or against 
globalization, or highlight cross-border issues such as economic 
dislocation, the spread of pandemic disease, cultural assimilation, 
rapid decrease in transportation times, immigration, or the growth 
of drug-trafficking, and crime cartels.
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My optic comes from a look at civic engagement and civil society and 
its role in balancing out the effects of abusive authoritarian governments.

Students fresh out of Ivy League Universities believes are that civil 
society should act as a check on executive powers in all countries, to 
counteract authoritarianism, nationalistic tendencies, and isolation, 
or another Cold War.

It is sufficient to look at Hungary’s Viktor Orban, the PM, who 
has launched an authoritarian undemocratic regime, and has deeply 
damaged the country’s civil society by eliminating all refugees and 
dissidents from the Parliament. And pitting civil society against 
George Soros.

The ghosts of communism are alive and well, also in Romania. 
Corruption has defaced the country completely. Politicians are selling 
off the resources of the country and people are suffering. Entire 
forests are being extirpated, by Austrian corporations, and the soil 
is being depleted.

As a writer I acknowledge that readers have become more 
knowledgeable and can now shake off the narrow views on 
globalization by better studying the statistical data enclosed and the 
facts.

This angle then aids experts in globalism/globalization in further 
understanding by explaining the birth of the anti-globalization 
movement. It is based on the premise that globalization is here to 
stay, and Blockchain technology is going to help sort out a new, and 
safer way for direct voting on Blockchain.

Continuing the tradition of “Decentralized Globalization,” I am 
enclosing and citing analysis and data proving the effectiveness of 
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all Free Trade Agreements, especially NAFTA, that is the North 
American Free Trade Agreement.11In the Statistical Abstract of 
Latin America, published by UCLA, the data on manufacturing, 
health and Education prove that NAFTA (The North American Free 
Trade Area)12 has done a world of good in creating a myriad of jobs. 
California is perfectly intertwined with the Mexican economy; the 
balance struck being a perfect model for the rest of the World. The 
race for Free Trade agreements and elimination of tariff has started 
long time ago with the creation of the EU, and it works.

Civic society keeps the government honest and clamors to take 
into account the non-governmental interest groups. E.g. to reform 
Constitutions, to store land-titles. Too many countries will need 
to change from their judicial systems, from “guilty until proven 
innocent” to “ innocent until proven guilty”, which should be the 
norm in the twenty-first Century.

Especially Mexico with its retrograde amparo system, that lets 
criminals go free if they pay a fee.

No one could read it without learning a great deal or without having 
her conception of the course of history radically challenged.” In my 
briefly structured constructed thesis, I bring in a fresh perspective 
on the history of civic engagement, and civil society and importance 
of NPPO (Not-for-Private-Profit) Law.

Given the fast pace of change in the global economy it is more 
important than ever to have a comprehensive point of reference to 
allow us to understand and map the transformations around us.

11 SALA, “NAFTA And the European Union Compared,” pp. 2018. Editor: 
James W Wilkie.

12 See Statistical Abstract of Latin America, Volume 37, “NAFTA and The 
European Union Compared” by Olga M. Lazin, p. 2018 to 2040.



26

Dr. Olga Magdalena Lazin

A key point of view is the relationship between government, and civil 
society, the way in which the parts of the system are organized, so 
that to reach that comprehension: the need of interoperability. This 
dialectical process is evident in countries like Romania. They do 
inform each other, and build on each other’s strength.

Government and Civil Society Interoperability

The key of the argument is as follows:

For decades several regions of the world such Latin America and 
Eastern Europe had suffered from impostor dictatorships and poverty, 
caused by statism. The Fast track globalization (FTG) process which 
begun in the 1980s with The establishment of the European Union 
and later on in 1994, of NAFTA, the North American Free Trade 
Agreement.

Reagan and Thatcher got together to break down the barriers in 
the world. FTG is the main force to counteract the nationalistic 
dictatorships, the detrimental phenomenon of statism. It also opened 
up tourism. FTG is based on the rise of rapidly expanding free 
markets, or managed trade.

The free trade of goods, communications and services provides the 
context for the rise of civic society. Orban still tries to control the 
judges, just one monolithic government, no longer a democracy.
The fast-track globalization has facilitated the flows of funds among 
“for-profit organizations” many of them donating profit to NGOs 
seeking to foster change in the developing world. The relationship 
among those elements have detonated a process of rapid change 
in the developing world, as we have seen in the 21st Century.
With some exceptions Latin America and Eastern Europe 
countries have passed by the process of democratization and 
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liberalization, missing out on reducing poverty and inequality.
It is worth to stress that the problems still persisting and the dangers 
to regression are explained mainly because of not going further 
in the direction of reforming the law according to US model on 
decentralization to expand civic action and philanthropy.

Romania followed the same path like former socialist countries of 
that region by trying to privatize state owned factories. Romania has 
partially succeeded in de-statification.

Mexico by contrast had faced with mix results; regrettably, the 
Mexican government lacked and still lack the “mental space” needed 
to identify and resolve the bureaucratic problems limiting civic action. 
The rise of the drug lords who took over five states in Mexico has 
further impeded the development of civil society. But Mexicans have 
risen against these scourge, by establishing new NGOs, and under 
the leadership of Mr. Malverde had fought back against corruption 
in the state of Morelia, Michoacán.

It is important to point out: Romanians have decided, no more 
dictatorship.

There is a clear need for authentication, and Blockchain can fill in 
that gap, and provide it for Not-For_Private-Profits, as well as for land 
titles, house titles, as Hernando de Soto the author of the “Mystery of 
capitalism: Why It Works in The West”, and why it failed elsewhere 
in the world.

It is worth to have that useful analysis in mind because is pivotal 
to understand the current social crisis afflicting Mexico, due to the 
drug-lords, gangs, and kingpins which control some parts of Mexico.
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For today’s scholars and historians, the focus on Civic Society’s role in 
attempting to strengthen and actually interplay with the government 
seems plausible and, as we can see new movements sprung up, like 
Blockchain technology, which is going to change the direct voting 
system in the U.S.

We need to trust our voting system, especially to build up digitized 
security systems that we can trust, and Blockchain is one of them.

Actually, it is perfect for government and civic society interoperability.

As per eastern Europe, my argument is that (1) civil society has been 
able to save itself in Mexico through Civic Action (often supported 
by philanthropic donations from abroad); and that (2) Civic Society is 
attempting to build civil society in Romania (especially through the 
medium of the Soros Foundations), civil society that was destroyed 
in Eastern Europe and Russia by the Communists, who considered 
Civic Society as “subversive” to Statism.

Whereas Wedel, in the quote above correctly poses the issue facing 
Eastern Europe, Buchowski completely misunderstands what civil 
society means. If we follow his definition of the communist pioneers’ 
organization, the logical conclusion is that the brainwashed Hitler 
Youth were exemplary members of civil society.

In this chapter we will examine Mexico’s new NPPO and NGO 
legislation and its unique standing as having achieved, through 
harmonizing its NPPO law with the U.S. The U.S. - Mexico treaty 
provisions, the mutual recognition of philanthropic spheres, thus 
facilitating the flow of U.S. foundation funds to Mexican NPPOs. The 
nascent Civic Society in Romania seeks to influence the Romanian 
government not only to establish civil society with fair societal rules 
and rights of appeal but also to follow the Mexican model, which 
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involves working closely with U.S. Treasury to facilitate the inflow 
of U.S. foundation funds.

Why Mexico? Because it, together with the USA, has created the only 
international standard that exists to ease the flow of foundation funds 
internationally—and from the world’s largest source largest pool of 
such funds, that of the USA.

It is of great interest to Romanian NGOs, as a Latin-based model, the 
only one in the world that corresponds to the pre-communist laws to 
which it has reverted after a time warp.

The years 1917 and 1989 offer the benchmarks for understanding 
the rise and eclipse of centralism, analyzed here in case studies for 
Romania in Eastern Europe and for Mexico in Latin America. World 
statism was generated simultaneously by the Mexican Revolution’s 
1917 Constitutional Model (which still prevails) and the 1917 Russian 
Model of Revolutionary Terrorism, both of which encouraged the 
rise of state monopoly that distorted economic, political, and social 
systems. In Russia and Mexico one-party political and economic 
systems came to define the dimensions of statist corruption that 
became prevalent in so many countries worldwide.

With the problems of excessive centralism manifest by the 1980s, 
statists in Mexico and Romania took very different paths to save 
their power. Despite a heavily statist orientation, Mexico and Brazil 
were the largest and fastest growing economies in the world in the 
period from 1950 to 1980, reaching growth rates of GDP of over 6% 
per year.13

13 André A. Hofman and Nanno Mulder, in Coatsworth, H. John, and Alan M. 
Taylor Eds., Latin America and the World Economy Since 1800: London, 
England, Harvard University, David Rockefeller Center for Latin American 
Studies, 1998, p. 86.
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In the Mexico of 1983, the new President Miguel de la Madrid began 
to bring to a halt the expansion of state power by beginning to permit 
large private land holdings of production for export even as he began 
to close or sell some money-losing factories and service companies.

In Romania of 1983, the brutal dictator Ceausescu (1963 to 1989) 
attempted to deepen his control, thus accentuating the crisis in 
statism that within six years saw his bloody fall. Ceausescu’s drive 
to increase state income by expanding food exports to the world 
caused crisis in central government financing of local welfare as well 
as shortages of staple goods needed by the masses. Thus, by 1989 
Ceausescu’s dictatorship of extreme state centralism of power at the 
national level left Romania’s thousands of communities in poverty, 
with civil society unable to think for itself after 40 years of failed 
central planning.
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Chapter 2

ROMANIA as A Test Case

T
his book focuses on the rise and experience of the Open Society 
Foundation Network that merges the profit motive with the non-
profit motive to develop locally and regionally responsible civil 

society through international networks of communication. Let us not 
forget that it was profit making that led to the creation of major U.S. 
foundations, so much money having been “dubiously” accumulated 
by capital barons that, for the money to be “saved” in the family 
name, it had to be donated to tax exempt organizations such as the 
Rockefeller Foundation.

George Soros, founder of Open Society Fund, has tried to create a 
new bases for civil society in places ranging from Haiti to Romania, 
and from China to India.

Although I began my study of philanthropy with the idea of focusing 
my research on the history of the Soros Foundations, that idea took 
new form once I met with George Soros in 1996.

My preliminary thoughts were presented to Soros in 1995 in order to 
obtain his initial reaction to my hypothesis involving juxtaposition of:

1. the stated goals and achievements of the Soros Foundations (as 
summarized verbatim from foundation reports, newsletters, 
and Soros World Wide Web pages on the Internet, as I told 
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him during our intense discussions of May 15, 1996, in New 
York City) with

2. my hypothesis that he has taken a risky approach to 
international philanthropy that is uncommon.

In that juxtaposition I suggested that Soros, by himself, has sought 
to create an open society in each country, thus hoping that other 
U.S. and European foundations would follow him into East-Central 
Europe, but they did not do so.

Indeed, most other foundations have not followed Soros lead because, 
as he himself noted in my interview with him, he has neglected the 
legal structure that they demand to protect themselves against risk 
of losing their tax-free status in their home country.

Bureaucratically conservative foundations, especially those based in 
the USA, where the largest corpus of tax-free funds is domiciled, do 
not in the main take the risks of donating abroad because they fear 
becoming enmeshed in legal problems related to tax reporting in their 
home base of operations.

Soros indicated to me his concern that scholarly analysis focusing 
mainly on his risk-taking approach could backfire. He is concerned 
that, given the anti-foreign tenor of many congressional representatives, 
the U.S. Congress may look for opportunities to develop legislation 
that could inhibit the transfer of U.S. official and private foundations 
assistance funds from leaving the country.

Although in my view Soros is unduly worried about possible U.S. 
Congressional activity against foundations,14 nevertheless, I here 

14 It is noteworthy that the U.S. Congress has not succumbed to the “simplifying” 
flat-tax approach that implicitly would perhaps make charitable donations 
irrelevant.
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reorient my approach to focus on Soros as only one example of 
international philanthropy (here often used with a much larger 
connotation incorporating universities, NGOs and voluntary 
associations), thus also focusing my work on the rise of foundation 
activity such as that of the European Foundation Center and the 
Japan Foundation in an era when new trade and finance blocks are 
emerging as follows:

European Union,
Vísegrad,
NAFTA,
Mercosur,
Association of Caribbean States,
Central American Common Market,
G-3,
G-8,
Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation

My thesis is that if trade and finance must globalize to survive 
effectively, so must philanthropy operate in the international sphere. 
Soros’ approach is only one of several which helps us to rethink 
the method of opening all societies to change and decentralized 
modernization. I have personally volunteered and dedicated 20 years 
of my life to a non-profit, and learn all the in-s and out-s of it after 
meeting Soros at his Open Society headquarters in New York.

Soros--The Philanthropist

Indeed, Soros had been interested since his period in England to 
foster the democratic values of “an open society,” as defined by the 
philosopher Sir Karl Popper.15 Determined to make Popper’s concept 

15 See Karl R., Popper The Open Society and Its Enemies, Princeton, New 
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1995. Popper argues against the “closed 
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workable, Soros’ Open Society Fund became the basis for the Open 
Society Fund, Inc. to which he has donated so much of his dubiously-
earned profits to good ends.

Soros moved with high visibility into philanthropy by establishing 
in 1984 the Soros Foundation-Hungary and in 1987 the Soros 
Foundation-Soviet Union. After the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, 
Soros began to reposition himself by turning over the day-to-day 
management of his hedge fund to his staff so that he could immerse 
himself in the world of philanthropy. He was the only one who 
recognized and was able to do something about it that in those first 
moments after 1989 liberation from socialist dogma a new pattern of 
open society had to be set. His diagnosis was correct in that hardly 
had Russia and Eastern Europe overturned their dogmatic regimes 
that authoritarian forces attempted to seize power. This was hardly 
surprising because these had a complete absence of democratic 
experience and no modern political infrastructure was in place to 
support the new and fragile ‘democracies.’

By 1990 he created three more foundations, moving into Central and 
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, dramatically accelerating the 
level of his giving. As Soros explains, “I have used financial markets 
as a laboratory for testing my theories... [on how to capitalize on] the 
collapse of the Soviet Empire.”16

According to Soros’ “Personal Statement” on the Soros Foundation 
World Wide Web Home Page, by early 1996 he was operating 
foundations in 24 countries. (The total is now 23, Belarus having 
this month withdrawn his legal recognition of Soros Foundation- 
Belarus, see below.)

society” of unquestioned authority advocated by Plato in The Republic.
16 Soros on Soros, p. v.
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Soros As Creator of Open Versus Closed Societies Via The Network

To change the course of history and prevent the return of centralized 
authoritarian power in Eastern Europe, Soros has attempted to build 
the framework needed to support democracy. Thus, he has established 
a large number of independent branch foundations that offer services 
and vehicles of self-expression outside the reaches of an increasingly 
discredited state. Since governments have neither the will nor the 
resources to lead the kinds of initiatives they once though that they 
could lead, Soros has been the leader in arguing that the vacuum of 
leadership should be filled by a socially responsible private sector. 
Therefore, Soros has tried to set the philanthropic standard by 
opening branches of the Open Society Foundation around the globe.

Soros’ views quoted below are taken from his oral interviews, 
speeches, books, articles, and foundation reports that provide the 
basis for his polyvalent concept ‘open society,’ as is seen for example 
in the 1994 Annual Report of the Soros Foundations:17

The Soros is trying to make the family of Institutions independent 
by encouraging them to seek other sources of funding others than 
his own. As the Annual Report for the year 1994 puts it, “these 
organizations help build the infrastructure and institutions necessary 
for open societies by supporting a broad array of programs for 
education, children and youth, media and communications, civil 
society, human rights and humanitarian aid, science and medicine, 
arts, culture, and economic restructuring” Cit.

Telecommunications and the Internet have been the main tools 
in Soros’ hand in his crusade for establishing the pattern of open 
societies. His prominent role in bringing down the Iron Curtain is 
indisputable.

17 P. 7.



36

Dr. Olga Magdalena Lazin

The dramatic revolution and expansion in communications that took 
place during the 1980s, satellites, fax, copying machines, widespread 
dissemination of the computer opened the world’s even most remote 
areas to the expanded communications links required for mass 
organization and concerted action contributed and accelerated the 
emergence of the fourth sector all around the world.

Analysis of Soros’ use of the Internet shows how he uses electronic 
communication to influence other world leaders as well as how he 
uses the Net to unite the work worldwide of his foundations. Hence, 
he has initiated the Soros Foundation World Wide Web home page 
on the Internet.

George Soros has his own foreign policy. He has the money to back 
up his ideas and is spending it prodigiously. In 1994 alone, Soros’ 
foundations around the world gave away $300 million, more than 
Portugal, New Zealand, or Ireland did, and he has spent a like amount 
in 1995. High-profile projects include a water purification plant in 
Sarajevo and a $500 stipend for each of 30,000 Russian scientists.18

For the Soros actual expenditures for 1994, see Tables 1 and 2.

Since 1990 he has devoted half of his income and a substantially 
large portion of his time and energy to developing his foundation 
network.19

In Soros’ view, many Russians and Eastern Europeans are 
disillusioned and angry with the West, because the market economy 
being imported lacks a concept of common interest.20 Soros agrees 

18 Richard Teitelbaum, “What’s Soros Up To Now?” Fortune, September 4, 
1995, p. 94.

19 Soros on Soros, p. 123.
20 George Soros, “Address to the [Central European University] Budapest 

Graduation Ceremony,” CEU Gazette, Spring/Summer 1995, p. 15.
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and notes that the U.S. model of untrammeled pursuit of self-interest 
does not represents the common interest. He argues that the U.S. 
model, which now dominates world development thinking, requires 
new rules and standards of behavior to circumscribe and contain 
competition, a measure of cooperation being needed to sustain 
competition.

The concept of open society is based on the recognition the world 
we live is inherently imperfect, as is human understanding of it, and 
although the U.S. model is morally corrupt, the great merit of its 
open society is to permit correction of faults. For Soros, the Western 
democracies are morally bankrupt if they subsume common interest 
to the pursuit of narrow self-interest. 21

Soros’ goal is to turn the closed society of totalitarianism into an 
open society that follows Popper’s prescription for setting “free the 
critical powers of man.”22 Before the revolutions that swept Central 
and Eastern Europe, dissidents had a similar goal; they called it “civil 
society,” defined by some as” the connective tissue of democratic 
political culture.” 23

Soros credits his membership in the Helsinki Watch and Americas 
Watch human rights groups as sparking him his 1980 creation Open 
Society Fund to offer a number of scholarships in the United States 
to dissident intellectuals from Eastern Europe.24 To credit that spark, 
he recruited Aryen Neyer, who was the head of Human Rights Watch, 
to become the president of Soros’ Open Society Institute in New 
York City.

21 Ibid.
22 Popper The Open Society and Its Enemies, p.183.
23 Soros “Address to the [Central European University] Budapest Graduation 

Ceremony,” p. 15.
24 Soros on Soros, p. 115.
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With the human-rights orientation of spreading information, one 
of Soros’ first projects had been to offer photocopying machines 
to cultural and scientific institutions, which was the perfect way to 
undermine the Communist Party control of information in Hungary. 
As copying machines increasingly became available in 1984, the 
Party apparatus could not control the machines and the dissemination 
of information, thus, as Soros has stated, his foundation in Hungary 
enabled people who were not dissidents to act, in effect, like 
dissidents. Similarly, the Soros grant program for writers increased 
their independence, therefore “disarming” the Party.25

Soros also tried to set up a foundation in China, establishing in 1986 
the Fund for the Opening and Reform of China. That China operation 
was closed down by the Chinese government after the Tiananmen 
Square massacre, Soros being labeled as a “CIA agent.”26 Soros is 
optimistic about China, however, because with the rising number of 
fax machines and foreigners, it will be impossible to re-establish the 
rigid thought-control that prevailed previously.

To serve as “prototype” of open society, Soros’ network of foundations 
has grown as follows: 27

1984, Hungary
1986, China
1987, Russia
1988, Poland
1990, Bulgaria, Estonia, Lithuania, Romania, and Ukraine 1991, 
Yugoslavia

25 The view above and below is drawn from Soros on Soros, 118-123.
26 Ibid., 139.
27 Soros Foundation, Internet Electronic Communications, World Wide Web, 

“National Foundations,” WWW.Soros.Org, March 1996.
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1992, Albania, Belarus, Bosnia & Hercegovina, Croatia, Czech 
Republic, Latvia, Macedonia, Moldova, Slovenia
1993, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, South Africa,
1994, Georgia
1995, Haiti, South Africa, Burma
1997, Guatemala

According to Soros, these national foundations are committed to 
certain common goals, such as the rule of a democratically elected 
government, a vigorous, diverse civil society, respect for minorities, 
and a free market economy. They also share a commitment to working 
together across national, ethnic, and religious boundaries to achieve 
these goals and such regional objectives as cooperation and peace 
among neighboring countries. The manner in which they pursue 
these goals is up to each national foundation, which, with its own 
staff and board, sets program priorities in response to the particular 
situation and problems in each country. These national foundations 
support, in part or in whole, a variety of internships abroad.

Recognizing the importance of incisive and responsible journalism, 
the Soros Foundations fund a broad array of activities to train 
and equip reporters, editors, and media managers for their new 
responsibilities in democratic, free market societies. The ultimate 
goal is to create an informed electorate that has access to diverse, 
objective are reports supplied by a press corps with high professional 
standards.

Foundations in Romania, Russia, and Ukraine have sent local 
journalists to CNN’s U.S. headquarters in Atlanta, Georgia, for 
the six-week International Professional Program. Foundations in 
the former Yugoslavia sent reporters to London for two months of 
training and work at the Balkan War Report, the highly regarded 
publication of the Institute for War and Peace Reporting. The Soros 



40

Dr. Olga Magdalena Lazin

foundations’ priorities in the area of communications are support 
for the establishment of strong, independent media as well as the 
expansion of telecommunications throughout the above-mentioned 
regions.

Censorship in Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet 
Union is now less explicit than it was under communist regimes, who 
required that all broadcasts and newspapers pass through an official 
censor. Governments, however, still control much of the physical 
infrastructure of media transmission therefore exercising indirect 
censorship.28

Promptly, the National Foundations provided the print media have 
received access to international news services, desktop publishing 
equipment, electronic mail, printing presses, and even newsprint.

News outlets supported by national foundations include

Radijocentras, Lithuania;
Radio Vitosha, Bulgaria;
Uniplus, Romania;
Radio Tallin, Estonia;
Radio Echo of Moscow, Russia;
Feral Tribune, Croatia;
Ieve magazine, Ukraine;
Pritonmost, Czech Republic;
Vreme, Yugoslavia.

In Russia, the foundation is providing funds to refurbish more than 
two dozen independent radio stations and to organize them into a 
network for sharing information.

28 New York Times Editorial: “The Not-So-Free Eastern European Press,” 
October 2, 1995.
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Soros-funded programs in Romania and Macedonia have acquired 
second-hand printing presses in the United States. The presses were 
refurbished and placed in independent printing houses. In supporting 
democratic movements, often times Soros is accused of meddling 
in internal affairs. For example, in Romania when the Soros 
Foundations faced in 1991 the government’s attempt to quash news 
by increasing prohibitively the price of newsprint at election time, 
the Foundation bought newsprint abroad and trucks to import paper 
so that independent newspapers could continue to publish. President 
Iliescu subsequently accused Soros of supporting the opposition, to 
which Soros responded that he was only supporting a pluralistic, 
free press. 29

In Romania, Soros has administered since 1994 the first public surveys 
ever taken and published them as the “Public Opinion Barometer.” 
The goal is to take the pulse of opinions about the country’s economic 
and political life.

Soros is also founded in 1990 the Central European University (CEU) 
in Budapest, Prague, and Warsaw. The CEU is accredited in Hungary 
as degree-granting educational institution and prepares the leaders of 
the future. The CEU press publishing in English, Czech, Hungarian, 
Polish and Slovak languages provide news on the region in the 
domains of Literature, Political Science, Economics and European 
Studies.

Another fruitful program was established for the former Soviet and the 
Baltic states scientists, called the International Science Foundation. 
The scientists were given $100 million grant in order to continue their 
research in their native countries.30 Emergency grants were given out 

29 Soros on Soros, p. 139.
30 This and the following discussion is based upon Building Open Societies: 

Soros Foundations 1994, New York: OSI, 1994, pp. 15-35.
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of $500 to some 30,000 scientists, travel grants and scientific journals 
were provided, and the International Science Education Program 
is currently working to make the Internet available not only to the 
scientists but also to schools, universities, libraries and media.31

The Consortium for Academic Partnership, established in 1993, has 
expanded to include what Soros calls the “Virtual University,” that 
is a program that includes:

CEU scholarships for students to pursue doctoral work in the 
United States and Europe;
professorial exchanges for the CEU Economics School;
Freedom Support Act Fellowships;
supplementary grants for students from the former Yugoslavia 
displaced by war;
supplementary grants for Burmese students.

Support of education, either directly or as a component of other 
programs, is the main focus of Soros foundations activity, amounting 
to about 50% of the expenditures, according to Soros sources.

Education based on the values of open, pluralistic, democratic 
societies proved to be the most effective way to break the grip of the 
communist past and prevent the emergence of new closed societies 
based on nationalism.32

One of the most comprehensive educational programs of the Soros 
Foundation are the Transformation of the Humanities Project and the 
Social Science Projects, which attempt to undo the previously state-
controlled educational system in Russia and the other countries of 

31 World Wide Web. Soros Or. The International Science Foundation.
32 This information on education and the following comes from ibid. and 

Building Open Societies, pp. 15-19.
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the former Soviet Union and ex-satellite states. The ambitious project 
to replace Marxist-Leninist text books and teaching in school and 
universities has been undertaken in cooperation with the Ministry of 
Education and commissioned thousands of books, training professors, 
giving grants to innovative schools, introducing new curricula at 
selected demonstration sites in various disciplines.33

The new textbooks, as well as Western texts adapted and translated 
for Russia, are being published at a rate of ten a month and 10,000 
copies a run. The Transformation of Humanities Project has been 
replicated in Ukraine, Lithuania, Belarus, Estonia, Kazakhstan, 
Kyrgyzstan, Romania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Macedonia.

The Open Society Institute in Budapest conducts a number of research 
programs in collaboration with the CEU. Other foundations and 
programs created by George Soros include the International Science 
Foundation (ISF) and the International Soros Science Education 
Program, both of which encourage and support scientists and science 
teachers in the former Soviet Union so that they will remain at work 
in their home countries and not sell their skills to weapons producers 
in areas such as the Middle East.34

Russia has been a difficult country for Soros. He began organizing 
the Soviet Cultural Initiative Foundation in 1987 only to have 
the management of it fall into the hands of a reformist clique of 
Communist Youth League officials, who paradoxically proceeded 
to form a closed society to promote an open one.35

33 Soros on Soros, p.128.
34 These programs are discussed, e.g., in the Annual Report of the Soros 

Foundations, 1994, and summarized on the Soros World Wide Web Internet 
pages.

35 Ibid., p. 128.
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For Soros, Gorbachev had the great merit to have first shaken the 
rigid power structure and break the isolation into which the Soviet 
Union had fallen. Gorbachev thought of Europe as an open society, 
where frontiers lose their significance. He envisaged Europe as a 
network of connections, not as a geographic location, the network 
extending the concept of civil society through an international arena. 
Such ideas could not be implemented by Gorbachev, but he must be 
credited with having planted them in infertile soil.36

In 1995, Soros reduced his financial investments in Russia, taking a 
“cautiously pessimistic’ stance.37 He is concerned that the xenophobic 
rhetoric by communists and nationalistic groups against greedy and 
exploitative foreigners is intended to provide an ideological justification 
for keeping the markets closed and protecting the resources for the 
state.38 As Russia explodes out of the information vacuum that 
characterized the Communist era, the American magnate, financier-
philanthropist is audaciously expanding access to the Internet and 
narrows the gap between Russia and the technologically advanced 
West.

Within his conception of open society, Soros sees the need for closer 
association between the nations of Europe, provided that the state not 
define or dominate the international activities of the citizenry. His 
concept holds great appeal for people who have been deprived of the 
benefits of an open society. 39

36 George Soros, Opening the Soviet System (London, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 
1990), p. 102.

37 Michael, Gordon R., “Cautiously Pessimistic,” but Investing in Russia The 
New York Times, December 22, 1995.

38 Michael, Gordon, R. “Russia’s Woes Are Mirrored in the Decline of Coal 
Mines,” New York Times, February 29, 1996.

39 Soros, “Address to the [Central European University] Budapest Graduation 
Ceremony,” p. 15.
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Soros’ priority is to help give access to the world of information not 
only to journalists, as we have seen, but to other professional groups, 
especially including librarians and scientists as well as individual 
citizens. For Soros it is Electronic mail and Internet connectivity that 
hold the possibility of bringing to East-Central Europe and Russia a 
new method of communications particularly suitable to the building 
of open societies.40

Making telecommunications widely available promotes pluralism 
and undermines government attempts to control information 
(Belarus has recently shut down the Open Society Foundation 
exactly for this reason). The Open Society foundations are building 
telecommunications networks by providing computers, software, 
training and the Internet access to media centers, libraries, legal 
institutes, research laboratories, high schools, universities as well as 
Soros foundation offices. Information servers are also being designed 
at a number of Soros organizations.

The hub of the Soros Foundations’ communications activities is 
Open Media Research Institute, a new research center established 
to analyze and report on the political, economic, and social changes 
under way in Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet 
Union. It is developing a media studies program to teach journalists, 
analysts, policy specialists, and scholars about the role of investigative 
journalism as well as the business of media.41

What Soros desires, it would seem, is not only an open society, which 
might be an ideal one, but the creation of civic society--what the 
Romans called civitas; that is, public-spiritedness, sacrifice for the 

40 Open Society News, Fall 94, Electronic Edition, Soros Foundation (WWW.
Soros.Org).

41 Idem, click on CEENet.Internet.
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community, citizenship, especially elites. It involves the creation of 
what Francis Fukuyama calls “trust.”42

In his oral interviews, Soros admits how difficult it is running a 
foundation in a revolutionary environment of Russia and the Eastern 
European countries. Despite a bitter 1994 experience of attempting 
to operate a foundation at the height of Russia’s period of “robber-
capitalists,” Soros sees his Transformation of the Humanities Project 
as very successful.43

To provide students with information on educational opportunities in 
the West, 23 Soros Student Advising Centers have been established 
in major cities in the Eastern European region. The foundations also 
promote the English language through a variety of local projects.44

Responding to the unique intellectual and emotional needs of children 
and teens, the Open Society Institute has initiated a series of regional 
programs to provide opportunities for the young people in the region 
and especially in the countries of former Yugoslavia.

At the time when a changing political landscape offers little stability, 
the Regional High School Debate Program and the Preschool Project 
promote independence and self-esteem, and encourage young people 
to take an active and critical role in their education.45

Most national foundations contribute project support to indigenous, 
independent organizations which address cultural, major health or 

42 Francis, Fukuyama, Trust: Social Virtues and the Creation of Prosperity,
(New York: The Free Press, 1995), p. 27.

43 Soros on Soros, passim, esp. p. 129.
44 International Guide to Funders Interested in Central and Eastern Europe 

Central European Foundation Center (EFC), Brussels, Belgium, 1993, p. 147.
45 Chris, Sulavek, “Empowering the Programs for Children and Teens,” Open 

Society News, Winter 1995, p. 5.
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environmental problems in direct and practical ways: fellowships 
sending American volunteers abroad to teach environmental 
topics, donating medical supplies, distribution networks, and dollar 
conversion for the purchase of desired medical equipment.46

With regard to philanthropy for medical goals, Soros’ concern about 
the problem in the USA caused him to initiate a “Project on Death 
and Dying,” dedicated to research and issues of terminal illness and 
pain management, on which he intends to focus more of his energies 
and funds. The goal of the Soros Project on Death in America is to 
help expand our understanding of and to transform the forces that 
have created and sustain the current culture of dying. The $5,000 
million project supports epidemiological, ethnographic, and historical 
research and other programs that illuminate the social and medical 
context of dying and grieving.47 In Soros’ own words the American 
medical culture, “modern medicine is so intent on prolonging life that 
it fails to prepare us for death.” The results of the research will help to 
encourage family involvement and to reduce the dehumanizing effect 
of medical treatment. Under the Grants Program, Joseph’s House in 
Washington, DC, a Project on Death on America grantee, provides a 
life-affirming community for people with AIDS.

Soros’ foundations herald an era in which social and cultural 
responsibility, assumed by government up to the 1980s in Eastern 
Europe, is defined by private giving. Soros Foundation grants 
to Eastern Europe outstrip the amounts given by most Western 
corporate foundations in Europe. Soros’ funding has gone less to 
construct capitalism than to rediscover the human riches of intellect 
that communism plundered.

46 International Guide to Funders Interested in Central and Eastern Europe, 
p. 147.

47 George, Soros “Reflections on Death in America,” Open Society News, 
Winter 1995, p. 2.
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In its focus on finance and government, the West has neglected the 
softer and subtler sides of free societies, and Soros’ new Marshal plan 
(1989) was “greeted with amusement” by the Europeans. 48

With regard to failure of policies he has supported, Soros notes 
with regret that the Russian programs partially failed because of 
his leaders there bought autos for their personal use. Therefore, he 
temporarily closed operations in order to organize an entirely new 
staff. The foundations involved in structural reforms in Ukraine, and 
Macedonia, the last surviving multi-ethnic democracy have been 
successful. The $50 million granted to the young Macedonian state 
just saved it from bankruptcy. (L’Evenement, No. 583, p.27)

In late February the Milosevic regime in Belgrade (Serbia) dealt a 
financial blow to Soros programs in two ways. It hurt all independent 
media by revoking the registration of the Soros Foundation, forcing 
it to close down operations in Serbia and Montenegro. This also has 
slowed the work of the Open Society Institute work in Belgrade 
where it is developing an important part of its A Balkan War Crimes 
Database.49

The Soros Foundation Model Unfollowed

Why has Soros won neither foundations or multilateral agencies to 
“invest” as he has in the development of post-communist society?

The answer has several parts. First, Soros has been concerned that his 
Foundations not become the kind of bureaucratic operation run by a 
meritocratic elite for itself (thus requiring long lead time to develop 
projects) that has taken power in most foundations and all multilateral 

48 Barry, Newman, “Soros Gives to Help East Europe Recover Lost Cultural 
Treasures,” New York Times, March 22, 1994.

49 New York Times Editorial: “Censorship in the Balkans,” March, 14, 1996.
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development banks and agencies. Second, as a consequence of the 
first point, Soros has been able to do what most foundations cannot 
do not only because his entire financial trading history is based upon 
that of being a risk-taker who grasps the moment. Because most 
foundation leaders and all leaders of multilateral development and 
banking agency are risk averse, too often they miss the opportunity 
to be a part of genuinely new programs. To make grants without 
incurring total accounting responsibility over expenditures by the 
grantee, U.S. and U.S.-based multilateral banks and agencies must 
make pay their lawyers to make a legal determination that each 
grantee is the “equivalent to a U.S. NPPO” and if it would be eligible 
for certification by the IRS if it were a U.S. NPPO.

Soros’ solution to the above legal problem is to have set up his own 
network of foundations that at once facilitates his grant making 
activity and gives them some independence, yet allows him to provide 
a check on expenditure should he not make new grants.

What happens when Soros runs out of money and/or dies? What has 
he institutionalized? The answers do not bode well for the future of 
the NPPO sector for which he hopes his foundations are the model 
for others to follow:

The problem is that without a NPPO legal framework to encourage 
internationally-oriented foundation “investment” in Eastern Europe, 
the Soros Foundation Model cannot easily be followed, leaving Soros 
to stand alone as the funder of only resort. The challenge to Soros 
is not to be the sole funder in each country because the task of 
establishing the open basis for civil society requires the spending of 
billions of dollars by funders making the thousands of decisions no 
one organization can make. Beyond Soros’ use of funds to support 
debate and spread of information, Soros must now help support the 
NPPO legal basis for the establishment of competing foundations. 
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Without competition, Soros Foundation decisions about whom to 
fund have the political consequence of alienating those who are not 
funded and who are without other recourse as the State contracts.

Yet Soros’ Open Society Institute, which itself is funded from 
the USA, determined at a 1995 meeting of the East Program, that 
“international funding is not the solution for the long-term future” of 
the NPPO sector in Russia and Eastern Europe. Hence, the meeting 
concluded that it should look inward to develop private funding 
sources in each country of the region.50

The East meeting not only runs counter to Soros’ own experience 
of encouraging the flow of NPPO funds from outside into Eastern 
Europe and Russia. By not having fully recognized the need to 
develop the NPPO legal framework that will facilitate the in-flow of 
funds from the USA, the NPPO sector fostered by Soros will remain 
stunted. Neither the governments nor the private sectors in Russian 
and Eastern Europe have the funding needed to substitute for and 
expand upon Soros’ funding--funding limited by Soros’ personal 
ability to maintain his pace.

Without the establishment of U.S.-Mexican type NPPO legislation 
that will permit foreign investors to establish company foundations, 
thus leaving some of their profits in Eastern Europe and Russia, then 
“nationalists” will be able to claim erroneously that their country is 
being sacked by greedy foreign capitalists.

Rather than creating competition, ironically Soros finds that he has 
to subsume it in order to save it, as in the case of Radio Free Europe. 
With the tremendous reduction in funds supplied by the USA, Radio 
Free Europe would not have survived had not in 1994 Soros moved 

50 Open Society News, Fall 1995/Winter 1996, p. 9. Ironically the Open Society 
News is published in New York City.
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it to Prague and reorganized it as part of his Open Media Research 
Institute (OMRI),51 In this case Soros entered into a joint-venture to 
acquire Radio Free Europe’s Research Institute and, under a fifty-
year lease, its archives.52

This paper analyzes the role of George Soros and the process of 
how he has assumed unique social leadership in the international 
philanthropic arena. He is a lone “global trouble-shooter” who, as of 
1996, has donated half of his one-billion-dollar net worth to the Soros 
Foundation, which he has dedicated to help break statism in formerly 
Communist countries.

“With the breakthrough of the Internet to achieve instantaneous 
globalization, the Hungarian-born philanthropist has embarked on an 
ambitious plan to set up 30 Internet training centers across the far-
flung regions of Russia 53 Bill Gates, whose business visit to Russia, 
just coincided with Soros’, is just following into his footsteps.54

My approach in this chapter is to suggest the reason why Soros’ noble 
attempt did not succeed in laying the basis for a broadly-financed 
and updated Marshal Plan for Eastern Europe. The goal of breaking 
up the statism that maintains the former Communist bloc countries 
as closed societies needs new NPPO laws that enable multi-track 
activity beyond the single-track offered by Soros. Soros funding of 
NPPO legal reform has encouraged only marginally countries to look 

51 The OMRI Library contains archives Soros centered in Prague to save much 
of the communist history of Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet 
Union.

52 Bruck,“The World According to Soros,” p. 71.
53 

54 Jeffrey, Williams, “In the Kremlin, a Computer Czar,” Los Angles Times,
October 11, 1997, p. A11)
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outward. Ironically, he is leaving them on their own to look inward 
for lack of information about new trends in world philanthropy.

Soros’ single-track efforts have involved creating branches of his 
Foundation in 25 countries of Eastern Europe, Asia, and the Middle 
East by using U.S. NPPO law, not fostering the law itself as the 
legal basis needed for Western funders, including foreign investors 
who establish company foundations with some of the profits. Soros 
has yet to realize that the ideas he supports require a tax free and 
tax-deductible framework for the funding of community-based 
foundations that are able to make the thousands of decentralized 
decisions that he knows no central government can efficiently make.

To understand the Soros’ initiative and its impact we must 
acknowledge the crisis of the modern welfare state in the USA as well 
as in Europe. The conviction has coalesced that overloaded and over 
bureaucratized government is incapable of performing the expanded 
task being assigned to it. The welfare state is the incompetent State.

In Eastern Europe the Incompetent State protected itself by use 
of totalitarian principles to maintain society closed to circulation 
of ideas and criticism of government. In Eastern Europe, as in the 
Russian Empire which was euphemistically called the “USSR,” 
George Orwell’s 1984 came true as the “democratic centralism” of 
Communist government destroyed the ability of communes to make 
any decisions for themselves.

Soros’ Background And Career As Hedge-Fund Speculator

To establish a new type of “community interest” in Eastern Europe 
and Russia, George Soros determined in the 1980s to use his fortune 
to lead the way in establishing society open to the flow of information 
and criticism of government.
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Soros had left Hungary for England in the 1947 to put behind him the 
experience of having lived under German and Russian occupations. 
He graduated from the London School of Economics in 1952; and he 
moved to the USA by 1956.55 By the 1960s not only had he become 
an American citizen but was noted for his risk-taking investment 
practices especially in world financial markets, which brought him 
fortune as speculating in currency.

Since 1969 Soros has operated the Quantum Fund--a little-regulated, 
private-investment partnership based in Curacao (off the coast of 
Venezuela) geared to wealthy non-U.S. individuals, who typically 
attempt to achieve quick, outsized returns on highly leveraged “bets” 
that currency will appreciate or depreciate. His bets on currency 
culminated in his 1992 “breaking the Bank of England,” which could 
not maintain the value of the pound in the face of the Soros-led 
speculation that England’s currency was seriously over-inflated. 56

Thirteen years before he won his six-billion bet against the pound 
sterling, Soros had begun to use his gains from speculation to support 
the opening of closed societies. He established in New York the Open 
Society Fund in 1979, as an NPPO to support dissidents living under 
the Communist regimes, but he had kept a relatively low profile in 
doing so.

Soros--The Philanthropist

Indeed, Soros had been interested since his period in England to 
foster the democratic values of “an open society,” as defined by the 

55 Connie Bruck, “The World According to Soros,” The New Yorker, January 
23, 1995, p. 59.

56 George Soros and Byron Wien, Soros on Soros: Staying Ahead of the Curve 
(New York: John Wiley), 1995, pp. 81-83.
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philosopher Sir Karl Popper.57 Determined to make Popper’s concept 
workable, Soros’ Open Society Fund became the basis for the Open 
Society Fund, Inc. to which he has donated so much of his dubiously-
earned profits to good ends.

Soros moved with high visibility into philanthropy by establishing 
in 1984 the Soros Foundation-Hungary and in 1987 the Soros 
Foundation-Soviet Union. After the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, 
Soros began to reposition himself by turning over the day-to-day 
management of his hedge fund to his staff so that he could immerse 
himself in the world of philanthropy. He was the only one who 
recognized and was able to do something about it that in those first 
moments after 1989 liberation from socialist dogma a new pattern of 
open society had to be set. His diagnosis was correct in that hardly 
had Russia and Eastern Europe overturned their dogmatic regimes 
that authoritarian forces attempted to seize power. This was hardly 
surprising because these had a complete absence of democratic 
experience and no modern political infrastructure was in place to 
support the new and fragile ‘democracies.’

By 1990 he created three more foundations, moving into Central and 
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, dramatically accelerating the 
level of his giving. As Soros explains, “I have used financial markets 
as a laboratory for testing my theories... [on how to capitalize on] the 
collapse of the Soviet Empire.”58

According to Soros’ “Personal Statement” on the Soros Foundation 
World Wide Web Home Page, by early 1996 he was operating 
foundations in 24 countries. (The total is now 23, Belarus having 

57 See Karl R., Popper The Open Society and Its Enemies, Princeton, New 
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1995. Popper argues against the “closed 
society” of unquestioned authority advocated by Plato in The Republic.

58 Soros on Soros, p. v.
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this month withdrawn his legal recognition of Soros Foundation- 
Belarus, see below.)

Soros As Creator of Open Versus Closed Societies Via The Network

To change the course of history and prevent the return of centralized 
authoritarian power in Eastern Europe, Soros has attempted to build 
the framework needed to support democracy. Thus, he has established 
a large number of independent branch foundations that offer services 
and vehicles of self-expression outside the reaches of an increasingly 
discredited state. Since governments have neither the will nor the 
resources to lead the kinds of initiatives they once though that they 
could lead, Soros has been the leader in arguing that the vacuum of 
leadership should be filled by a socially responsible private sector. 
Therefore, Soros has tried to set the philanthropic standard by 
opening branches of the Open Society Foundation around the globe.

Soros’ views quoted below are taken from his oral interviews, 
speeches, books, articles, and foundation reports that provide the 
basis for his polyvalent concept ‘open society,’ as is seen for example 
in the 1994 Annual Report of the Soros Foundations:59

The Soros is trying to make the family of Institutions independent 
by encouraging them to seek other sources of funding others than 
his own. As the Annual Report for the year 1994 puts it, “these 
organizations help build the infrastructure and institutions necessary 
for open societies by supporting a broad array of programs for 
education, children and youth, media and communications, civil 
society, human rights and humanitarian aid, science and medicine, 
arts, culture, and economic restructuring” Cit.

59 P. 7.
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Telecommunications and the Internet have been the main tools 
in Soros’ hand in his crusade for establishing the pattern of open 
societies. His prominent role in bringing down the Iron Curtain is 
indisputable.

The dramatic revolution and expansion in communications that took 
place during the 1980s, satellites, fax, copying machines, widespread 
dissemination of the computer opened the world’s even most remote 
areas to the expanded communications links required for mass 
organization and concerted action contributed and accelerated the 
emergence of the fourth sector all around the world.

Analysis of Soros’ use of the Internet shows how he uses electronic 
communication to influence other world leaders as well as how he 
uses the Net to unite the work worldwide of his foundations. Hence, 
he has initiated the Soros Foundation World Wide Web home page 
on the Internet.

George Soros has his own foreign policy. He has the money to back 
up his ideas and is spending it prodigiously. In 1994 alone, Soros’ 
foundations around the world gave away $300 million, more than 
Portugal, New Zealand, or Ireland did, and he has spent a like amount 
in 1995. High-profile projects include a water purification plant in 
Sarajevo and a $500 stipend for each of 30,000 Russian scientists.60

For the Soros actual expenditures for 1994, see Tables 1 and 2.

Since 1990 he has devoted half of his income and a substantially 
large portion of his time and energy to developing his foundation 
network.61

60 Richard Teitelbaum, “What’s Soros Up To Now?” Fortune, September 4, 
1995, p. 94.

61 Soros on Soros, p. 123.
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In Soros’ view, many Russians and Eastern Europeans are 
disillusioned and angry with the West, because the market economy 
being imported lacks a concept of common interest.62 Soros agrees 
and notes that the U.S. model of untrammeled pursuit of self-interest 
does not represents the common interest. He argues that the U.S. 
model, which now dominates world development thinking, requires 
new rules and standards of behavior to circumscribe and contain 
competition, a measure of cooperation being needed to sustain 
competition.

The concept of open society is based on the recognition the world 
we live is inherently imperfect, as is human understanding of it, and 
although the U.S. model is morally corrupt, the great merit of its 
open society is to permit correction of faults. For Soros, the Western 
democracies are morally bankrupt if they subsume common interest 
to the pursuit of narrow self-interest. 63

Soros’ goal is to turn the closed society of totalitarianism into an 
open society that follows Popper’s prescription for setting “free the 
critical powers of man.”64 Before the revolutions that swept Central 
and Eastern Europe, dissidents had a similar goal; they called it “civil 
society,” defined by some as” the connective tissue of democratic 
political culture.” 65

Soros credits his membership in the Helsinki Watch and Americas 
Watch human rights groups as sparking him his 1980 creation Open 
Society Fund to offer a number of scholarships in the United States 

62 George Soros, “Address to the [Central European University] Budapest 
Graduation Ceremony,” CEU Gazette, Spring/Summer 1995, p. 15.

63 Ibid.
64 Popper The Open Society and Its Enemies, p.183.
65 Soros “Address to the [Central European University] Budapest Graduation 

Ceremony,” p. 15.
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to dissident intellectuals from Eastern Europe.66 To credit that spark, 
he recruited Aryen Neyer, who was the head of Human Rights Watch, 
to become the president of Soros’ Open Society Institute in New 
York City.

With the human-rights orientation of spreading information, one 
of Soros’ first projects had been to offer photocopying machines 
to cultural and scientific institutions, which was the perfect way to 
undermine the Communist Party control of information in Hungary. 
As copying machines increasingly became available in 1984, the 
Party apparatus could not control the machines and the dissemination 
of information, thus, as Soros has stated, his foundation in Hungary 
enabled people who were not dissidents to act, in effect, like 
dissidents. Similarly, the Soros grant program for writers increased 
their independence, therefore “disarming” the Party.67

Soros also tried to set up a foundation in China, establishing in 1986 
the Fund for the Opening and Reform of China. That China operation 
was closed down by the Chinese government after the Tiananmen 
Square massacre, Soros being labeled as a “CIA agent.”68 Soros is 
optimistic about China, however, because with the rising number of 
fax machines and foreigners, it will be impossible to re-establish the 
rigid thought-control that prevailed previously.

To serve as “prototype” of open society, Soros’ network of foundations 
has grown as follows: 69

66 Soros on Soros, p. 115.
67 The view above and below is drawn from Soros on Soros, 118-123.
68 Ibid., 139.
69 Soros Foundation, Internet Electronic Communications, World Wide Web, 

“National Foundations,” WWW.Soros.Org, March 1996.
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1984, Hungary
1986, China
1987, Russia
1988, Poland
1990, Bulgaria, Estonia, Lithuania, Romania, and Ukraine 1991, 
Yugoslavia
1992, Albania, Belarus, Bosnia & Hercegovina, Croatia, Czech 
Republic, Latvia, Macedonia, Moldova, Slovenia
1993, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, South Africa,
1994, Georgia
1995, Haiti, South Africa, Burma
1997, Guatemala

According to Soros, these national foundations are committed to 
certain common goals, such as the rule of a democratically elected 
government, a vigorous, diverse civil society, respect for minorities, 
and a free market economy. They also share a commitment to working 
together across national, ethnic, and religious boundaries to achieve 
these goals and such regional objectives as cooperation and peace 
among neighboring countries. The manner in which they pursue 
these goals is up to each national foundation, which, with its own 
staff and board, sets program priorities in response to the particular 
situation and problems in each country. These national foundations 
support, in part or in whole, a variety of internships abroad.

Recognizing the importance of incisive and responsible journalism, 
the Soros Foundations fund a broad array of activities to train 
and equip reporters, editors, and media managers for their new 
responsibilities in democratic, free market societies. The ultimate 
goal is to create an informed electorate that has access to diverse, 
objective are reports supplied by a press corps with high professional 
standards.
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Foundations in Romania, Russia, and Ukraine have sent local 
journalists to CNN’s U.S. headquarters in Atlanta, Georgia, for 
the six-week International Professional Program. Foundations in 
the former Yugoslavia sent reporters to London for two months of 
training and work at the Balkan War Report, the highly regarded 
publication of the Institute for War and Peace Reporting. The Soros 
foundations’ priorities in the area of communications are support 
for the establishment of strong, independent media as well as the 
expansion of telecommunications throughout the above-mentioned 
regions.

Censorship in Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet 
Union is now less explicit than it was under communist regimes, who 
required that all broadcasts and newspapers pass through an official 
censor. Governments, however, still control much of the physical 
infrastructure of media transmission therefore exercising indirect 
censorship.70

Promptly, the National Foundations provided the print media have 
received access to international news services, desktop publishing 
equipment, electronic mail, printing presses, and even newsprint.

News outlets supported by national foundations include

Radijocentras, Lithuania;
Radio Vitosha, Bulgaria;
Uniplus, Romania;
Radio Tallin, Estonia;
Radio Echo of Moscow, Russia;
Feral Tribune, Croatia;
Ieve magazine, Ukraine;

70 New York Times Editorial: “The Not-So-Free Eastern European Press,” 
October 2, 1995.
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Pritonmost, Czech Republic;
Vreme, Yugoslavia.

In Russia, the foundation is providing funds to refurbish more than 
two dozen independent radio stations and to organize them into a 
network for sharing information.

Soros-funded programs in Romania and Macedonia have acquired 
second-hand printing presses in the United States. The presses were 
refurbished and placed in independent printing houses. In supporting 
democratic movements, often times Soros is accused of meddling 
in internal affairs. For example, in Romania when the Soros 
Foundations faced in 1991 the government’s attempt to quash news 
by increasing prohibitively the price of newsprint at election time, 
the Foundation bought newsprint abroad and trucks to import paper 
so that independent newspapers could continue to publish. President 
Iliescu subsequently accused Soros of supporting the opposition, to 
which Soros responded that he was only supporting a pluralistic, 
free press. 71

In Romania, Soros has administered since 1994 the first public surveys 
ever taken and published them as the “Public Opinion Barometer.” 
The goal is to take the pulse of opinions about the country’s economic 
and political life.

Soros is also founded in 1990 the Central European University (CEU) 
in Budapest, Prague, and Warsaw. The CEU is accredited in Hungary 
as degree-granting educational institution and prepares the leaders of 
the future. The CEU press publishing in English, Czech, Hungarian, 
Polish and Slovak languages provide news on the region in the 
domains of Literature, Political Science, Economics and European 
Studies.

71 Soros on Soros, p. 139.
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Another fruitful program was established for the former Soviet and the 
Baltic states scientists, called the International Science Foundation. 
The scientists were given $100 million grant in order to continue their 
research in their native countries.72 Emergency grants were given out 
of $500 to some 30,000 scientists, travel grants and scientific journals 
were provided, and the International Science Education Program 
is currently working to make the Internet available not only to the 
scientists but also to schools, universities, libraries and media.73

The Consortium for Academic Partnership, established in 1993, has 
expanded to include what Soros calls the “Virtual University,” that 
is a program that includes:

CEU scholarships for students to pursue doctoral work in the 
United States and Europe;
professorial exchanges for the CEU Economics School;
Freedom Support Act Fellowships;
supplementary grants for students from the former Yugoslavia 
displaced by war;
supplementary grants for Burmese students.

Support of education, either directly or as a component of other 
programs, is the main focus of Soros foundations activity, amounting 
to about 50% of the expenditures, according to Soros sources.

Education based on the values of open, pluralistic, democratic 
societies proved to be the most effective way to break the grip of the 

72 This and the following discussion is based upon Building Open Societies: 
Soros Foundations 1994, New York: OSI, 1994, pp. 15-35.

73 World Wide Web. Soros Or. The International Science Foundation.
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communist past and prevent the emergence of new closed societies 
based on nationalism.74

One of the most comprehensive educational programs of the Soros 
Foundation are the Transformation of the Humanities Project and the 
Social Science Projects, which attempt to undo the previously state-
controlled educational system in Russia and the other countries of 
the former Soviet Union and ex-satellite states. The ambitious project 
to replace Marxist-Leninist text books and teaching in school and 
universities has been undertaken in cooperation with the Ministry of 
Education and commissioned thousands of books, training professors, 
giving grants to innovative schools, introducing new curricula at 
selected demonstration sites in various disciplines.75

The new textbooks, as well as Western texts adapted and translated 
for Russia, are being published at a rate of ten a month and 10,000 
copies a run. The Transformation of Humanities Project has been 
replicated in Ukraine, Lithuania, Belarus, Estonia, Kazakhstan, 
Kyrgyzstan, Romania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Macedonia.

The Open Society Institute in Budapest conducts a number of research 
programs in collaboration with the CEU. Other foundations and 
programs created by George Soros include the International Science 
Foundation (ISF) and the International Soros Science Education 
Program, both of which encourage and support scientists and science 
teachers in the former Soviet Union so that they will remain at work 
in their home countries and not sell their skills to weapons producers 
in areas such as the Middle East.76

74 This information on education and the following comes from ibid. and 
Building Open Societies, pp. 15-19.

75 Soros on Soros, p.128.
76 These programs are discussed, e.g., in the Annual Report of the Soros 

Foundations, 1994, and summarized on the Soros World Wide Web Internet 
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Russia has been a difficult country for Soros. He began organizing 
the Soviet Cultural Initiative Foundation in 1987 only to have 
the management of it fall into the hands of a reformist clique of 
Communist Youth League officials, who paradoxically proceeded 
to form a closed society to promote an open one.77

For Soros, Gorbachev had the great merit to have first shaken the 
rigid power structure and break the isolation into which the Soviet 
Union had fallen. Gorbachev thought of Europe as an open society, 
where frontiers lose their significance. He envisaged Europe as a 
network of connections, not as a geographic location, the network 
extending the concept of civil society through an international arena. 
Such ideas could not be implemented by Gorbachev, but he must be 
credited with having planted them in infertile soil.78

In 1995, Soros reduced his financial investments in Russia, taking a 
“cautiously pessimistic’ stance.79 He is concerned that the xenophobic 
rhetoric by communists and nationalistic groups against greedy and 
exploitative foreigners is intended to provide an ideological justification 
for keeping the markets closed and protecting the resources for the 
state.80 As Russia explodes out of the information vacuum that 
characterized the Communist era, the American magnate, financier-
philanthropist is audaciously expanding access to the Internet and 
narrows the gap between Russia and the technologically advanced 
West.

pages.
77 Ibid., p. 128.
78 George Soros, Opening the Soviet System (London, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 

1990), p. 102.
79 Michael, Gordon R., “Cautiously Pessimistic,” but Investing in Russia The 

New York Times, December 22, 1995.
80 Michael, Gordon, R. “Russia’s Woes Are Mirrored in the Decline of Coal 

Mines,” New York Times, February 29, 1996.
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Within his conception of open society, Soros sees the need for closer 
association between the nations of Europe, provided that the state not 
define or dominate the international activities of the citizenry. His 
concept holds great appeal for people who have been deprived of the 
benefits of an open society. 81

Soros’ priority is to help give access to the world of information not 
only to journalists, as we have seen, but to other professional groups, 
especially including librarians and scientists as well as individual 
citizens. For Soros it is Electronic mail and Internet connectivity that 
hold the possibility of bringing to East-Central Europe and Russia a 
new method of communications particularly suitable to the building 
of open societies.82

Making telecommunications widely available promotes pluralism 
and undermines government attempts to control information 
(Belarus has recently shut down the Open Society Foundation 
exactly for this reason). The Open Society foundations are building 
telecommunications networks by providing computers, software, 
training and the Internet access to media centers, libraries, legal 
institutes, research laboratories, high schools, universities as well as 
Soros foundation offices. Information servers are also being designed 
at a number of Soros organizations.

The hub of the Soros Foundations’ communications activities is 
Open Media Research Institute, a new research center established 
to analyze and report on the political, economic, and social changes 
under way in Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet 
Union. It is developing a media studies program to teach journalists, 

81 Soros, “Address to the [Central European University] Budapest Graduation 
Ceremony,” p. 15.

82 Open Society News, Fall 94, Electronic Edition, Soros Foundation (WWW.
Soros.Org).
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analysts, policy specialists, and scholars about the role of investigative 
journalism as well as the business of media.83

What Soros desires, it would seem, is not only an open society, which 
might be an ideal one, but the creation of civic society--what the 
Romans called civitas; that is, public-spiritedness, sacrifice for the 
community, citizenship, especially elites. It involves the creation of 
what Francis Fukuyama calls “trust.”84

In his oral interviews, Soros admits how difficult it is running a 
foundation in a revolutionary environment of Russia and the Eastern 
European countries. Despite a bitter 1994 experience of attempting 
to operate a foundation at the height of Russia’s period of “robber-
capitalists,” Soros sees his Transformation of the Humanities Project 
as very successful.85

To provide students with information on educational opportunities in 
the West, 23 Soros Student Advising Centers have been established 
in major cities in the Eastern European region. The foundations also 
promote the English language through a variety of local projects.86

Responding to the unique intellectual and emotional needs of children 
and teens, the Open Society Institute has initiated a series of regional 
programs to provide opportunities for the young people in the region 
and especially in the countries of former Yugoslavia.

At the time when a changing political landscape offers little stability, 
the Regional High School Debate Program and the Preschool Project 

83 Idem, click on CEENet.Internet.
84 Francis, Fukuyama, Trust: Social Virtues and the Creation of Prosperity,

(New York: The Free Press, 1995), p. 27.
85 Soros on Soros, passim, esp. p. 129.
86 International Guide to Funders Interested in Central and Eastern Europe 

Central European Foundation Center (EFC), Brussels, Belgium, 1993, p. 147.
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promote independence and self-esteem, and encourage young people 
to take an active and critical role in their education.87

Most national foundations contribute project support to indigenous, 
independent organizations which address cultural, major health or 
environmental problems in direct and practical ways: fellowships 
sending American volunteers abroad to teach environmental 
topics, donating medical supplies, distribution networks, and dollar 
conversion for the purchase of desired medical equipment.88

With regard to philanthropy for medical goals, Soros’ concern about 
the problem in the USA caused him to initiate a “Project on Death 
and Dying,” dedicated to research and issues of terminal illness and 
pain management, on which he intends to focus more of his energies 
and funds. The goal of the Soros Project on Death in America is to 
help expand our understanding of and to transform the forces that 
have created and sustain the current culture of dying. The $5,000 
million project supports epidemiological, ethnographic, and historical 
research and other programs that illuminate the social and medical 
context of dying and grieving.89 In Soros’ own words the American 
medical culture, “modern medicine is so intent on prolonging life that 
it fails to prepare us for death.” The results of the research will help to 
encourage family involvement and to reduce the dehumanizing effect 
of medical treatment. Under the Grants Program, Joseph’s House in 
Washington, DC, a Project on Death on America grantee, provides a 
life-affirming community for people with AIDS.

87 Chris, Sulavek, “Empowering the Programs for Children and Teens,” Open 
Society News, Winter 1995, p. 5.

88 International Guide to Funders Interested in Central and Eastern Europe, 
p. 147.

89 George, Soros “Reflections on Death in America,” Open Society News, 
Winter 1995, p. 2.



68

Dr. Olga Magdalena Lazin

Soros’ foundations herald an era in which social and cultural 
responsibility, assumed by government up to the 1980s in Eastern 
Europe, is defined by private giving. Soros Foundation grants 
to Eastern Europe outstrip the amounts given by most Western 
corporate foundations in Europe. Soros’ funding has gone less to 
construct capitalism than to rediscover the human riches of intellect 
that communism plundered.

In its focus on finance and government, the West has neglected the 
softer and subtler sides of free societies, and Soros’ new Marshal plan 
(1989) was “greeted with amusement” by the Europeans. 90

With regard to failure of policies he has supported, Soros notes 
with regret that the Russian programs partially failed because of 
his leaders there bought autos for their personal use. Therefore, he 
temporarily closed operations in order to organize an entirely new 
staff. The foundations involved in structural reforms in Ukraine, and 
Macedonia, the last surviving multi-ethnic democracy have been 
successful. The $50 million granted to the young Macedonian state 
just saved it from bankruptcy. (L’Evenement, No. 583, p.27)

In late February the Milosevic regime in Belgrade (Serbia) dealt a 
financial blow to Soros programs in two ways. It hurt all independent 
media by revoking the registration of the Soros Foundation, forcing 
it to close down operations in Serbia and Montenegro. This also has 
slowed the work of the Open Society Institute work in Belgrade 
where it is developing an important part of its A Balkan War Crimes 
Database.91

90 Barry, Newman, ”Soros Gives to Help East Europe Recover Lost Cultural 
Treasures,” New York Times, March 22, 1994.

91 New York Times Editorial: “Censorship in the Balkans,” March, 14, 1996.
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The Soros Foundation Model Unfollowed

Why has Soros won neither foundations or multilateral agencies to 
“invest” as he has in the development of post-communist society?

The answer has several parts. First, Soros has been concerned that his 
Foundations not become the kind of bureaucratic operation run by a 
meritocratic elite for itself (thus requiring long lead time to develop 
projects) that has taken power in most foundations and all multilateral 
development banks and agencies. Second, as a consequence of the 
first point, Soros has been able to do what most foundations cannot 
do not only because his entire financial trading history is based upon 
that of being a risk-taker who grasps the moment. Because most 
foundation leaders and all leaders of multilateral development and 
banking agency are risk averse, too often they miss the opportunity 
to be a part of genuinely new programs. To make grants without 
incurring total accounting responsibility over expenditures by the 
grantee, U.S. and U.S.-based multilateral banks and agencies must 
make pay their lawyers to make a legal determination that each 
grantee is the “equivalent to a U.S. NPPO” and if it would be eligible 
for certification by the IRS if it were a U.S. NPPO.

Soros’ solution to the above legal problem is to have set up his own 
network of foundations that at once facilitates his grant making 
activity and gives them some independence, yet allows him to provide 
a check on expenditure should he not make new grants.

What happens when Soros runs out of money and/or dies? What has 
he institutionalized? The answers do not bode well for the future of 
the NPPO sector for which he hopes his foundations are the model 
for others to follow:



70

Dr. Olga Magdalena Lazin

The problem is that without a NPPO legal framework to encourage 
internationally-oriented foundation “investment” in Eastern Europe, 
the Soros Foundation Model cannot easily be followed, leaving Soros 
to stand alone as the funder of only resort. The challenge to Soros 
is not to be the sole funder in each country because the task of 
establishing the open basis for civil society requires the spending of 
billions of dollars by funders making the thousands of decisions no 
one organization can make. Beyond Soros’ use of funds to support 
debate and spread of information, Soros must now help support the 
NPPO legal basis for the establishment of competing foundations. 
Without competition, Soros Foundation decisions about whom to 
fund have the political consequence of alienating those who are not 
funded and who are without other recourse as the State contracts.

Yet Soros’ Open Society Institute, which itself is funded from 
the USA, determined at a 1995 meeting of the East Program, that 
“international funding is not the solution for the long-term future” of 
the NPPO sector in Russia and Eastern Europe. Hence, the meeting 
concluded that it should look inward to develop private funding 
sources in each country of the region.92

The East meeting not only runs counter to Soros’ own experience 
of encouraging the flow of NPPO funds from outside into Eastern 
Europe and Russia. By not having fully recognized the need to 
develop the NPPO legal framework that will facilitate the in-flow of 
funds from the USA, the NPPO sector fostered by Soros will remain 
stunted. Neither the governments nor the private sectors in Russian 
and Eastern Europe have the funding needed to substitute for and 
expand upon Soros’ funding--funding limited by Soros’ personal 
ability to maintain his pace.

92 Open Society News, Fall 1995/Winter 1996, p. 9. Ironically the Open Society 
News is published in New York City.



Civic Engagement, Civil Society, And Philanthropy in The U.S. , Romanian & Mexico

71

Without the establishment of U.S.-Mexican type NPPO legislation 
that will permit foreign investors to establish company foundations, 
thus leaving some of their profits in Eastern Europe and Russia, then 
“nationalists” will be able to claim erroneously that their country is 
being sacked by greedy foreign capitalists.

Rather than creating competition, ironically Soros finds that he has 
to subsume it in order to save it, as in the case of Radio Free Europe. 
With the tremendous reduction in funds supplied by the USA, Radio 
Free Europe would not have survived had not in 1994 Soros moved 
it to Prague and reorganized it as part of his Open Media Research 
Institute (OMRI),93 In this case Soros entered into a joint-venture to 
acquire Radio Free Europe’s Research Institute and, under a fifty-
year lease, its archives.94

CONCLUSION

Granted Soros’ many “successes” outlined in this study, the sheer 
number of activities over which Soros has taken personal responsibility 
and active on-going interest is simply incredible. Soros has done 
so with little central bureaucracy in New York City by recessing 
thousands of persons to whom the development of national programs 
has been delegated.

Although Soros has not led foundations to follow him into Eastern 
Europe and Russia, in the long term his foundations provide a model 
for the future, a model that works without regard to borders.95

93 The OMRI Library contains archives Soros centered in Prague to save much 
of the communist history of Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet 
Union.

94 Bruck,“The World According to Soros,” p. 71.
95 Williams, Carol, J. “In the Kremlin, a Computer Czar,” Los Angles Times,

October 11, 1997, p 7
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Regardless of what his detractors claim, he has put his profits to 
good use.

The paradoxes of my analysis are as follows:

Soros has opened a healthy competition by engaging in the “race of 
giving” with Ted Turner (owner of CNN) and Bill Gates (Micrososft.) 
This triangle has creator a real healthy competition in giving, mark 
of an internationalization of the community spirit. In Latin America, 
Soros is spearheading a human rights and social activist program to 
improve education and open communications in Guatemala.96

As a responsible capitalist, Soros helps building democracy into the 
communities across nations by implicitly replicating the U.S. model 
of NGO that consists of: an open elected board made up of “all-
walks-of-life”, that means of local prestigious people from different 
interest groups; businessmen, doctors, academics, union leaders etc.

Projects are being funded by open review of the projects and there is 
transparency in the expenditure (foundations have to submit a final 
report at the end of the year). If the NGOs have not been successful 
in completing the operation, no further funding will be available.

So, for those claiming his foundations are not democratic, let 
us compare it with The Red Cross (foundation that is indeed 
undemocratic, by being headed by a self-selecting board.)

About Soros with a foreign board of directors, leaves them with the 
decision to prioritize at local level and fund the projects most timely.

As Mahateer suggests of Soros being a “speculator,” we have to 
mention here that investment is also a kind of speculation: sometimes 

96 Poole Claire, “A New Latin Empire” Latin Trade, November 1997, p. 35
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one loses, sometimes one wins; and hedge-funds are meant for that 
(he lost big in Mexico in 1994 speculating against the peso).

Rather than admitting defeat, Soros has invested in real estate, he 
inked a joint venture to develop three ambitious projects in Mexico 
City: Alameda Urbana, Santa Fe and, the tallest building in the 
country, the Chapultepec Tower.

Althought, some observers have seen Soros as one who “colonizes” 
needy countries as a benevolent despot97, networking would be 
a better word. Neither was he offering “a new type of American 
imperialism” to the world, in reality he made high risk investments, 
that he finally ran out of his legendary good fortune as Soros wanted 
to keep his money up so that he could support his foundations that 
were eating up at his portofolio so he decided to retreat from bad 
investments.

Focusing more on his philanthropic funds and taking high risks, 
Soros lost 22% of his portofolio.98 Markets now are too complex, he 
pointed out, to make a huge fund work, “the bigger it got [the firm] 
the more difficult it became, Mr. Soros said.”99 Rather than riling the 
financial markets, after a bet on technology funds had left the fund 
down 22%, Soros had decided to do less risky investments, and will 
invest in “more conservative real-estate and private-equity funds.”100

97 Contends Professor Geoffrey Symcox (UCLA), attacking Soros at the 
Colloquium on European History in October 1997, on the grounds that Soros 
is not an investor.
Actually Soros is the biggest landowner in Argentina and Russia. He has 
recently set up other five NPPOs in Guatemala

98 Alan Cowell, “Soros reveals Plan For Quantum Fund,” The New York Times, 
June 16, 2000

99 Gregory Zuckerman, “George Soros Alters His Style Making A Role For His 
Son Robert,” The Wall Street Journal, June 16, 2000

100 Ibid., p.C11
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And watch for market swings. That combined with the bad investments 
in Russian telecommunication systems cost him dearly.

His indisputable merit is that of replicating the American model of 
NGOs and leaving behind a legacy of philanthropic “incubators.”

Against the open society, its enemies have proliferated: they are not 
only the “classic” ideologies (fascism, marxism or nationalism) but 
also the successful ideologies like laissez-faire, radical liberalism, 
geopolitical realism and social darwinism.101

To conclude, when Soros started out in hedge-funds, there was no 
competition. And now competition is so fierce, as all his moves are 
being observed.

And Soros fell in his own “trap”, as the markets he once moved to his 
benefit, are moving against him, to his detriment after the disastrous 
financial collapse in 2008 in the United States.

Enemies of the nation

Cécile Tormay, a Hungarian author has written much about Soros, 
and accuses him of being the enemy of the Nation, just like in 1984, 
in the novel by George Orwell, Goldstein was considered fomenting 
anarchy and ethnic strife. A mastermind with a masterplan for global 
domination.

Prime Minister Orbán’s and the far right had completely neglected 
the Hungarian people’s needs.

101 Dan Suciu, “George Soros –The Man Who Wants To Change the World,” 
Lumea, No. 4, Bucharest, 2000
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He conveniently forgets the multiple failures of the Fidesz government 
party, a Dictatorial monopolistic party he heads since 2010, Orbán 
has triumphantly ignored all international regulations.

And systematically succeeded in eroding democracy and the rule of 
law, as noted by Jan-Werner Müller, Matthijs Bogaards and numerous 
other academics.

The anti-George Soros campaign is being financed by tax payers 
money, had been intensified by FIDESZ to discredit the mogul, and 
obtain support from the hateful Hungarians for reelection. No young 
Hungarian would believe his accusations; they would rather emigrate 
to other countries where there are real opportunities to get ahead.

However, Orbán has failed to significantly improve living standards, 
healthcare, and education in Hungary in the past years, and uses anti-
semitic propaganda to get re-elected.102

Russia, and Romania have also banned and closed down his 
organizations.

For me, this is a sign that the specter of communism is back in all 
Eastern European countries.

Regardless of what his detractors claim, he has put his profits to good

use.

In conclusion, the paradoxes of my analysis are as follows:

Soros has opened a healthy competition by engaging in the “race of 
giving” with Ted Turner (owner of CNN) and Bill Gates (Micrososft.) 

102 Read Cecile Tormay, and Protocols of the Elders of Zion.
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This triangle has created a real healthy competition in giving, mark 
of an internationalization of the giving to the community spirit.

Furthermore, In Latin America, Soros is spearheading a human 
rights and social activist program to improve education and open 
communications in Guatemala.

As a responsible capitalist, Soros helps building democracy into the 
communities across nations by implicitly replicating the U.S. model 
of NGO that consists of: an open elected board made up of “all-
walks-of-life”, namely that means of local prestigious people from 
different interest groups; businessmen, doctors, academics, union 
leaders etc.

Projects are being funded by open review of the projects and there is 
transparency in the expenditure (foundations have to submit a final 
report at the end of the year). If the NGOs have not been successful 
in completing the operation, no further funding will be available.

So, for those claiming his foundations are not democratic, let 
us compare it with The Red Cross (foundation that is indeed 
undemocratic, by being headed by a self-selecting board.)

About Soros’s innovation, as he insists all these organizations have a 
foreign (that is local) board of directors, leaves them with the decision 
to prioritize at local level and fund the projects most timely.

As Mahateer suggests of Soros being a “speculator,” we have to 
mention here that investment is also a kind of speculation: sometimes 
one loses, sometimes one wins; and hedge-funds are meant for that 
(he lost big in Mexico in 1994 speculating against the peso).

Rather than admitting defeat, Soros has invested in real estate, he 
inked a joint venture to develop three ambitious projects in Mexico 
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City: Alameda Urbana, Santa Fe and, the tallest building in the 
country, the Chapultepec Tower.

Although some observers have seen Soros as one who “colonizes” 
needy countries as a benevolent despot47, networking would be 
a better word. Neither was he offering “a new type of American 
imperialism” to the world, in reality he made high risk investments, 
that he finally ran out of his legendary good fortune as Soros wanted 
to keep his money up so that he could support his foundations that 
were eating up at his portofolio so he decided to retreat from bad 
investments.

Focusing more on his philanthropic funds and taking high risks, 
Soros lost 22% of his portofolio.48

Markets now are too complex, he pointed out, to make a huge fund 
work, “the bigger it got [the firm] the more difficult it became, Mr. 
Soros said.”49 Rather than riling the financial markets, after a bet 
on technology funds had left the fund down 22%, Soros had decided 
to do less risky investments, and will invest in “more conservative 
real-estate and private-equity funds.”50

And watch for market swings. That combined with the bad investments 
in Russian telecommunication systems cost him dearly.

His indisputable merit is that of replicating the American model of 
NGOs and leaving behind a legacy of philanthropic “incubators.”

Against the open society, its enemies have proliferated: they are not 
only the “classic” ideologies (fascism, marxism or nationalism) but 
also the successful ideologies like laissez-faire, radical liberalism, 
geopolitical realism and social darwinism.51
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To conclude, when Soros started out in hedge-funds, there was no 
competition. And now competition is so fierce, as all his moves are 
being observed in Europe as well as in the United States.

And Soros fell in his own “trap”, as the markets he once moved to 
his benefit, are moving against him, to his detriment.

One recent brilliant initiative has been taken By Blockchain technology 
together with Soros, are working on putting asylum seekers money up 
on Blockchain. This move will protect the emigrants and immigrants 
in their quest for a country. The refugee’s money will be protected, 
and they will have money available to see a doctor, buy food, and or 
to settle in the host country. This pot of money can be accessed by the 
refugees themselves or the host-government in the event of sanitation, 
or nutritional needs of the migrants, or asylum seekers.

And all this because Hungary had been so unhappy with the Muslim 
immigrants, who were literally thrown out of the country in 2017.
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CHAPTER 3

Mexico As a Test Case for Civic Engagement

M
eanwhile, half-way-around the world, Mexico faced the 
problem of statism but one in which civil society had been 
compromised, not destroyed as had been the case in Romania.

In Mexico the rise of statism had been gradual beginning with 
President Lázaro Cárdenas in 1934. Cárdenas and those who followed 
him steadily expanded the size of the State until it owned more 
than half of the country’s GDP. The statist solution seemed to work 
for decades and not until 1982 did Mexico’s civil society and its 
population at large realize that it had been left bankrupt literally and 
figuratively, albeit, as in Romania, with subsidies from the central 
government to support the country’s corrupt one-party political 
system.

With the 1982 collapse in demand for oil and raw materials owing to 
the world downturn after the Arab oil embargoes and quintupling of 
energy prices in the 1970s, Mexico was unable to borrow international 
funds, thus “bankrupting” efficient private industry as well as highly 
inefficient statist enterprises. Subsequent shrinkage of subsidies 
caused increasing crisis in the living standards for the thousands of 
Mexico’s communities in which the only basis for funding had been 
the central government. With the decline in size of state economic 
power, then, the state itself has barely been able to cope with the 
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series of recurring economic collapses caused by earlier central 
government mismanagement of nationalized industries.

Inefficiency, and Incapacity of the statists in both Mexico and 
Romania to maintain their corrupt social systems and command 
economies, changed dramatically after the fall of the Berlin War 
in 1989. The unmasking of the Soviet system and its 1991 collapse 
revealed it to be a negative development model, not the ideal model 
that ideologues believed to have existed. Now free to act, anti-statists 
unleashed rapid change in the old Communist World.

“Anti-statism” in Mexico and Romania took different routes from 
1989 to 1997. In Mexico, anti-statist leadership led by President 
Miguel de la Madrid began with timid care so as not to incur the 
wrath of the highly unionized society that always voted for the 
Official Party in return for relative privilege of believing that it
“owned” the state enterprises. De la Madrid and his Secretary 
of Planning, Carlos Salinas de Gortari could justify the first 
privatizations, however, because there could be no hiding that the 
State was literally bankrupt. Further, the two began deregulating the 
economy, decentralizing power to federal levels (to the 52 counties).

As President in his own right from 1994 through 1998, Carlos 
Salinas was aided by events in Russia. (The USSR’s implosion 
both dispirited and paralyzed Mexicans who favored statism—their 
“model” gone from the world scene.) Thus, Salinas could accelerate 
decentralization of state activity as well as massive sale and closure 
of inefficient industries. Another important aid was the rise of Civic 
Society dating back especially to between 1968 and 1985 when it 
had become increasingly clear that civil government was failing. The 
student strike of 1968 may have been led by some political thugs but 
the general movement was supported by the middle class actively 
demanding change in the university system. The students had been 
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attacked and jailed after the revolt. Then came the women’s rights 
movement and organization of the Doctor’s Strike against the low 
State’s low salaries.

Finally, in 1985, almost the entire population of Mexico City found 
itself mobilizing to combat the effects of the devastating earthquake 
that had hit Mexico City, killing over 12,000 persons. With civil 
government standing paralyzed,103 citizens realized that they had to 
organize Civic Action in order to restore on their own civil society. 
Thus, they began to provide medical care, distribute food and clothes, 
and reconstruct housing—simply ignoring government officials who 
had not been appointed for any expertise but for their cronyism. Civic 
Society organized into NGOs, the number increasing dramatically 
each year after 1985.

In contrast to Mexico, the situation saw its great change in Romania 
in 1989 when “counter-revolutionary Communists” Ion Iliescu, 
overthrew Ceausescu and his wife (she being considered to be the 
power behind him) and executed them to save themselves from the 
revolution against Communism that swept Eastern Europe after the 
fall of the Berlin Wall.

In “post-Communist” Romania, the brief spurt of Civic Action that 
had protested against the Ceausescus to bring an end to their regime 
was pushed aside by the old-line Communists, capitalizing on the fact 
that they themselves had conducted the “execution” of the dictatorial 
couple. Although the old-line leaders officially called for Romania’s 
de-statification, they took little action against the State’s power and 
certainly had no interest in forming real civil society. Indeed, they 
were pleased to let the bureaucratic infrastructure and tangle of 

103 Juan Manuel Sáiz “Estado Sociedad Civil y Movimientos Sociales”, p. 564, in 
México 75 años de Revolución, México, D. F.: Instituto Nacional de Estudios 
Históricos de la Revolución Mexicana, 1988.
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“red tape” remain in place, with no appeal against administrative 
indifference or error.

The Glimmer of Civic Society in Eastern Europe

To match the demise of statism, and often to help its demise, Civic 
Society has arisen in its own right to assume growing importance 
depending on the country, the USA providing for Eastern Europe 
perhaps the strongest “model.”

Ironically the USA may not be the best model because the “state” 
never gained the power that it came to hold in Eastern Europe and, 
therefore not only its law codes but also its experience are so very 
different.

The basic notion of Civic Society is that the people can and should 
prevent the civil society (including especially the government) from 
becoming authoritarian. Civic Society represents that part of civil 
society which mobilizes civic spirit to “right the wrongs” of the 
government, when they are identified and not resolved properly by 
government. Some of the “wrongs” are identified spontaneously and 
some on an on-going basis. (The U.S. American Civil Liberties Union, 
for example, maintains a standing corps of attorneys that respond to 
complaints as well as watch vigilantly for possible wrongs.) The 
Rodney King beating is another example, in Los Angeles, California.

The race issue had to be addressed, and it is still unresolved, like 
in the case of #BLACKLIVESMATTER. The two sectors of the 
American society have to work together.

The stringent issue of immigration should be solved with the help of 
civil society, and immigrant-oriented NGOs.



Civic Engagement, Civil Society, And Philanthropy in The U.S. , Romanian & Mexico

83

The rise of civil society in Western Europe and the USA had been 
set back by World War I and world economic depression between 
1929 and 1939. To face these emergencies, state power was seen as 
necessary for political and economic defense. In the USA, the New 
Deal’s mixed capitalism and its expansion of state activity offered 
an alternative to the rise in Europe of statist fascism and statist 
communism.

In Eastern Europe, the Western concept of civil society had only 
partially penetrated by the early twentieth century. There, however, it 
existed in widely varying degrees ranging from incipient democracy 
in Poland to monarchy in Romania. In the latter, the nobles and the 
small middle class exercised civic responsibility.

Expansion of civil society in Eastern Europe, which was disrupted by 
World War I and remained weak during world economic depression of 
the 1920s and 1930s, saw its basis for action decapitated by successive 
German-Russian actions. The Germans occupied Romania as its 
“ally” by the early 1940s and held it until Romania was caught in the 
crossfire of German and Soviet warfare in August 1944. In Romania, 
when King Michael ordered his troops to turn on the Germans, he 
helped the Russians to seize the country. Then, after the Russians 
awarded him the Soviet Order of Victory, he was forced to abdicate.104

Russia ruthlessly suppressed whatever civil society remained and 
put in its place a fake civil society which it called the “peoples’ 
government.” Uneducated cadres were placed in key-positions of 
government, only because they were obedient, and followed the red 
party’s directions.

With victory over Germany in 1945, Russia set out to break nascent 
civil society by Stalinizing Czechoslovakia, Poland, Hungary, and 

104 Crozier, Brian, The Rise and Fall of the Soviet Empire,  Roseville, Ca: Forum, 
2000, p. 100.
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Bulgaria as well as Romania. Thus, Bolsheviks and some Socialists 
conducted a deliberately destructive and brutal campaign to 
liquidate associations, independent trade unions, and artisan guilds, 
community groups, churches, and social movements.105 Among other 
values, the communists erased the notion of noblesse oblige and 
middle class social responsibility as they broke both the nobility and 
the bourgeoisie.

Because World War II had expanded the role of the state in all 
spheres worldwide, the post-war era in the West had to contend with 
reinvigorating civil society. By the second half of the 20th century, 
the English invented the concept of quasi-autonomous government 
organizations (QUANGOs), wherein the QUANGO is responsible 
neither to the government nor to the citizenry.

The idea of using TEOs (from now on Tax Exempt Organizations), 
as the basis to establish associations of active citizens as a “space” 
separate from government has a long history in England and America, 
such associations being able to mediate between the citizenry and the 
government as well as among different societal groups.

By the 1970s and 1980s many of these associations came to be known 
as NGOs. As we saw in the analysis of society’s four spheres (see 
Chart A in Conclusion), NGOs fall into the fourth sphere, and they 
may or may not depend entirely on volunteer participation and/or paid 
staff. NGOs usually attempt to register with the government in order 
to achieve a tax-free status that allows them to receive donations 
deductible against the income of the donors--hence the incentive to 
donate.

105 Tismaneanu, Vladimir, In Search of Civil Society, New York: Routlege, 1996, 
p. 63.
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That civil society defines the sphere of activity separate from the state 
clearly emerges in the burgeoning literature on the role of citizens in 
East Central Europe. Recent books have theorized in different ways 
about how civil society is defined by the dynamic of and tensions 
between the state and non-state activity. These authors include Ernest 
Gellner (1994), Jean L. Cohen, (1992), Andrew Arato (1992), and 
Adam Seligman (1995).

In its inception, in such literature the strand of the civil society 
tradition that is most relevant in Eastern Europe is the one that has 
called for intellectuals to adopt “Civic Action”106 or engagement to 
oppose the ruling intelligentsia who blindly support statist power. 
(Many so-called intellectuals did not want to end the state’s heavy 
hand because they benefited from it, monetarily.)

The majority of Eastern European political dissidents (such as, 
Miklós Haraszti, Kis Jánós, and Lech ValeVa of Solidarnost) argued 
that civil society, in its traditional forms, has been endangered by 
collectivism, statification of social structures, and regimentation.107

The so-called intelligentsia who sought simple communist solutions 
justified its role as serving as the “vanguard of society.” They helped 
the communists to construct a new class of bureaucratic apparatchik 
and ruling elites later defined as nomenclature.108 In the meantime, 
humanist intellectuals, scientists, and academics who questioned 
power and opposed censorship were allowed to go on working in 
peripheral positions, but only so long as they did not overtly challenge 
the state’s authority.

106 My term, imposed on the past.
107 Gale Stokes, From Stalinism to Pluralism, New York: Oxford University 

Press, 1991, 1996, passim.
108 Gellner, Ernest, “”Civil Society in Historical Context”, International Social 

Science Review, No. 192, 1991, p. 495.
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In its early stages, the process of collectivization and heavy 
bureaucratization was justified by the intelligentsia who helped the 
communists preach to the workers that nationalization would benefit 
the masses. This type of “associatedness” resulted in the destruction 
of intermediary networks such as independent trade unions. Thus, 
the complicity of the statist-oriented intellectuals helped destroy 
the societal networks that promoted civic articulation between the 
state and society. In destroying the very interstitial “tissue” of the 
social construct in different degrees throughout Eastern European 
countries, pro-state intellectuals did so because they knew that civil 
society threatened the very nature of the communist ideology upon 
which they fed, literally and figuratively.

Well before the communists seized power in the Eastern Europe of 
the mid-1940’s, some intellectuals (including writers, philosophers, 
actors and sociologists) had theorized about the possibility of creating 
an ideally collective future society, so at first many supported the 
communist seizure of power. By the time they realized what had 
happened, the many disillusioned intellectuals who did not want 
to work for the State found that their time was spent trying only to 
survive by making day-to-day life livable. Working in factories was 
not something educated people envisioned; it was actually hell, but 
at least they felt people had jobs, and felt secure.

Dissidence was difficult and considered subversive if it was organized 
in detail. For example, the Polish dissident Adam Michnik built on 
the movement established originally to provide legal and material 
assistance to the families of workers imprisoned after the 1976 
strikes.109.

109 Jan, Jósef Lipski, KOR A History of the Workers’ Defense Committee in 
Poland 1976-1981, Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 
1985, p. 183.
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By 1978 in Poland, he was one of the founders of the Workers’ 
Defense Committee (KOR), and he called for a strategy of “self-
organization” as part of establishing a Community for Social Self-
Defense. Later, KOR became the base for a strategically coherent 
movement of mass organized protest that would become Solidarity. 
This is how it started the Spring revolution in Poland.

The emergence in Poland of several independent organizations began 
implicitly to challenge the state power such as the ROPCIO (the Polish 
acronym for its chapter of Amnesty International), the Nationalist 
Confederation for Independent Poland, and the incipient Free Trade 
Union, each with their own publications.

In Czechoslovakia, two important political dissident thinkers 
emerged by the late 1970s. Vacláv Havel called for people to “live 
within the truth,” independently of official structures, and even to 
ignore the official political110. Vacláv Benda called on population to 
“remobilize” within the civil society.111 The break with the regime 
was implicitly contained in the rhetoric of dissidents, but it never 
reached maturity under the very effective repression by the state. 
Only later did it constitute itself into a serious challenge to the 
communist government.

In Hungary, philosopher György Konrad argued in his 1976 book 
Antipolitics that all power is antihuman, and therefore so is all 
politics. He called for de-statification and an antipolitical, democratic 
opposition in his analysis of the issues of transition in East-Central 
Europe. But resistance to the State did not come until the late 1970s, 
intellectuals began to oppose the State’s so-called “remobilization of 
the population to work for the good of communism.” Analysts abroad 

110 Václav, Havel, The Power of the Powerless, New York: M. E. Sharpe, 1990, 
p. 45.

111 Vaclav, Benda, The Parallel Polis, 1978, p. 15.
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then began to observe the cleavage between the official system and 
an alternative “second society.”112

The emergence of an embryonic civil society in the 1970s and the 
1980s with semi-autonomies and semi-liberties was possible mostly in 
the relaxed communist environment of Kadar’s Hungary and Edward 
Gierek’s Poland, but it never did develop into a truly autonomous 
alternative to the power of the state – Solidarity in Poland being the 
exception, but much later.

Political stirrings in Eastern Europe surfaced gradually, first in rather 
ensconced forms such as “flying university” lectures and Samizdat 
publications.113 Later came participation in informal self-educational 
groups. The rise of organizations that pursued independent activities 
and the call for establishing individual responsibility became evident 
in Poland only where the churches led in creating independent space 
for thought114.

Stirring of Civic Society, then, was beginning to call for rejection of 
communism, with KOR and Solidarity in Poland embodying full-
fledged and convincing alternative to the communist regime. They 
provided a spark for Civic Society, but could not by themselves bring 
about the collapse of communist ideology, which would have to wait 
for the communist system to implode politically and economically 
in 1989.115

112 Elemér Hankiss, East European Alternatives, New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1990, p. 147.

113 Ivan Berend, Central and Eastern Europe 1944-1993 Detour From the 
Periphery to the Periphery, Cambridge: University of Cambridge, 1983, p. 10.

114 Jan Jósef Lipski, KOR A History of the Workers’ Defense Committee in Poland 
1976-1981, 1985, p. 90.

115 Ibid., passim.
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Rise of alternative society beyond the reach of authorities had eroded 
the credibility of the ruling communists, implicitly destroying the 
monopoly of the state over the society and individuals. Such society 
had shown a glimmer of life after the 1960s, providing a basis for 
Civic Society, ironically in the absence of civil society.116

The Helsinki Human Rights Accord of 1980 gave hope to dissidents 
in Czechoslovakia where political activists seized upon Chapter 77 of 
to anticipate a new type of politics.117 Eventually they used Chapter 
77 to demand human rights, open dialogue, plurality of opinion, 
and alternative structures, demands that slowly began to weaken 
communist ideology. The famous Chapter 77 bolstered the call of 
some Czech intellectuals for free speech, free press, investigative 
journalism, freedom from arbitrary search and seizure, freedom of 
movement, and judicial recourse against illegal arrest by the police 
and military.

Dissidents were literally “vaporized” from their homes in all 
communist countries.

In Romania, Ceausescu’s extreme repression stunted intellectual 
protest. Only few individuals such as Mircea Dinescu, Paul Goma, 
Doina Cornea, and Radu Filipescu took the risk to openly protest 
against the regime in the late 1970s—but they gained no following. 
Nor did any organized urban socio-political activity take place in the 
1980s.118 Only very few people dared talk or protest.

116 Vladimir, Tismaneanu, Reinventing Politics Eastern Europe from Stalin to 
Havel, New York: Free Press, 1992, p. 145.

117 Ibid., p. 144.
118 Pirotte, Gautier, Les Associations de Type O.N.G. en Roumanie. Premiers 

Regards sur l’Arene Locale du Développment á Iasi, (Moldavie), Bucharest 
& Iasi: Université de Liége, 1999, p. 160 (manuscript.)
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Once the communists lost power in Romania, his successor Ion 
Iliescu promulgated Law 42 in 1990 as his “moral duty” to reward 
those who had helped defeat the dictatorship. The problem that arose, 
however, was that former communists bribed their way into the 
reward system, thus creating division and distrust in society and 
setting back the rise of consensus which needed to make a qualitative 
shift from collectivism to individualism.

CHAPTER II: THE ROMANIAN CASE

The Communist republic of Romania, in the 1970s was considered the 
favorite kid on the Eastern European block. Until the blinding veneer 
wore off, and a shoemaker, Nicolae Ceausescu started terrorizing 
the Romanians who did not agree with the communist disaster, and 
one-Party rule, and the complete payment of the country’s debt to the 
IMF at the detriment of the famished population. Communism was 
in fact an utter failure in Romania, and Hungary alike.

The Ceausescu dictatorship (1965-1989) left the country in total chaos. 
Under the Iliescu regime (1990-1996), debate about modernization 
of civil society came to life, but effective results were not possible to 
achieve without the development of a new legal framework.119

From 1990-1993, civil society benefited from pent-up demand and 
expressed itself in an explosion of activity, which simultaneously 
differentiated and politicized itself during the relative vacuum of 
power as Iliescu sought to establish his power. This initial explosion 
was partly the consequence of the fact that political independence 

119 Andrew, Arato, and Jean Cohen, “Social Movements, Civil Society and The 
Problem of Sovereignty,” Praxis International, No. 4, October 1985, p. 14.
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was in a sense political opposition and partly an inclination toward a 
populist “bottom-up” approach to democratic development.120

The first three years of Iliescu’s period were marked by the rise of 
Western-style NGOs, most hopeful that their mere existence would 
bring foreign grants. Romanian NGOs involved free association of 
autonomous persons who volunteered to help raise funds to take up 
the immediate decline in state social benefits. Only a few NGOs were 
able to gain foreign funding for their plans which called for, among 
other things, the teaching of democracy, the operation of orphanages, 
and the networking of ethnic groups.

By 1992 the profile of NGOs revealed an open separation between 
political advocacy groups and civic advocacy organizations. All 
NGOs, however, undertook qualitative changes in their activity 
to achieve “institutional development, capacity building, and 
sustainability,” the goal being to make the NGOs viable and effective.

The problems of Romania’s nascent civil society are complex. First, 
there are too few competent leaders to staff both government and 
NGOs so that Romania can compete effectively in the globalization 
process. Second, NGO leaders are tending to move into politics and 
business. Nevertheless, notes Dorel Sandor there is a chance that at 
least some of those who leave the NGOs will use their influence to 
support the nongovernmental sector.121

120 Thomas, Carothers, Assessing Democracy Assistance: The Case of Romania, 
Washington D.C.: Carnegie Endowment, 1996, p. 67.

121 Sandor, Dorel, “Romanian Nongovernmental Sector,” Regulating Civil 
Society. Report on the International Conference for Central and Eastern 
Europe on Legal and Regulatory Environment for Non-Governmental 
Organizations, Sinaia: OSI, 11-15 May 1994, p. 37.
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Although in Romania the pre-communist 1924 Law 21 on charities 
has been reinstated in the 1990s, it does not regulate in a specific 
manner the nongovernmental bodies. Law 21 only provides a general, 
vague legal framework and no categories to encompass modern 
institutions or communities. This permits corruption and produces 
misunderstanding of what civil society is meant to be.122

Crystallization of NGOs in post-communist Romania demonstrates 
the viable capacity of response to the challenges of transition from 
a communist country to a democratic country. Having initially 
appeared when the state was impotent, clusters of nonprofits and civil 
actors spontaneously filled the gap as government activity sputtered.

As per Freedom House reviews, the year 2016 favored reform as a 
caretaker, technocratic government run by Prime Minister Dacian 
Cioloş initiated some deep institutional changes. However, whether 
these policies bear tangible fruit will largely depend on the new 
legislature, which was elected at year’s end.

In terms of policy, the Cioloş government can be credited with 
several policies initiatives that ranged from improving government 
transparency and  accountability to tackling the rampant corruption123.

Romania therefore, is still needs to redefine the separation of powers; 
especially give more freedom to judges, whom are restricted to this 
day from doing their jobs correctly.

122 Lucian, Mihai, “Baseline Analysis: Romania,” Regulating Civil Society, 
Tallin: Open Estonia Foundation, May 24-28, 1995, p. 39.

123 https://freedomhouse.org/report/nations-transit/2017/romania
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My Participant Observer’s View at the National 
and Local Levels in Romania

My role as participant-observer of social life began in 1983 as a 
Foreign Languages student in the Department of Maramures during 
my University years in Romania has continued till 1989. I was directly 
connected to a network of civic minded students, and together we 
wanted to save the Elitelore and Folklore of our superb Transylvanian 
region, by studying and recording songs, and customs in Maramures 
County, the most Northern part of Romania.

The communist party elites were proud of the diverse dance 
assemblies, and poetry that was blooming those years, before things 
turned tragic in communist Romania.

In December 1989 a handful of communists have derailed Nicolae 
Ceausescu, and taking advantage of the youth rising against 
communism, hijacked the revolution and took over the government.

The dictator and his wife, Elena Ceausescu were shot execution 
style, in a sham of a trial, just so another communist could seize 
power, Ion Iliescu, a Moscow educated apparatchik who wanted to 
settle scores with the dictator Nicolae Ceausescu. Iliescu together 
with his acolytes had hijacked the revolution, and by manipulating 
the population through the media, especially the TV, took over in an 
autarchic manner.

In 1992 in my subsequent travels on behalf of PROFMEX.124 In 
Eastern Europe and Russia I have been able to compare the attempts 

124 PROFMEX is consulting with the University of Cluj to develop the idea of 
establishing in Romania NPPOs (including NGOs) that will be recognized 
automatically by the U.S. IRS, as are Mexican NPPOs—see below. Such 
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to create new civil society that matches the de-statification and 
privatization processes.

What was striking to me, as a student of Ethnopsichiatry during 
the Ceausescu was to realize that the peasants of Maramures, in 
Northwestern Romania, were bound together in matters of common 
self-concern. They had developed a rudimentary civil society of their 
own in which they took decisions and solved problems by themselves 
in so called “claca.” Moreover, these peasants had survived the 
“chopping tactics” of the communist polity that had tried to destroy 
community spirit. Instead those tactics caused a reaction that 
reinforced local individualistic energies in most Maramures villages.

This village resistance to collectivization was so particularized in a 
geographically isolated area, however, that it did and does not provide 
a model for transition of Romania to a modern pluralistic society. 
Rather the Maramures experience does suggest that socially-based 
rural civil society is difficult to destroy because of its dispersed 
nature. If Buchowski, 125 who is quoted in the epigram at the outset of 
the chapter had wanted to find civil society in a communist country, 
he would have done well to visit Maramures to see true collective 
spirit surviving—not because of the communist dictatorship but to 
spite it. Thus, my observations directly contradict those of Buchowski.

My travels after 1991 took me throughout Romania and especially 
to the capital and other urban areas in Transylvania, a region that 
accounts for 30% of the over 3, 500 NGOs founded since 1990. I 
realized that the NGO sector then in formation had two levels: the 

recognition expands the base of donors and eases the flow of tax exempt 
funds.

125 European analyst Michael, Buchowski, in Hann, Chris and Elizabeth Dunn, 
Civil Society Challenging Western Models, Routlege: New York, 1996, 
Michael, Chapter 4, 1996.
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well-organized foreign foundations which were organizing to solve 
general problems at the national level (such as the Soros Foundation, 
with offices in the regions of Romania) and the Romanian voluntary 
interest organizations that were then organizing to solve immediate 
local issues. The latter are what the Romanians call “form without 
foundation” or original versions of NPPOs that not only transfer the 
western models, but also are mainly based on genuine social projects, 
according to Steven Samson vision is based on research in Albania.126

Although countries such as Romania need to develop legislation that 
permit the creation of very diverse organizations that operate with 
crosscutting and overlapping purposes, post-Ceausescu Romania 
has failed to do so repeatedly. Indeed, the country’s latest law that 
attempts to cover NGOs, law no. 32 of 1994, is not in accordance 
with the requirement of necessities of reasonable functioning of civil 
associations.127

Even with imperfect law, the concept of civil society now prevalent 
in Romania implies some kind of formal autonomous organization, 
made up of thousands of constituent associations and charities 
organizations that compete with the state.

Some non-governmental organizations and think-tanks do seek to 
provide a check on the power of the state, however, such as the 
Center For Political Studies and Comparative Analysis, the Romanian 
Helsinki Committee, the Romanian Society for Human Rights 
(SIRDO), the League for the Defense of Human Rights (LADO), Liga 
Pro-Europa, Antitotalitarian Association-Sighet, Academy for Ethnic 
Studies in Sighet, Civil Protection Maramures, Titulescu Foundation, 

126 Steven Samson, “The Social Life of Projects: Importing Civil Society to 
Albania,” in Chris Hann & Dunn, Civil Society Challenging Western Models, 
New York: Routledge, 1996, p. 126.

127 Lucian in Regulating Civil Society, p. 76.
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Association of Lawyers in Defense of Human Rights (APADO), and 
Academia Civica Foundation. Others make demands on the state for it 
to pave the roads, extend electricity to villages, install telephones, and 
provide general services, but they do so without umbrella legislation 
that legally authorizes and protects their activities.

What is evident from my investigations in Eastern Europe is that 
after the initial post-1989 enthusiastic phase, the so-called revolution 
brought many grants from abroad, especially the U.S., British, and 
French grant-making NPPOs. Since the mid-1990s, however, such 
international assistance and donations have slowed markedly. Except 
for Soros, many U.S. grant-making foundations have turned to 
fund world problems such as disease, as we see in the Conclusion, 
leaving NGOs disheartened in countries such as Romania. Without 
a tradition of being able to raise funds in their own country, NGOs 
that mushroomed in Croatia, Bulgaria, Hungary, the Czech, 
Slovak Republics, and Poland as well as Romania have in general 
not received funds from abroad—they had naively believed that 
by merely organizing an NGO to solve an important problem that 
foreign funding would be forthcoming.

The most acute problem faced by Eastern Europe’s NGOs, then, 
is that of financing their activities as they seek a place in the new 
institutional order. With the slow pace of privatization in Romania, 
there is not yet any real base of private corporate funding to make 
donations to Romanian NPPOs, and without provision for secure tax 
deductibility donations to NGOs domestic funding is not feasible.128

Given the shortage of funds, some philosophers and practitioners 
of NPPO activity are requesting the volunteering of time, not the 

128 Ibid., p. 70
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volunteering of money, and they are narrowing the scope of their 
activity to moral influence rather than charitable activity.129

In this situation, I find that Katherine Verdery’s concerns about the 
limitations on civil society are valid. Very much in the Toquevillean 
tradition, Verdery argues that the concept of civil society is 
linked to the political processes and has become, in the Romanian 
case, interrelated to that of reconnecting to democratic Western 
European values.130 She suggests that the ruling political elites,who 
dominate the public sphere since Ceausescu’s heyday, have achieved 
symbolic capital by having claimed falsely that they suffered under 
communism, thus overshadowing other forms of a pluralist civil 
society. In important ways civil society still revolves around national 
symbols and organization left over from communist rule.

The New Ethnic Role for NGOs in Eastern Europe and Romania

NGOs now seek to play a major role in resolving ethnic tensions. 
Ethnic problems are exacerbated by the fact that most of the countries 
are heterogeneous in their ethnic and religious composition. In 
Bulgaria, for instance, about 1 million of the 9 million inhabitants 
are Turks; Romani account for some 700.000 and another 400, 000 
are Muslims.

In Romania, the shares of the 23 million population are Hungarians 
7.1%, Romani 7%; in Czech Republic Slovaks are 3%, and Romani 
are 2.4%. In Slovakia, Hungarians are 10.7%, Romani 1.6%, Czechs 

129 “Charitable activity,” as defined in the U.S. TEO law to encompass what I 
call the HEW-SEEK-PUC spectrum of activity, which is not a closed-end 
definition but rather one that is open-ended – see Conclusion.

130 Katherine, Verdery, What Was Socialism and What Comes Next, Princeton, 
NJ: 1996, p. 106.
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Moravian, and Ruthenian more than 2%. 131 (The latter are persons 
descended from a marriage between any combination of the following: 
Ukrainian, Hungarian, and Romanian, aka Ruthenians.)

In the Kosovo province of Serbia, 90% of the population is reputed 
to be ethnic Albanian, and it seeks to drive out the Serbs in order to 
declare independence or join with Albania.

Where for decades refused to recognize ethnic differences under 
the Soviet optic, which saw such recognition as divisive, since 1989 
there has been radical change. The European Union encourages 
Eastern European countries to accommodate regional differences in 
development, tradition, local circumstances, and the current state of 
systemic transformations. As András Biro, a Hungarian activist has 
put it: “ For the first time in 40 years we are reclaiming responsibility 
for our lives.”132

In Romania, in the immediate aftermath of the 1989, several ethnically 
heterogeneous villages (Bolintin, Casin, Miercurea Ciuc) saw the 
burning of the houses of the Gypsy and Hungarian ethnic minority 
and systematic murders. On March 15, 1990, the Romanian security 
and miners, in direct complicity with Ion Iliescu, took busloads of 
Romanians from remote villages to the city of Târgu Mures, telling 
them that they were needed to save Romanian citizens there from 
being beaten by Hungarians during the celebration of Hungary’s 
Independence Day. When the busses arrived, the Romanian villagers 
attacked the participants of the celebration and besieged the Hungarian 
minority’s headquarters. It was there that the playwright Andras 
Sütö lost his eye. Several Hungarians and Gypsies were beaten and 
jailed for years. In a gesture of historic reconciliation, President Emil 

131 Transitions, Open Media Research Institute, Vol. 7, February 1997, p.4.
132 Salamon, Lester, “Civic Society in Eastern Europe,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 73, 

1994, p. 113.
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Constantinescu released them in 1996 when he took office to try to 
change the Iliescu policies. Unfortunately, the new president did not 
investigate or publicly expose this case.

It is ironic that only analysis of this troubling case has come at 
academic and NGO meetings in the USA.

Without any mediating entity to prevent confrontation, a second 
incident took place in Cluj and Târgu Mures in July 1990, which 
led the Soros National Foundation to establish in Cluj an office of 
its Open Society Network to develop social mediation programs.133

The general objectives of the Soros National Foundation in Romania, 
then, has been that of promoting the following objectives of civil 
society:

-  confidence in a state of law, fair government administration, 
and independent judiciary;

-  democratic election of a new political elite;
-  existence of a diverse and vigorous civic spirit;
-  the respect of the rights and opinions of minorities by the 

majority.

With these calming idea, the situation in Cluj changed for the better, 
especially with the appearance of newsletters dedicated to end ethnic 
hatred. Further, by publishing, for example, Korunk for Hungarians 
in the Cluj area it is important especially to the Romania’s border 
with Hungary, it aided the development of relatively strong non-
governmental associations (such as Alma Mater Napocensis of 

133 Pirotte, Gautier, “Les Associations de Type O.N.G. en Roumanie. Premiers 
regards sur l’arene locale du développment á Iasi (Moldavie), Université de 
Liége, Bucharest & Iasi: 14 June-4 July 1999, Chapter II, p. 16.
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Cluj-Napoca and the Academy for Study of Ethnic Conflict-Sighet,) 
all seeking to prevent and buffer ethnic tensions.

Soros had been the main source of funding for civil society in 
Romania since 1989, and one of its major contributions has been to

TABLE 6-1

EXPENDITURES OF THE SOROS NATIONAL FOUNDATION,

 BY SUBJECT AREA, 1997

Area US$ %

Education 2,318,583 28.0
Civil society 1,097,108 13.5
E-mail and Communications 833,956 10.3
Publications 879,350 10.8
Conferences and Travels 745,374 9.3
East-East 100,399 1.2
English Program 156,214 1.9

----------

Source: Gautier, Pirotte, “Les Associations de Type O.N.G. en 
Roumanie. Premiers regards sur l’arene locale du développment á 
Iasi” (Moldavie Bucharest & Iasi): Université de Liége, June 14 - July 
4, 1999, (manuscript.)

Unfortunately, the past decade (2005-2015) he is being strongly 
despised by the nationalists in Romania because of his Hungarian 
extraction. But his legacy of institutions, and prominent people who 
graduated from these schools and universities will remain strong and 
help transparency in a country fraught with corruption.
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Table 6.2

Activities US$
Activities Cost

1. Human Resource and institutional analysis 8,730
2. Identification of the Working Groups 8,700
3. Training seminars for the Working Groups 92,340
4. Seminar on Education 2000+ mission and strategy 30,340
5. Seminar on Managing change 31,000
6. Seminar on School Improvement 31,000
7 Working Groups activities 6,100
8. Public Information 18,300
6. General Program activities 5,695
9. Education 2000+staff development and training 8,300

TOTAL 148,165

establish the “Education Development Project,” which has evolved 
into the Erasmus Educational success, a European success story.

Since 1997, the Soros National Foundation has been explicitly 
promoting the linkage of education to the Romanian market economy; 
and for example, it has created the Iasi Job Placement Service to serve 
as a model for other cities and towns.134 Viktor Orban, the Hungarian 
Prime Minister has attacked Soros, accusing him of imposing, 
interfering and “making politics”

In 1999 the Soros Quantum Fund for summer training at Sinaia of 
educational leaders involved in the funding of the Central European 
University, and other civic engagement and civil society institutions 
for investigative journalism, and watchdog NGOs.

Regardless of the efficacy of the seminar, it was apparent to me that 
the attendees developed a professional attitude to their studies, during 

134 Interview with Simona Aradei, Soros Foundation Job Placement Officer, Iasi.
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which they spent the whole of each day for a week, with few breaks. 
The esprit de corps created at this Soros seminar was amazing, 
certainly motivating the attendees to return to the communities and 
promote the role of civil society as part of educational renewal in 
Romania.

The Soros Foundation’s branches in Bucharest, Timisoara, Iasi, and 
Cluj have become autonomous organizations, the activity of which 
will focus on the following domains: education, health policies and 
services, law reform, economic development (rural microlending)135, 
ethnic minorities, community safety and mediation, rural assistance, 
regional cooperation, training and consultancy, arts and culture. All 
these new systemic changes are composed of an interacting intricate 
network of professionals in all domains within a dynamic, flexible 
and easily adaptable network.

The Impact of U.S. Foreign Aid to Romania

In addition to the major funding to Romania provided by Soros, the 
U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) entered the 
scene. Whereas Soros funded Civic Society to organize an effective, 
modern civil society, USAID funded government development 
projects.

Thus, the question arose in Romania: to what extent should Eastern 
European nations be copying or moving toward a Western trajectory 
of development-based NGOs? The question was complicated because 
the Romanian government began to establish QUANGOs (state 

135 Susan, Johnson, and Ben Rogaly, Microfinance and Poverty Reduction, 
Oxford, UK: Oxfam Press, 1997, p. 119.
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supported NGOs) in order to siphon foreign funds to official purposes 
and away from the NGOs.136

U.S. foreign aid to Romania has been marked by controversy 
because assistance focused on democracy overemphasized by the 
U.S. political model and focused narrowly on NGOs involved in 
political education (such as the Democracy Network program). Thus, 
Carothers has argued that U.S. aid has slowed real political reform in 
Romania, actually prolonging the agony of the Romanian economic 
and political system. By creating harmful dependency relations 
and not targeting environmental societies, the ethnic associations, 
religious organizations, cultural diversity, that are the real basis of 
democracy, marked a great leap backward.137

Against this backdrop, some Romanian “ultra-nationalists” 
demanded that their countries return to its own “organic evolutionary 
path,” eschewing the funds provided by USAID to rebuilding of the 
dimensions of social plurality. 138

Ironically, then, both the USAID representative Carothers and the 
ultra-nationalists opposed USAID, if for different reasons, and the 
amount such assistance was considerably reduced by the late 1990s. 

136 This analysis of the QUANGOs grows out of my 1992 discussions with 
Thomas Carothers at USAID Mission in Bucharest. Carothers (author of 
Assessing Democracy Assistance: The Case of Romania, 1996) is concerned 
that the QUANGO (known in the USA as the GONGO--government organized 
NGO) offers incentives that NGOs cannot such as political connection to the 
government, hence may be used for political ends that cannot be audited given 
the very nature of the QUANGO. The QUANG0, as we have seen is neither 
accountable neither to the government nor to the citizenry.

137 Thomas, Carothers The Learning Curve, Washington, D.C., Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace, 1996, pp. 92 – 94.

138 Sandor Dorel, “Romanian Nongovernmental Sector,” Regulating Civil 
Society, Sinaia, May 11-15, 1994, p. 37.
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The conflict of USAID’s role only complicated a confused picture 
about the meaning of free-market democracies, mainly because of the 
failure of East Europeans and Russians to completely demythologize 
the Leninist ideology.139 Although Dorel Sandor claims that the 
rebuilding and reemergence of segments of Romanian civil society 
has played a crucial role in the liberation from communist ideology, 
other analysts such Cohen and Arato (1992) are skeptical, implying 
that only 15% of NGOs are active.

The Romanian test case I had been pursuing has lead me to one 
success story.

Leadership came from the Romanian Canadian journalists in the 
form of a global organization of Romanian journalists around the 
world.

This is a successful global organization, and below you can find how 
our organization has put together the Bylaws:

BYLAWS

The International Romanian Journalists & Mass- Media 
Association of Romanians all over the world

(IRJ&MMA)

A 501(c)(3) Non-Profit Organization

Founders: Octavian PAUN, Olga LAZIN, Ecaterina CIMPEAN, 
Daniel Ionita, and Veronica PAVEL LERNER

139 Vladimir Tismaneanu, Reinventing Politics Eastern Europe from Stalin to 
Havel, New York, Free Press, 1992, p. 182.
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IRJ&MMA - International Romanian Journalists & Media 
Association in Conference and after debate, on March 22, 2013, 
concluded the followings:

SECTION I: Name and Location of the Head Office

The organization’s name is IRJ&MMA- International Romanian 
Journalists & Media Association from all over the world.

The Head Office address is 10811 Ashton Ave suite #101, Los 
Angeles, CA 90024 U.S.A.

CHAPTER I

Scope and principles of the organization:

Art. 1. Identification:

In the first video conference of Romanian journalists which was held 
on April 10th 2013 and, after the discussions, it has been established 
that a new organization named IRJ&MMA is to be registered in Los 
Angeles.

The Head Office is at: 10811 Ashton Ave suite #101, Los Angeles, 
CA 90024 U.S.A.

a) The International Romanian Journalists & Mass Media Association 
(IRJ&MMA) is a nongovernmental and a non-political association. 
It gathers physical and juridical persons in accordance with the 
American Legislation for an unlimited period of time. It has a 
registered HO, with the given address above. The activity of this 
association is based upon this present Regulation and other future 



106

Dr. Olga Magdalena Lazin

documents that will be approved in conformity with the present 
one; the location of HO can be changed if approved by the Board of 
Directors;

b) IRJ&MMA represents the voice of Romanian speaking Journalists 
from all over the world and has as a priority the people’s right to be 
well informed;

c) IRJ&MMA is independent of all the ideological, political 
governmental and religious bodies; it represents and gives support its 
members in all the matters related to journalism. It also promotes the 
local (continentals and regional) groups belonging to this Association;

d) The journalists understand the need of an International Integration 
in a democratic manner to promote human rights. They also promote 
their native country, Romania by defending the international freedom 
of press and information in compliance with international laws.

Art.2. Scope:

IRJ&MMA intends to create an appropriate legal and economic 
environment for the journalists in their professional endeavors. It 
promotes the good relations with the civil society and with the public 
authorities from each member’s country of residence. It encourages 
the promotion of freedom of expression, professional ethics and 
defends the fundamental human rights, and all other the values of 
journalism.

Art.3. Principles of Organization:

IRJ&MMA is organized based on principle of liberty of association, 
of professional solidarity and professional ethics of the press. It 
holds the activities in accordance with the international laws and 
regulations regarding the journalism and the press.
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Art.4. Attributes:

IRJ&MMA has the following attributes:

a) It is an organization created by independent amateur and 
professional journalists according to the specific of its members’ 
and organization’s activities;

b) It is a non - profit organization: no activity is designed to bring 
profit to its members.

CHAPTER II

Art. 5. Objectives:

IRJ&MMA has established the following objectives in order to 
obtain a public recognition and a moral and civic authority for the 
journalists:

a) To defend with specific methods the interest of journalists in their 
relations with any institution all over the world;

b) To insure a good communication and cooperation between its 
members and by doing it, to promote and support the loyalty in the 
competition on the market and to help keeping alive the common 
interests of its members;

c) To solve the specific problems that could arise in breaking the 
norms of journalists’ professional ethics;
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d) To take an immediate strong attitude against any situation in which 
state institutions injure in any way the free access to information, the 
freedom of press and the activity of journalists’ profession;

e) To initiate or participate at the drafting of legal proposals regarding 
the exercise of the journalist profession or the relations between the 
press and central or local administrative state authorities from all 
over the world;

f) To become the main legal and authorized institution of Romanian 
journalists all over the world based on prestige, territorial and 
professional coverage as well as on its authority and international 
structure;

g) To actively participate for the improvement of the quality of 
the press in Romanian from all over the world by exercising the 
journalism in good faith;

h) To collaborate with the Universities specialized in this domain.

CHAPTER III

The members of IRJ&MMA

Art.6. Journalists:

(1) At present in IRJ&MMA’s Bylaws, and in all the others, the term 
journalist designates the physical person who is engaged in active 
journalism, paid or not, and as a professional or amateur.
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Art.7 Membership and Who can become member:

Any physical or juridical person can become a member of IRJ&MMA 
if:

a) Promotes the professionalism and moral values of the journalism, 
and the civic and social responsibilities of this activity. He/she should 
have an experience of at least two years in mass-media and show a 
journalist ability and attachment to this association;

b) Agrees and respects this Journalists’ Policies and Regulations 
Act (PRA), Deontology Code and others Association’s regulatory 
documents.

c) Takes part in members’ activities;

d) Keeps the confidentiality over the internal principles of Association. 
If the Board of Directors receives, verbally of by writing, more than 
two complaints regarding a member that doesn’t complying with the 
PRA, he/she is immediately excluded.

e) Pays the annual fees for membership.

(2) The applications for IRJ&MMA membership are approved in 
conformity with the procedure described in the Status: a signed 
and dated form must be submitted by the applicant together with ID 
electronic picture. The IRJ&MMA Secretary will keep track of the 
applications in a designated register;
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CHAPTER IV

Art. 11. IRJ&MMA High Management

1. The High Management includes:

• The Head of Association;
• The Board of Directors;
• The General Assembly;
• Vicepresidents and Chiefs of Departments
• Active independent journalists;
• Mass-media(Institutii Radio,Tv;Presa scris si online)
• Photo-cameraman
• Marketing.
• Governors representing the 5 continents Asia, Europe, Africa, 

Australia & Oceania, North America and South America are 
elected by the General Assembly on each continent for a two-
year mandate.

1.1-The Head of Association (see Annex no.1) is not elected by 
the IRJ&MMA General Assembly. This function has an unlimited 
duration and is independent of place and time.

Art.12. General Assembly:

(1) The General Assembly is the organism of deliberation for 
IRJ&MMA. It includes all the members that had been admitted based 
on the statutory procedure described in Art. 7(2). The members of 
General Assembly meet at least once a year.

(2) Convocation:

a) The call for General Assembly can be done on-line by the President 
or by the Vice-President (Olga LAZIN);
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b) The call for each member is made by the Secretariat of IRJ&MMA 
by fax, email, currier or by post at least 15 days before the meeting.

c) The announcement will include the agenda and the date, time and 
place (Skype or Google+) of the meeting.

Art.13. The Board of Directors:

(1) The Board of Directors is the head of IRJ&MMA;

a) The Head of IRJ&MMA is not elected. Its nomination is valid for 
an unlimited and undetermined period of time;

b) The Board of Directors will grow when IRJ&MMA will have over 
100 subscribed members.

(2) Decisions:

a) The Board of Directors takes decisions that are mandatory for all 
members;

Art.14. The President of IRJ&MMA:

(1) The President of IRJ&MMA is also the President of the Board 
of Directors.

(2) The President of IRJ&MMA has the following duties:

a.  Calls for and moderates the General Assembly and Board of 
Directors meetings;

b.  Presents reports and notes to the General Assembly regarding 
the general problems of the Association;
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c.  Represents the Association in the social relations with the 
local, central and international public authorities, with the 
physical and juridical persons and in the courts.

(3) The President of IRJ&MMA has also other duties established by 
the General Assembly or y the Board of Directors.

(4) The President of IRJ&MMA can delegate some of his tasks to 
members of the Board of Directors when necessary;

(5) The President of IRJ&MMA is exercising his/her attributions by 
issuing tasks.

Art.14.1-The Prim Vice-President IRJ&MMA-has the same tasks as 
the President IRJ&MMA

Art. 14/ A. The Censors Committee:

(1) IRJ&MMA have a Censors Committee that includes three 
members, one president and two censors. They are elected by the 
General Assembly for a 4-year mandate. The members of the Board 
of Directors cannot be censors.

(2) The Censors Committee has the following duties:

a.  Annually and when needed, it verifies the way in which 
the financial and accounting operations occur. It presents 
proposals for avoiding possible irregularities;

b.  Verifies the administration and discharge of Association’s 
treasure;

c.  Presents reports to the General Assembly regarding the 
financial and accounting activities and about the administration 
and discharge of Association’s treasure;
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d.  Submit to the General Assembly the discharge of Board 
of Directors from the financial duties; establishes the 
responsibilities in case of irregularities. The president of the 
Censors Committee participates to the Board of Directors 
meetings.

e.  Activates in all tasks mentioned by the Policies and Regulations 
Act or given by the General Assembly.

Art. 14/ B. Membership fees

• The annual fee is $30 USD
• IRJ&MMA will have a bank account in Los Angeles, 

California, where the HQ is located. Two members will have 
the right to sign for this bank account.

CHAPTER V

The rights and duties of IRJ&MMA members (International 
Romanian Journalists & Mass- Media Association)

Art.15. Rights and duties:

(1) the members of IRJ&MMA have the following rights:

a.  To elect or to be elected in the Board of Directors in 
conformity with the procedures of the present Act and internal 
regulations; “To participate at and make proposals for the 
General Assembly meetings and debates;

b.  To request and justify the addition of an item to the Agenda 
for General Assembly regular meetings;

c.  To vote for or against any problem under debate in these 
meetings;
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d.  To have unlimited access to information regarding 
Association’s activities and decisions;

e.  To participate to any activity organized by the Association;
f.  To benefit of the moral and professional support from the 

Association.

Art.16. Resignation and Sanctions

(1) Any member can resign or retire from membership by submitting 
a written letter to the Association Secretariat.

(2) The failure to comply with the Deontology Code of Journalists 
that had been approved by the General Assembly has as consequence 
the sanctions conforming to the Policies and Regulations Act of the 
Association.

(3) When a written complaint from one member against another is 
received, the Board of Directors will analyze the situation. The both 
parts will be interviewed and a decision will be made in conformity 
with the internal Regulations and the Deontology Code of Journalists.

Art. 17. The decision of Association’s dissolution

(1) The decision of Association’s dissolution is made by the General 
Assembly in the same manner and following the same procedures as 
when the Association was constituted.

(2) After listening the Board of Director’s report, the General 
Assembly decides dissolving the IRJ&MMA respecting the legal 
procedures.

(3) The General Assembly will decide, in conformity with the laws, 
about the destination of material goods, if they exist. The goods 
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could be transmitted to private or public juridical persons that have 
the same scope as IRJ&MMA.

Art.18. the Association’s dissolution:

(1) The Association dissolution takes place when it appears the 
impossibility of carrying out its scope and after three months after 
finding it, the scope had not been changed. The Dissolution can also 
be provoked by the impossibility of building of a General Assembly 
or Board of Directors in conformity with the Act of Policies and 
Regulations and this situation is not changed within one year. The 
dissolution also is declared if the members’ number falls under the 
legal limit.

CHAPTER VI

Art. 19. Final dispositions

Art. 20. Reimbursement of fees:

(1) The members that withdraw or are suspended from IRJ&MMA 
will not be reimbursed for any fees, contributions or taxes.

Art. 21. The Association Identity:

(1) IRJ&MMA - International Romanian Journalists & Mass- Media 
Association
Has its own stamp, seal and logo.
(2) For its visibility, the Association has opened an account on 
Facebook: “Grupul Jurnaliștilor Români de Pretutindeni” – (the 
Group of Romanian Journalists from around the World). IRJ has a 
web Site and, if affordable, it publises an annual bulletin (magazine) 
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for distribution to the members. The Association intends also to print 
the annual reports of the Board of Directors.

Art. 22. Marketing

(1). The Association built this compartment of marketing for 
international publicity for the customers that want to advertise their 
products and services throughout the members’ publications. If the 
Association participates in this publicity, its benefit will be 10% of 
the price and 90% will be distributed to the publications that made 
the advertising.

Art. 23.

The present Document “Policies and Regulations Act” started to 
be valid on 25th of April 2013, after IRJ&MMA is registered at the 
appropriate charitable institution in Los Angeles, California, as a 
(501) c 3 organization.

MEXICO AS A MODEL FOR NPPO LEGISLATION

The course of NGO history in Mexico has taken a very different 
course than in Romania for two reasons: First, proximity to the USA 
and the world largest cache of grant-making NPPO fund; and second, 
the acceptance of President Carlos Salinas (1988-1994) and the U.S. 
government under Bill Clinton to accept the offer of the U.S. Council 
on Foundations to help change Mexico’s Tax Exempt Organization 
laws The goal of change was to makes Mexico’s TEOs compatible 
with the laws of the USA, thus encourage the flow of NPPO funds 
from the USA to aid in the development of civil society and Civic 
Action.

Although some sectors of Mexican society were worried about 
expanding the role of NGOs because they have been seen mainly as 
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human rights organizations,140 the main tasks of the NGOs seeming 
to monitor human rights violations,141 in reality the NGO situation 
has become more complicated in Mexico.

There were various causes to the rise of Mexican NGOs.

First during the 1980s, dozens of NGOs tried to accommodate 
hundreds of thousands of Central American immigrants who arrived 
fleeing authoritarian governments in El Salvador, Guatemala, and 
Nicaragua.

Second the earthquake of 1985 impelled the mobilization of 
independent civil movements and NGOs to become the backbone 
of a renewed civil society. That same year the National Autonomous 
University of Mexico created a movement for the Defense of the 
Rights of Faculty; and in 1988 the Government of Aguascalientes 
established a governmental Commission for Human Rights, at the 
suggestions of its NGO sphere.

Third, coincidentally trends outside Mexico saw both service and 
advocacy NGOs increase dramatically around the world in numbers, 
diversity, and strength. Most important was the rise of issue-
networks,142 which united geographically dispersed NGOs to focus 
on specific issues such as human rights. Thus, Mexican NGOs could 
support a common cause, say, in Argentina.143

140 Eduardo M. Tavares, “La Vanguardia de la Sociedad Civil,” Epoca, December 
15, 1997, p. 54.

141 Ibid.
142 Term from Kathryn Sikkink, in Keck, Margaret E. and Kathryn Sikkink, 

Activists Beyond Borders: Advocacy Networks in International Politics, New 
York: Cornell University Press, 1998.

143 “Demandan ONG de Derechos Humanos que el Clero Argentino Abra sus 
Archivos,” Excelsior, September 10, 2000, p. 2.
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Fourth, underlying and paralleling the phenomenon of issue-oriented 
NGOs has been the growth of the infrastructure-building NGOs 
that construct organizational and technological links for networking 
among activist NGOs, regardless of what specific issue upon which 
each NGO may be focused.144 Diversification of Mexican human-
rights organizations, pro-democracy NGOs, and indigenous-rights 
NGOs gained strength throughout the 1980s.

In an effort to seek a modern legal framework for Mexican NGOs, 
the Convergence of Civil Organizations was born in the 1990s.

Simultaneously more networks of NGOs had emerged with different 
purposes, and in 1994 they began to play a grand role at national 
level. One major coalition signed the “Pacto de Guadalajara,”145

which resulted in offering a workable alternative to public housing 
politics, literally bringing in the state as a promoting agent to finance 
housing for underprivileged Mexicans.

The Chiapas 1994 rebellion attracted the focus of civil rights groups 
and sparked one of the most observed Mexican presidential elections 
in the country that same year. In both events the NGOs played a 
crucial role.146 Furthermore, Global Exchange’s exposure of criminal 
activity by police groups in the State of Guerrero called attention 
to the fact that “local and national human rights organizations fear 
that the increased activity by the federal army and the state police 
forces is part of a strategy to stifle the growth of opposition political 

144 Ronfeldt, David, The Zapatista “Social Netwar” in Mexico, Santa Monica, 
CA: Rand, 1998, p. 36.

145 Jose Luis Méndez, “Las ONG hábitat, entre el estado y el mercado,” 
Organizationes civiles y políticas públicas en Mexico y Centroamerica, 
México, Academia de investigatione en politicas publicas, Miguel Angel 
Porrúa, México, D.F., 1998, p. 166.

146 John, Arquilla and David Ronfeldt, The Zapatista Social Netwar in Mexico, 
RAND Arroyo Center, 1998, p. 14.
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movements.”147 In this networking of NGOs, then, we can recognize 
features such as: collective investigation, consensual decisions, and 
implementation of the agreements through action committees.

The NGOs further expanded by incorporating the theme of electoral 
democracy on the agenda of social change and, for the first time in 
Mexico’s history NGOs helped mobilize voters by the millions, a 
movement that finally on July 2, 2000, saw the Official Party lose 
power after nearly 71 years.

Nowadays there are more than almost 5,000 NGOs in all states, with 
over 180 were being located in Mexico City. 148 The states of Jalisco, 
Veracruz, and Oaxaca have the most effervescent NGOs activities.149

Although, as in Romania, Mexican NGOs are facing the same 
problems of financing and a poor philanthropic tradition, however, 
the new government that took office on December 1, 2000, has 
promised to “unfreeze” in Congress the proposed Mexican law to 
more fully authorize the legal operation and protection of NGOs.150

Although the proposed law is hardly perfect, it constitutes an advance.

147 José Juan de Avila, “Global Exchange: The Counter-Insurgency Strategy in 
Guerrero,” reprinted in La Jornada, November 24, 1999.

148 Mendoza, Margarita V., “Las relaciones Con Las ONG”, El Grupo Reforma, 
La Reforma, 3 December 2000, p. 15.

149 Sergio Aguayo, Las Organizaciones No Gubernamentales de Derechos 
Humanos en México, p. 1. For a view that suggests that a QUANGO-type 
organization helped foment change under President Salinas, see John Bailey, 
in Jonathan Fox, Ann L. Craig, and Wayne A. Cornelius, eds., “Centralism and 
Political Change in Mexico: The Case of National Solidarity,” Transforming 
State-Society Relations in Mexico: The National Solidarity Strategy, San 
Diego: Center for U.S.-Mexican Studies, University of California, 1994, p. 
101 to p. 119.

150 Interview with civil society leader Pedro Luis Pinzón, President of Pro 
Democracia, Mexico City, January 30, 2013.
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Unlike Romania, Mexico has succeeded together with the USA in 
designing the first international standard for TEO (Tax Exempt 
Organization) law.

By adopting and adapting the U.S. model, Mexico has gained more 
than direct access to the world’s largest pool of funds available from 
grant-making foundations; it can now encourage U.S. companies 
investing in Mexico to make donations tax deductible in both countries 
against their Mexican profits. (Mexico has not yet established the U.S. 
NPPO “privately” funded by a limited number of donors that would 
allow establishment of an NPPO in Mexico by an U.S. company.)

Most importantly, NPPOs that register under the new TEO law that 
has been effectively in place since the mid-1990s receive automatic 
recognition by the U.S. IRS. The first such achievement in world 
history, we can see in Table A, in the Conclusion of this article.

As suggested in this Chapter, Globalization since the 1989 fall of 
the Berlin Wall and the subsequent collapse of the statist model has 
speeded the growth of NPPOs in such formerly statist countries 
as Mexico and Romania. Both of these countries have suffered 
from outdated laws, but Mexico has advanced domestically and 
internationally in its TEO law, hence Romania’s interest in the 
Mexican Model as the only one in the world that has been rooted in 
the same type of Latin Law to be reformed.

That the attempt to create new civil society is well underway in 
Eastern Europe is manifest in the numbers. As of 1999 I found in 
Romania 13,000 more NGOs registered than in 1992. As of 1994, 
Salamon found in Poland several thousand foundations that were 
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registered with governmental authorities, in Hungary some 7,000 
foundations and 11,000 associations.151

The Romanian government has made it pretty difficult to open an 
NGO, or a Foundation in RO. It takes more than a week for registration 
papers to go through the Ministry of Justice.152 The proof of the 
primary patrimony, bylaws and articles of incorporation, criminal 
records of officers, IDs of the founding members, and proof of the 
name reservation to quote just a few.

The Open Society Foundation--Romania is continuing its support 
for the integration of the Romanian society in the European Union in 
a new systemic environment, within a new organizational structure, 
made up of local activists.

The Decentralized Bi-National Model

And last, but not least, the El Paso Community foundation represents 
the decentralized model: El Paso Juarez International Classic, which 
ended in 2001.

The El Paso Foundation’s Board of Directors are from both sides of 
the border: U.S. and Mexican leaders work together in a bi-national 
manner to bring prosperity to the border communities. U.S. tax 
laws had been harmonized and perfected by Mexican and American 
partners in this fortunate case. More partnerships in the civic sector 
are needed, not walls on the U.S.-Mexican border.

My field research has revealed that countries such as Mexico and 
Romania have had difficulty in understanding and adopting U.S. tax 

151 Salamon, Lester M., “The Rise of the Nonprofit Sector”, Foreign Affairs,
Volume 73, No. 4, July-August 1994, p. 112.

152 https://www.rolegal.com/article/NGO-Romania-patrimony-documents
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law, which is the basis for standardization because of problems in 
analysis of how U.S. economic sectors interrelate.

U.S. analysts themselves have failed to articulate the relations among 
economic sectors, thus confusing the way in which policy analysts 
interpret U.S. law to the world. I hope this work has dispelled all the 
unknowns in the works of the U.S.-Mexico Model.

Hence, I encourage here use of the term Not-For-Private Profit (NPPO) 
to specify that profits can be made but not diverted for private use. 
Such profits can be used only for the tax-exempt purposes for which 
any organization is founded, including the expenses of running the 
organization (salaries, travel, rent, etc.) as well as invested to increase 
the size of the NPPO and ensure its continued existence.

As part of my contribution to globalization studies, I here redefine 
U.S. societal spheres as being four:153

1. Government (State) Sphere (centralized and Decentralized)
2. Private Sphere
3. Mixed State/Private Sphere
4. Philanthropic Sphere (often erroneously called the “Third 

Sector”)

Confusion about definition of societal sectors comes when analysts 
fail to take into account the role of the Mixed state/private sector, 
which for so many years has come to provide a “theoretical bridge” 
between government and the private business, especially in England 
and the USA, as well as to keep inefficient and corrupt statism in 
power, especially in Latin America and Eastern Europe. Given the 
“third-way” ideology espoused by diverse leaders in different times 
(for example, Juan Domingo Perón in Argentina in the 1940s) and 

153 Discussed at length and shown in chapters, below.
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England’s Tony Blair (1990s), such a concept is not helpful because 
it is by now empty of meaning.

I seek to show in a new light the relation of the profit and not for-
private-profit sectors, the latter funded by the former. Further, I 
develop new analysis here to help citizens everywhere to understand 
the roles of government, which must include the study of GONGOs 
(governmentally organized NGOs), QUANGOs (quasi-autonomous 
NGOs) as well as to understand that “non-profit organization” does 
not preclude such organizations from earning profits but rather 
require that the profits must be used for the purposes chartered and 
not for private gain.

With regard to meaning of words, one final statement is in order. 
I do not use the word “public” per se because it has two distinct 
meanings. For formerly statist societies, “public” means government 
or government-owned.
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In CONCLUSION

For non-statist societies such as the USA, the word’s meaning depends 
on context: “broad general public,” in the context of philanthropic 
analysis; “public utility” owned or regulated by the government, 
in the context of economic analysis. Hence in discussing private vs 
public, here I reiterate that some American foundations are “broadly 
supported by the general public”; and I do not use “public foundation” 
which could give the idea of government-owned foundation.

Last, but not least, there is the successful The El Paso Community 
Foundation (AKA Convener), which is a grant maker, and a Leadership 
forming foundation, which excels through its philanthropic services 
to the broader community of the two neighboring nations. It is 
decentralized and has a bi-national board of directors, Mexican and 
American.

The U.S. – Mexican model is the way of the future for civil society 
around the world.

Let us not forget that a strong civil society is the basis of a real 
democratic order and transparent polity.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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