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Toward Cooperative Governance: Interaction of Governments and
Social Organizations in Transitional Countries
— Grassroots Governance of Mahallas and Uzbekistan

Yan Zi
(School of International and Public Affairs Shanghai Jiao Tong University Shanghai)

Abstract:Based on the studies of interaction of governments and social organizations this paper explores the changing history of
Uzbekistan grassroots governance by matching strategies of the government and social organizations from the perspective of the net—
work structure. From “self — organization during the traditional period” to “harmonious coexistence in the Soviet omnipotent au—
tocracy period” and “mutual — dependence in the transition period” the fundamental reason for Mahallas’ survival lies in its
constant strengthening legitimacy and its strategies for proper embeddedness and self — restraint; along with the development of
social organizations the position and structure change as well; the mutual — dependence of Mahalla and the government is not on—
ly the strategic response for social organizations to gain autonomy and political trust but also the rational choice of government un—
der the condition of limited mobilization capacity and administrative cost. The experiences and lessons of Uzbekistan are of crucial
guidance and reference value for the development of China’ s governance system in the new phase.

Key words: Transition Countries; Grassroots Governance; Interaction of the Government and Social Organizations; Cooperative

Governance
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