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FOREWORD

For the literature reviewer, social capital poses problems. As this work
shows, there is a sense that social capital has no real settled meaning,
that it is an amalgam of terms and phrases only loosely tied together.
For some, this may be a strength and perhaps it accounts for some of
the bolder claims made under its banner, but, from a literature review
point of view, it is hard to know just what to include. By in large, this
review concentrates on social science research concerning social capital,
although there are several studies that come from practitioners.

This review of research in Central and Eastern Europe and
the former Soviet Union offers a chance to investigate the policy
applications of research. As the reviewer points out, in the context
of the transition in the 1990s, research into the sources and nature
of social capital appeared to be both timely and practical. While
economic and political science tended to focus on grand macrolevel
models and reforms, social capital directed attention towards the
social dimension of development, focusing on questions of trust and
collective action. Social capital research seemed to offer scientific
support for the burgeoning NGO sector and, as the decade progressed,
its application moved into fields such as economic development,
education reform and even healthcare. Social capital began to interest
more political scientists and economists as well as the sociologists and
anthropologists. As the author, Dimitrina Mihaylova, makes plain,
there are distinct ideas about what is a proper way to research social
capital. Attempts to “colonize” new research fields enjoyed some mixed
receptions. Nevertheless, as witnessed by the amount of research and
its diversity, there was an increasing belief that social capital could be a

« . . . » . <« »
missing link” as well as a potential “cure.



International agencies such as the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development and more famously, the World Bank,
embarked on several major research initiatives. Not only did there
appear to be a relative consensus of its definition, there were increasingly
innovative approaches to its measurement and potential application.
As studies included here demonstrate, social capital has been used
to explain everything from the levels of premature death amongst
middle aged males to the attitudes of cross border traders towards their
extended kin. For many, there is a certain intuitive attractiveness to the
idea of social capital and this is especially true for Central and Eastern
Europe and the countries of the former Soviet Union. For example,
social capital research directs attention to the importance of informal
networks as ways of getting things done. Not only does this appear to
show things how they really are, it also seems to explain why things
don’t work out the way reformers said they would.

In terms of drawing the lessons of research for policy work, social
capital by no means offers clear conclusions. Over time, there may
have been a scaling down of expectations, particularly amongst those
who thought social capital could act as a bridge between disciplines and
policymakers. For the reviewer here, some of these disappointments
are down to methodology, an overreliance on one type of data and an
under-appreciation of local context. At the same time, any assessment
of the policy implications of social capital has to take into account the
fact that it has no natural institutional home. As it crosses disciplines,
so does it cross government departments as well. There appears, at least
in the later research works, an increasing recognition that the strategic
use of social capital has to consider its role in combination with other
types of capital. In this regard it implies cooperation and coordination
to a degree perhaps beyond the capacity of current governments.

This is not to say that the works included indicate that there is no
role for the state in developing social capital. As many authors included
point out, there are institutional measures and backgrounds that allow

strangers to have trust in each other, there are ways of encouraging the



development of networks that can bridge as well as bond communities
and there are increasing recognition of the benefits of joint activities
between the public, the private and the civil sector. In this sense,
social capital research has a positive heuristic value in encouraging
institutional and policy innovation.

The works included in this review are not exhaustive or wholly
representative. They were brought together to offer critical reflection
of several key themes within the literature. We would like to thank
the author for all her hard work in producing this review as well as the

reviewers who added constructive comments.

Andrew Cartwright
Violetta Zentai

Center for Policy Studies
June 2004
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SOCIAL CAPITAL IN CENTRAL AND

1. INTRODUCTION

Since the early 1990s, the concept of “social capital” has been widely
adopted in both research and development. Popularized by Robert
Putnam’s book on Italian civic culture (Putnam 1993) as well as
by claims from the World Bank that social capital was the “missing
link” in development, the phrase has entered public debate and
development practices worldwide. Social capital has become one
of the most influential concepts in economics, sociology, political
science and development studies. As Ben Fine (2001) argues, studying
the economic consequences of “membership in groups” or “local
associations” has become almost a “cottage industry.” Until now, this
has been the most influential way in which social capital has been
measured (Harriss 2001:89). Yet as Adam and Roncevic (2003: 157)
amongst others point out, this broad applicability of the concept has
not solved basic problems with definition, operationalization and
measurement, notwithstanding disputes concerning its sources, forms
and consequences. Adam and Roncevic (2003:158) identify a similar
structure to almost all publications on social capital. In the beginning,
the author narrates the origins of the concept based on its three main
“fathers”: Bourdieu, Coleman and Putnam. Secondly, the author
defines his or her own position vis-a-vis those traditions and provides
one possible definition of social capital. This is usually followed by an
examination of a particular case or cases within the theoretical and
methodological confines established at the outset. Not to break with
tradition then, Bourdieu defines social capital as

“the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked

to possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalised

relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition.” (Bourdieu

1986:248 in Adam and Roncevic 2003:158)

He also refers to it as “a capital of social connections, honorability

and respectability” (Bourdieu 1984:122). Bourdieu’s aim was to analyze
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different forms of capital such as cultural, social, political, symbolic and
economic and how these may convert into each other. In so doing, he
sought to explain how social stratification is reproduced and persists
over time (Adam and Roncevic 2003). Bourdieu offers a materialist
reading of culture through the use of the concept of “capital” and a
dynamic, holistic analysis in the study of how different types of capital
are transformed (Schuller et al. 2000). Bourdieu is more concerned
with social capital as an individual attribute in terms of individual
networks or forms of capital. In contrast to this individualist position,
the other “father” of modern social capital research, the late American
sociologist James Coleman, favored a broader notion of social capital
which encompassed social groups, organizations and societies (Adam
and Roncevic 2003).

Coleman defined social capital according to its function. He argued
that “it is not a single entity, but a variety of different entities having
two characteristics in common: they all consist of some aspect of social
structure and they facilitate certain actions of actors—whether persons
or corporate actors—within the structure” (Coleman 1988:598, cited
in Adam and Roncevic 2003:159). Coleman’s research primarily
addressed educational achievement and social inequality (Schuller et al.
2000). He measured social capital by the physical presence of parents
per number of children in the family so as to determine the amount
of attention that children received. Amongst other factors influencing
educational performance, he measured the number of times a child had
to change schools because the family moved. Coleman argued that social
relations (both family relations and relations with the wider community)
constitute useful capital because they establish obligations, expectations
and trustworthiness. They also create channels for information, and set
norms that can be backed up by sanctions (Schuller et al. 2000:6). As
Schuller et al. (2000) pointed out, there were striking similarities in the
respective approaches of Coleman and Bourdieu although they did not
formally acknowledge each other. In contrast to Bourdieu, Coleman

approached social capital mainly in functional terms and argues that
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social capital is largely an unintentional function. Moreover, he focused
on individual behavior and used that to draw conclusions about larger
social entities. Coleman’s premise was that actors operate according to
a single principle of action, that is, to maximize their realization of
interests. Thus, he worked within the elementary model of rational
choice, influential in current sociology and political science in the
USA (Harriss 2001:17). Apart from being criticized by opponents of
rational choice theory, Coleman has been criticized for providing rather
a vague definition of social capital, one that according to at least one
author “opened the way for re-labeling a number of different and even

contradictory processes as social capital” (Portes 1998:5).

The third “father” of social capital, Robert Putnam, is usually  0n the other hand, does social
credited with introducing trust and civic participation into the field, in  capital refer to certain qualities
particular the role that they play in democratization and development.  of social organization such as
It was largely due to Putnam’s work that “social capital” entered into  the prevalence of trust and

the development and political mainstream. He defines social capital as  norms of reciprocity?

those “features of social organization, such as trust, norms, and networks
that can improve the efliciency of society by facilitating coordinated
actions” (Putnam 1993:167). The definition of social capital adopted
by the World Bank is very close to Putnam’s. In the Bank’s view,
“Social capital refers to the norms and networks that enable
collective action. Increasing evidence shows that social cohesion—
social capital—is critical for poverty alleviation and sustainable

human and economic development.”

Putnam’s followers usually apply those measures devised by
Putnam. They measure behavioral attitudes and variables: trust, norms,
and values. More recently, he has shifted the emphasis from trust to
reciprocity in recognition that people can trust each other and yet still
remain inactive (Schuller et al. 2000:10). Some authors take only one

of Putnam’s three elements as the most significant attribute of social

www.worldbank.org/poverty/scapital/index.htm.
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capital. For example, Francis Fukuyama, who defines social capital
as being identical to trust, compares low-trust (for example France,
Taiwan, Italy) and high-trust (for example USA, Japan, Germany)
societies in order to investigate the consequences of such differences in
levels of trust. He acknowledges that low-trust societies are characterized
by having a great deal of social capital (trust) in the family.

The so-called “Putnam’s instrument” measures four indicators
of social capital: vibrancy of associative life; incidence of newspaper
readership; referenda turnout and preference voting (Putnam 1993:
91-94). Harriss (2001:42) argues that a metaphorical notion of social
capital emerges from Putnam’s work. According to Harris, Putnam
does not provide a theory of trust but rather a confusion of various
concepts: interpersonal trust; generalized trust (social solidarity); belief
in the legitimacy of institutionalized norms and confidence in their
implementation; and cultural traditions. Perhaps some of the strongest
criticisms of Putnam refer to his neglect of power and conflict (see Fine
2001, Harriss 2001, Adam and Roncevic 2003). For example, Harriss
(2001:42) argues that social capital is very often treated as if it only
referred to horizontal voluntary organization. In his view, this obscures
the role that state-backed institutions have in creating the conditions
for civic engagement. Indeed, this disregard for the state and politics in
general offers a reductionist view of “civil society.” Harriss (2001:1-92)
seeks to demonstrate that local or grass roots social organizations have
to be viewed in the context of the overall structure of social relations
and of power.

An alternative approach to measuring social capital focuses on those
variables, which indicate the position of the individual inside social
networks. This is a synthesis of network research and certain aspects
of Bourdieu’s and Coleman’s work (Adam and Roncevic 2003:163). It
usually involves the study of networks in commercial enterprises. Burt,
for example, has demonstrated how smaller networks, dense networks
or hierarchical networks place more constraints on individuals (Burt

1997, cited in Adam and Roncevic 2003:163).
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The complexity of social capital is further demonstrated by the fact
that it is sometimes identified as a positive phenomenon or a negative
one, or even both. Some research stresses its social benefits, some its
influence on the individual, other research shows how social capital
may restrict opportunities and individual freedom and lead to excessive
claims on groups members. The operation of social capital may produce
networks that are closed for outsiders (Portes 1998). Thus, social capital
has a potential “downside” (Portes & Landholt 1996): communities,
groups or networks that are isolated, parochial, or working at cross-
purposes to society’s collective interests can actually hinder economic
and social development. In the context of Central and Eastern Europe,
authors frequently point to the existence of a “missing,” “negative,”
“premodern” or “primitive” social capital (for example Paldam and
Svendsen 2000, Rose 1999).

“Social capital” could be examined using bottom up or top-down
approaches (Adam and Roncevic, 2003). The former refers to the study
of social networks and civic associations on the ground (for example
Putnam 1993), while the latter tends to refer to the study of the role of
the state in creating a state-society synergy (for example Evans 1996).
Michael Woolcock (1998) has attempted to link these two divergent
approaches by defining three type of social capital: bonding, bridging
and linking. Bonding social capital describes strong bonds between
people such as family members or members of the same ethnic group;
bonding social capital is good for “getting by” in life. Bridging social
capital is characterized by weaker but more crosscutting ties for example
between business associates, acquaintances, friends from different
ethnic groups, friends of friends, etcetera The final form of social
capital is linking social capital. This describes vertical (or hierarchical)
connections between people in different positions of power.

The wide range of social phenomena covered by the three main
schools (Bourdieu, Coleman and Putnam) demonstrates the difficulties
in establishing one definition or one measurement of the concept.

Moreover, as Adam and Roncevic argue, social capital is very much a
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context dependent phenomenon (2003:161) and this creates further
difficulties for the elaboration of a single definition. While there are
many writings on social capital, Ben Fine (2001), John Harriss (2001)
and Adam and Roncevic (2003) all provide very insightful and useful
reviews on the sources, dimensions and consequences of social capital.
The principal criticisms of Ben Fine (2001) concerning the utility
of social capital as an analytic tool address the lack of possibility for
social change, its functional, ahistorical and acultural premises, its
misinterpretation of the social as two unrelated and separate entities
and its status as a “cure-all” social theory. In the end of his book he
leaves open the question why there has been so little criticism of social
capital compared to the extensive number of people who utilize the
concept uncritically.

The overall aim of this study is to provide a critical introduction into
the published English language research on theoretical and empirical
issues addressing social capital in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Hungary, Kosovo, Macedonia,
Poland, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia and Yugoslavia. It is
beyond the scope of this review to provide an exhaustive commentary.
Instead efforts were directed towards presenting the variety of
approaches within the field that could be defined as employing a “social
capital approach.”

The review is supplemented by an annotated bibliography.” The
bibliography was created after an extensive search via the web, through
correspondence with individuals and various institutions and via
various bibliographic and library resources. A lot more literature was
gathered and read before the final selection was completed. Some pub-
lications not included in the annotated bibliography were either not
representative of the field, were of lesser quality, or were discovered at a
later time (after the country, the theme or the discipline they address was

already reasonably well represented in the annotated bibliography).

2

Available at http://www.ceu.hu/cps/pub/pub_papers.htm.
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This review is organized in several sections that were finalized follow-
ing the preparation of the annotated bibliography. The main sections
are: institutional change, civil society, health, education and economy.
Access to publicservicesisincluded asa topicin various other subheadings
while the general fields of health and education were kept separate in
order to demonstrate the applicability of the concept of social capital.

Because of the limited period for this mission, the limitations in
the number of annotations and the size of the report, some relevant
and high quality works will have undoubtedly not found a place in this
report. Research published before 1989 was largely excluded on the
grounds that it is predominantly in local languages and its inclusion
would have undermined the quality of the review by changing the
focus to a set of different methodological problems.

In the course of the bibliographic research I found little research
in English on social capital and its synonymous concepts in Kosovo,
Yugoslavia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia and Albania. The
spread of research carried out also reflects the general state of social
research in the CEE region whereby the most studied country is
Russia, followed by the Central European countries, and only then
the Balkan countries. In some cases, the lack of academic research was
compensated by professional publications.

Although professional published research has been included, it does
not represent all the richness of the published reports concerning the
abundant development projects in the region that address the concepts
reviewed here (for example civil society). I have given priority to the
academic literature, and, then, only to the major developmental agencies
and funding bodies (The World Bank, Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development OECD, United Nations Development
Program UNDP, United States Agency for International Development
USAID, UK Department for International Development DFID, The
Open Society Foundations, and some others) as well as to some think
tanks in the region. A full assessment of the professional reports on
social capital lies outside the purpose of this review and has to be a

separate study.
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As is widely recognized, “social capital” is a phrase whose definition
ranges from individual and specific statements, to badly defined and
unclear statements to concepts that encompass many social phenomena.
Thus in some cases research concerning other synonymous concepts
were also examined. I have included research that covers major themes
and concepts defined by various authors as equivalent or part of the
social capital concept (cf. Schuller et al. 2000: 1).

I have excluded certain fields, which form part of the social capital
debate on the web site of the World Bank. This was because these
research themes are too wide in themselves and/or overstudied (for
example ethnic and national issues). In Central and Eastern Europe
some of these research fields remain unaffected by social capital
approaches, as indeed they may be in Western countries, for example,

migration and refugee studies.

1.1 The Arrival of Social Capital in
Central and Eastern Europe (CEE)

Social capital is a relative newcomer in research carried out in Central
and Eastern Europe (CEE).’ Interest in the topic has been largely
stirred by the activities of developmental agencies such as the World
Bank and the United Nation’s Development Programme. Much of
the social capital research published in English is somehow related
to practical developmental initiatives, particularly after 1996 when
the Bank proclaimed that social capital could be the “missing link in
development.” For this reason, much of the research on social capital
in CEE could be considered a political dimension of the various

developmental strategies in the region.

There have been a number of large-scale research projects investigating social capital in
the region, some based in the region such as the interdisciplinary program “Honesty
and Trust: Theory and Experience in the Light of Post-Socialist Transformation” based
at the Collegium Budapest www.colbud.hu/honesty-trust/ and the “Bluebird” project
www.ceu.hu/cps/bluebird/proj/proj_open.htm.
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The literature on social capital worldwide deals with innumerable
aspects of social life. In CEE the academic and practitioner work
on social capital addresses the most central debates in CEE
“transitology”: the relationships between markets, states, formal and
informal institutions, and the significance of cultures. To a lesser or
greater extent, all of these works address two basic questions: how to
improve economic growth and how to achieve successful institutional
change.

The World Bank initiatives in the region have undoubtedly
provided an important stimulus to interest in the topic. The Bank has
organized several workshops on social capital, for example in Croatia,
Romania, Bulgaria, and Albania. Leading scholars and practitioners
have taken part in order to help train local participants on the use of
the concept and carry out effective research. The approach of these
studies has been relatively sympathetic and research has tended to
have an intermittent engagement with polemics in the social capital
field worldwide. I would argue that, in part, this reflects its relatively
recent entrance in the field of applied development studies (insightful
exceptions are Adam and Roncevic 2003, Tardos 1996, Angelusz
and Tardos 2001) and its undeserved reputation as a cure-all option
(cf. Portes 1998:2). Some authors who have long studied the region
now employ social capital against the background of their extensive
experience in CEE. On the whole, they tend to be critical of various
assumptions made concerning social capital and of findings that appear
to be unjustified considering the methodologies of the research (for
example Adam and Roncevic 2002).

At the same time, the theoretical and empirical debates addressed by
social capital research exist in numerous other publications that belong
to earlier academic and practitioner’s traditions in the region. Most of
these have not utilized the concept of social capital. For example, one
of the largest bodies of social science research on Central and Eastern
Europe addresses ethnic and national issues and yet in 2002 the first,

and as far as this reviewer is aware, only paper to address social capital
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and ethnicity appeared: Social capital, ethnicity and support for democracy
in the post-communist states (Dowley and Silver 2002). In the same
period though, research on ethnicity and nationalism in CEE has been
prolific. Gender has also been largely neglected by social capital studies
despite being an important aspect of the postsocialist transition and
development projects in CEE (for example Corrin 1999, 2001, 2002).

1.2 The Definition of Social Capital in CEE

As is the case elsewhere, the definitions of social capital used in CEE
differ tremendously not only from discipline to discipline but also
from author to author. Some adopt the definition given by Putnam,
others subscribe to the rational choice theories of Coleman and a
limited number employ the approach of Bourdieu. Others claim to be
using mixed approaches. The following are only some examples of the

variety:

1.2.1 Social Capital as Networks and/or the Resources
Acquired through Them?*

Social capital in the sense of being synonymous with networks is used
by a number of authors. It can refer to anything from individual to
institutional networks. Works on the informal economy, subsistence
economy, institutional change, elites, social support, social cohesion,
and participation fall within this category. Many authors do not utilize
the term “social capital” but rather use “networks” or others such as
“network capital” in Sik and Wellman 1999, blat in Ledeneva 1998,
and “weak and strong ties” in Sik and Wallace 2000. The work by
Torsello and Pappova (2003) provides excellent examples of qualitative

social network analysis. Angelusz and Tardos (2001) use the concept

4 See the chapter on “Social Capital and Institutional Change” for more detail.
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“social-network resources” as they believe it is more neutral and theore-
tically less biased than social capital which is defined as having a meaning
closer to economic capital with related concepts such as exchange,
investment, accumulation, etcetera (p.300). They argue that “through
this approach we can get closer to those instrumental types of network
resources that may contribute in some fashion to the elevation of one’s
social status.” (p.300). “Social capital” as meaning networks is also pro-
minent in the literature on health where the previously much criticized
social support theories or participation theories have found themselves
revived with the interest in social capital (Pearce 2003).” The world
literature on network analysis is extensive and cuts across a number of
disciplines and when we analyze social capital as network, this literature
cannot be neglected (a range of examples are to be found in the journal
Global Networks: A journal of transnational affairs, the journal Social
networks, the anthropological literature since 1970s, e.g. Boissevain and
Mitchell 1973, for a brief overview see also: Hilly, Berthomiere and
Mihaylova 2004).

The Centre for Policy Research at the University of Strathclyde has
produced several publications on social capital based on the growing
Barometer databases. Many of these publications also regard social
capital as networks. Rose (1999) defines social capital as “the total
stock of networks that produce goods and services in a society.”
However, according to Rose, networks that “reallocate or mis-allocate
goods and services do not increase the national product in aggregate”
(p.3, footnote 1). He distinguishes between the socialist and post-
socialist types of networks and between “premodern,” “modern” and
“antimodern” social capital. “Premodern social capital” is based on
informal, face-to-face ties of family and neighbors. “Modern social
capital” involves a structural shift in society’s networks of institutions
towards more formal institutions and provides a frame for markets and

civil society to operate with security. According to Rose, “antimodern

See the chapter on “Social Capital and Health” as well as “Social Capital and
Education.”
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social capital” is the type of social capital most often met in Russia where
the informal networks exist at the basis of the formal organizations that
promote individual welfare (p.11). The author uses measures of social
integration and defines these as forms of social capital. He argues that
social integration determines welfare alongside other sources of welfare
such as human capital. (p.12).

Mateju (2002) suggests that social capital in CEE should be studied
in the first place as weak ties and how they shape the people’s choices
in life. He suggests that social capital is to be examined carefully at the
individual level as it relates to the positions of the individual in the
social structure (status, prestige) and to the amount of political capital
a person has (members or not of the Communist party, for example).
Paldam and Svendsen (2002) add the terms “missing” and “negative” to
social capital to describe the gray/black networks after socialism that
have transformed from necessary survival strategies to negative networks
which fall within the category of corruption. Pahl (2000) also discusses
social capital in terms of informal networks but focuses on a different
form of it that has some positive results: friendship. While he warns that
informal social networks in terms of friendship in Russia and China
“is not necessarily to be welcomed...” (for the dangers that it maybe
converted into negative networks), he also adds that “conviviality and
warmth invariably found there was in marked contrast to the stifling
formality and hypocrisy of public life” (p.156). Thus, social capital
becomes a particular resource upon which people can rely.

Kolankiewicz (1996) investigates the assets of social capital. He
approaches social capital as various networks brought into play by
the absence of conventional capital. Studying these networks shows
who the winners of transition are, why they are the most successful in
adapting to the market situation and how they achieved it. He proposes
that social networks are being converted so that certain individuals
and groups can exert control and influence during the transition,
for example, manipulating or withholding information during
privatization. The author argues that success in the transition depends

as much on the social networks as it does on the convertibility of assets.
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Following Bourdieu, he suggests that the volume and structure of
capital determines the advantage in a particular field. In postsocialism,
it is crucial how much capital refers to the network and the levels of

resources it can mobilize (p.436).

1.2.2  Social Capital as Culture

Some authors place “social capital” within the general field of culture.
For example, Stulhofer (2001) states that social capital is “a cluster of
cultural characteristics which create and maintain mutual trust and
cooperation within a community or a social group.” In this sense, social
capital is born out of everyday interactions and not through legislation.
It stimulates and facilitates cooperation and it is a collective resource
that positively influences development (p.27). This author distinguishes
it from clan or family loyalty where the benefit to the family group is
supposedly at the expense of the community.

Raiser et al. (2001) describe social capital as a cultural phenomenon
signifying the extent of civic-mindedness within a society and very much
along Putnamian lines suggest that it is also in the existence of social
norms promoting cooperation and trust in public institutions (p.2).

An important argument, if not one of the central themes of this
“school” is the difference between the West and CEE in terms of the
quantity of social capital (as an attribute of culture). Most authors
claim that social capital in CEE is very low and/or even diminishing in
comparison with Western Europe or Northern America. Another, very
small, group of authors, argue that social capital in CEE is not much
different or, in some rare cases, that it is even partially higher than in
the West.

The divides between the two regions are occasionally explained
by using Huntington’s (1993) categorical divisions between the East
and the West (e.g. in Bjornskow 2001, Aberg and Sandberg 2003).
Although these authors occasionally argue that some countries can
“leap across the civilizational divisions” they assume that such divisions

are real and accept them uncritically.
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For example, Bjornskow (2001) argues that Slovenia looks more
like a Western country than an Eastern one unlike Estonia and that
this is proof that it is possible to jump across the gap between East
and West (p.22). Aberg and Sandberg (2003) describe, similarly to
Huntington, democracies as dependent on their historical, social and
cultural foundations. The authors believe that a politico-cultural “clash”
patterns the initial phases of postcommunist democratization paths.

Raiser et al. (2001) assume that there is a low level of social capital in
Eastern Europe compared to Western countries despite the huge human
potential (large numbers of well-educated and well-qualified) in CEE.
The authors argue that it has been easier to build a civil society in those
countries that are closer geographically to Western Europe and that
this has supported the transitional process. One of the policy recommen-
dations they make is to keep alive the myth of return to Europe to help
the building of social capital in the rest of the countries (p.22).

A similar logic, although in a completely different situation,
operates in the work by Petro (2001). He sees cultural and social capital
as mutually reinforcing in the process of reviving the old traditions of
Novgorod (of the 12*~15% century). Contrary to the positive attitude
to this process in the article itself, the invention of tradition and the
essentializing of one’s culture may also be associated with some negative
effects, or at best be a double-edged sword. For example, the past
may also be similarly reinvented to back up regional nationalistic or
populist policies (for example in the speech cited in the article calling
for the revival of “Lord Novgorod-The-Great where Rus’ originated”).
Rather uncritically, the author sees cultural and historical myths as
contributing positively to social capital because he argues that the past
is functioning more as a model and inspiration than a burden.

The idea that there is a lack of social capital in CEE is criticized by
Marsh (2000). He argues that in Russia, various regions have different
amounts of social capital and thus, it cannot be claimed that Russia
as a whole does not have social capital. His empirical research proves
that there is social capital in Russia, but the amount and form vary

from area to area. The author also questions whether social capital was
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missing during socialism as claimed by some researchers. He bases his
argument on already existing research on formal networks in Russia
during socialism such as the one by Ledeneva (1998).

1.2.3 Social Capital and the Socialist Legacy

In order to explain the current situation, most articles on social capital
in CEE begin with a description of social capital during socialism.
Within this, there are two different trends. Those who define social
capital as informal networks either claim either simply that there was
abundant social capital (for example Marsh 2000) or that it was of a
type termed generally as “negative” or “primitive” or “premodern” (e.g
Rose 1999, Paldam and Svendsen 2000). These authors then debate the
various ways in which these networks were converted or not during the
transition from socialism to postsocialism®.

For example, Marsh (2000) has acquainted himself with the work
of Ledeneva (1998) showing large amounts of social capital in terms of
networks and norms. As a result, he provides a critical counter analysis
(grounded in historical sources and qualitative data from contemporary
Russia) to the propositions by some scholars that social capital is entirely
missing from Russia. He suggests that, in contrast, the b/at relationships
(Ledeneva 1998) could be a distinctively Russian form of social capital
(involving trust and reciprocity horizontally) and an equivalent of
social capital in Northern Italian. The author also questions some of
the propositions by Putnam in studying social capital and argues that
the Eastern European context needs a more specific understanding of
different types of social capital and its regional distribution. It is unclear
in his work, though, how b/at would be useful for civic participation
and strengthening of democracy.

Rose (1999) also underlines the existence of social capital networks
during socialism. At the same time, he argues that it was premodern
economy in which goods and services were produced in households,

and informal networks and families sought to isolate them from the

¢ See the chapter on “Social Capital and Institutional Change” for more detail.
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state. The author believes that this may be peculiar in the West but was
rational in the USSR. He describes a socialization theory according to
which all adults brought up during socialism in Russia today will have
an antimodern social capital. The case is not that there was no social
capital, but that there was a particular type of social capital.

Rose and Haerpfer (1994) use the data from the Russian Barometer to
measure the “individualists” against the “collectivists” in Eastern Europe
and conclude that individualists outnumber collectivists. The reason for
that they see in the experiences of communiststyle collectivization, which
has made people more individualistic (p.18) (cf. Kideckel 1993). This
contradicts some of the anthropological work such as Swain (2000),
Burawoy and Verdery (1999), Hann (2002) and Hivon (1998) who
demonstrate lastin