State University-Higher School of Economics

VIII International Scientific Conference
"Modernization of Economy and the Public Development "

Moscow, April 3-5, 2007
Registration form

1.   Name
          __Teckenberg_Dr. Priv.-Doz.__
2.   Surname 
          ___Wolfgang_____________
3.   Middle name     ______-________________
4.   Organization     _Inst. of Sociology, Univ. Heidelberg
5.   Position             _Professor in research_________
6.   Mail address     Inst. of Sociology, Sandgasse 9, 69117 Heidelberg
7.   Phone          
_+49/6221/184170_______
8.   Fax

_+49/6221/54 2996____________
9.  E-mail address
wolfgang.teckenberg@urz.uni-heidelberg.de
10. You need visa support (yes or no) _____yes__.
11. You need hotel reservation (yes or no)_yes___ 
12.  Participation in the Plenary meeting (yes or no)  _yes________
VIII: International Scientific Conference: „Modernization of the Economy and Societal Development“. April  4/5th, 2007

Moscow, Higher School for Economics

Section F: The Transformation of Institutions; Chaired by R. Nureev, O. I. Škaratan


Wolfgang Teckenberg, Univ. Heidelberg


Wolfgang.teckenberg@urz.uni-heidelberg.de
What Can be Learned from the Lessons of Eastern European Societies in Transition about Streamlined Social Change in the “new” Capitalisms?

Let’s bear in mind: All countries in Eastern Europe (Russia) and CEE, Central Eastern Europe (here: Poland, Czechia, Slovakia, Hungary, Slovenia, with some comparisons to: Austria, Germany), underwent a rapid ‘top-down’ double social change to democratic and – probably more problematic – to competitive market capitalism. Problematic in so far as it collided with former (modern!) principles of an egalitarian distribution of benefits and social services. For the first time, economic efficiency and rationality were unleashed and given “lexicographical preference” (e.g.: David Granick).

So the first question will, be who bears the esternalised costs of capitalist enterprise (infrastructure, “social” services) in states which haven’t founded new systems of taxation, or do not meet compliance or deference?

In the “Asiatic mode of production” (also: Škaratan 2006) the problem was solved by a “water regulating bureaucracy” in China (Wittfogel), today by the sometimes eratic or haphazardly sharp grip of the party in setting new goals (“it doesn’t matter what colour the cat has…”).

In Russia, due to the absence of engagement from below and a lack of intermediate structuration of the public, up to Putin there was a wide range of “wild-east” capitalism by a few (Polanyi), the Oligarchs, or later a trend towards “strenghthening the state” (“Putin”). 

I think even in CEE-societies, albeit with some “civic experiences” during the two World Wars, the future prospects as far as “governability” is concerned are not as good as Ovsej Irmovič (Škaratan 2006, Cambridge paper) thinks.

Just due to their size and ressources, Russia and China cannot be swept away by “globalized” foreign capital. The smaller CEE-countries since 1990 zig-zag between keeping national capital (or, trying to accumulate it) and opening up for foreign capital, and there is a large range between, say, Estonia and Czechia.

But before going into details, let me suggest that the problem lies not in the “building up of a civil society” (whatever that is, has it ever existed? Ok., we had the “bürgerliche Gesellschaft”, but this pertained to the 19th century, and at that time it was the “upper class”!).

Certainly now, we have everywhere in Europe parties, based on 150 year old cleavages and fractions, the interests of the populations are not “individualized” or atomized, but find their representaion in – and that is my main piont in this paper – in intermediate institutions.

As far as I can see, they are the missing link between the top (or the state) and the micro-structures in which people live, orient themselves, channel their behaviour and act. People do not really live in systems!

The liveliness of a civic society (if you want the term) depends on people partcipating in, or just afiliating with these intermediate structures, be it their trade unions, their place of work organization or community (yes, even the struggle for “kindergarten!”, their football-clubs, etc.). In socialism people lived in enterprises (or: organizations), and hoped/expected that “their” organizations would channel their demands. When the economy was “ok”, the distriubutive system usually provided them with these according to the “top-decided-on” needs (education, health care, even housing, holidays, organization of leisure time, etc.).

“Money” did not actually reign consumer behaviour or could serve as a signal for preferences. 

A good example, by the way, would be to study, how funds for research were distributed under socialism (to the organization) and how the new system of individual applications works (see esp.: Melvin Kohn 2006).

How we can fit in “intermediary institutions” into Coleman’s famous “bath-tub” should be reflected on by everyone, who wants to attend my presentaion:

 Figure 1:
James Coleman’s model of social Change, extended by intermediary structuration (W. Teckenberg)
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