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privatization policies has undermined local cohesion, which in socialist times
supported an ebullient ritual life, intimately related to household self-provisioning.
This has been severely attenuated in recent years due to the collapse of the
socialist agricultural synthesis. Creed interprets this ‘ritual retrenchment’ as a
diminution of the villagers’ social capital. The implementation of Western
development advice has paradoxically hindered potential entrepreneurs from
responding to the demands of the new market economy. In a similarly vicious
circle in the political realm, culture is depolitizised, financial support is with-
drawn, and, stronger forms of ethnicity and nationalism seem to be replacing
the celebration of more local forms of identity. Democratic elections may also
be seen as a new form of ritual; participation rates have declined, because many
people no longer see any possibility of improving their lot. (Turnout rose
slightly in the election of 2001, as this volume went to press; it remains to be
seen if the coming to power of the country’s former King will now remould party
politics and perhaps intensify the ritual dimension.)

Rural Bulgaria also provides the setting for the third chapter of this section,
in which Christian Giordano and Dobrinka Kostova show how, in the histori-
cally and ecologically distinctive region of Dobrudzha, decollectivization has led
to the emergence of a new ‘awkward class’ of entrepreneurs. The elites of the
capital imagined that they could restore smallholder agriculture as it had existed
half a century previously, but local people saw the economic absurdity of this
aspiration only too clearly. The successful arendatori resemble the ex-managers
identified in Hungary by Lampland, and the majority of new landowners have
little option but to rent out their land to them. The authors emphasize the
political dimension of these developments, which they view as the latest mani-
festation of a gulf of mistrust of urban powerholders that originates in the
centuries of Ottoman rule. As a result of their attempts to impose policies thar
take no account of local economic and demographic realities, the new elites
have squandered their legitimacy.

Chapter 2

The advantages of being
collectivized

Cooperative farm managers in the
postsocialist economy!

Martha Lampland

Collectivization has gotten a bad rap. Like so many of the other policies of the
socialist regimes of Eastern Europe, the manner of its implementation has over-
shadowed the social and economic benefits the policy provided rural
communities. The Hungarian case is instructive. From the 1970s onward - that
is, from the final consclidation of large-scale, mechanized agriculture — social
observers regularly lauded party officials and agrarian specialists for having
worked out a reasonable compromise with villagers. For many commentators,
the key to success was a thriving ‘second economy’ in agricultural production
{Rév 1987; Swain 1985). Less often mentioned, but crucial to this success, was
the thriving cooperative sector, which was a crucial player in facilitating the
ease of private production and ensuring the wealth of second economy agricul-
ture. Once decollectivization became a possibilicy, what happened to the rosy
picture of the Hungarian agricultural economy? The assessment of collectivized
agriculture has been hijacked by property rights enthusiasts, whose interests in
private property have eclipsed questions about the actual character of produc-
tion. Socialist collectivization has been decried, and rightly so, for taking away
families’ land under duress, forcing villagers to become dependent upon the
state for a job and benefits. Yet cooperative production is not a problematic
form per se, only when the participation of members of a cooperative enterprise
is restricted politically, as was the case in socialist countries. On the other hand,
collectivization modernized agricultural production in positive ways: amalga-
mating lands to create better economies of scale, mechanizing production to
reduce the physical toil of workers, and improving the access of producers to up-
to-date scientific research. During the period of collectivized agriculture in
socialist Eastern Europe, many countries, not least the United States, under-
went comparable processes of modernization in agriculture. So the question
arises: just what aspects of cooperative agriculture were irremediably socialist,
and what features are shared more widely in modernized, capitalist economies?
More to the point, understanding the dynamics of the postsocialist agricultural
landscape requires a close attention to distinctions between property relations,
modernized production and cooperative management practices. If these simple
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differentiations are not made, then we will be ill-equipped to analyse the
current transformation of economic practices,

The purpose of this investigation is to criticize a prominent view of the tran-
sition in Eastern Europe. In this perspective, a simple change in the structure of
institutions would be necessary to transform these economies, removing barriers
to participation in international commerce (Aslund 1994; Brada 1993). Missing
from this view is the simple but crucial insight that institutions are peopled by
local actors, for whom the patterns of thought and action characteristic of the
previous regime are normal and routine. The difficulties aid agencies and other
frontline organizations have encountered in Eastern Europe are not due to
intransigence, ignorance or incompetence, as some would have it, but to the
vety simple problem that learning new ways of doing business takes time. It is
difficult to alter habits, ideas, opinions people hold of themselves, of others and
of the world around them in short order. Moreover, people live within complex
social relations: ties of affection, respect, obligation and reciprocity. A radical
change in economic activity requires not only a change in thinking, but a
restructuring of the larger social world of which one is a part. Actually, refig-
uring one’s social relationships is far more difficult than learning new habis. In
contrast to the views of liberal economists {and ironically, their
Marxist-Leninist predecessors), | do not believe that atticudes and practices
change quickly or easily, even when much effort is expended in altering the
institutional context. It takes years of altered circumstances and new experi-
ences to change the way people think and act. We are witnessing this
transformation in Eastern Europe, but must recognize it for whar it is: a slow yer
thorough transformation of social community and social thought.

Advocates for radical and rapid social change tend ro disregard the complex
social and cultural worlds in which people live. Perhaps more importantly for
the current analysis, these advocates disregard what people have been doing in
the recent past. For ‘big bang’ theorists, what preceded the transition is irrele-
vant. More accurately, the past is anathema and must be eradicated. The
tendency to dismiss the consequences of local socialist history is problematic,
and arises from two misconceptions. The first is a general point about why
history matters, or what otherwise might be called the constitutive power of
social action. Socialism was not simply a package of bad economic policies, but
a complex social and cultural world in which people lived and worked. No
matter how much people resisted or rejected principles promoted by the
Communist Party, they lived in a world which was transformed by the socialist
project over time. Late Hungarian socialism bore little resemblance to Hungary
circa 1945: millions of impoverished peasants, far fewer skilled workers and a
smattering of déclassé aristocrats. Attitudes to work, to business, to property and
to leisure have been altered in the course of building socialism. Without a clear
theoretical understanding of the way actions and ideas combine into a complex
social process of being and becoming, analysts will reinforce — either explicitly
or implicitly - the political agendas of those who argue that we can simply
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return to the ‘proper’ trajectory of capitalist developmen.t, abandoned in 1948,
This zero-sum game thinking — they lost, we won — might be a goc_)d way to
mount a political campaign, but it is a very poor means of anal;ysnll?g social
history. [t also justifies the restoration of particular social and cultura e llie‘s. T:e
rush to bring counts and countesses back hnm_e seemed rathe‘r comlsa |in the
early 1990s; the larger point, about who has a rlght’to lead society anh wk'y, d:s af
political question for today'’s society, not yesterday’s. Furthermore, the kind o
thinking which suggests that we can turn back .the clockt or at least return
Eastern European societies to a ‘normal’ economic foundatmn,. is baﬁed on a:;
analogy with the transition to Stalinism in the late 1940s. This |§ .t e secsn‘
misconception which underlies much work in the present transition, :Iln is
related to the first. It has long been assumed that tbe transition to Sta lnlsnc;
entailed a rapid and dramatic change. Nationalizanor.i .Of szchools, bapksl an
industry was followed in short order by the collectu:'lzatlon of agriculture.
Private property was appropriated by the state, unreliable _bureaucracti were
replaced with loyal party cadres, and productlon. was organized accor ing to
national economic plans. In fact, the image of a simple model and an omnipo-
tent state bears little resemblance to the actual process whereby Stalmlsm‘ x;as
implemented. Our assumptions about the radlf:al departure ‘c?f socialist
economics have been fed by years of Cold War politics, anc! the political restric-
tions on scholarship. History is now being rewritten, showing that the Stahmst
transition took many years, and was fraught with obstacles, compromise and
occasional failure (Krementsov 2000; Lampland 1997, 2000; ‘Péten !997;
Pittaway 1999). It is precisely the quicksand of politiclized conceptions of h[—:Stoll;
ical change - be they Marxist-Leninist or Western triumphalist — \:Vhlch shou 1
be avoided. Working from a theorerically informed understancilr-\g of socia
action, anthropology and social history prods us to escheuf superficial readings,
and consider in more rigorous fashion just how such transitions occur, and wl';y‘
This chapter considers the new agrarian elite in tlr'le ﬂrst- half of the 19_9105. [lt
represents a portion of a larger project designed to investigate hij sgc:la re da-
tions and cultural views influence the process of economic transition.? How do
ideas about how the world works, and should work, affect state pol.|c1es and
private initiatives in periods of economic transition? Ho.w c!o professional and
personal networks play a part in structuring new instltuFlons? Here l.shall
discuss the social conditions which facilitated the acquismc?n of properties by
former managers of cooperative farms since 1989, and examine tbe adv:.mtages
that former socialist thanagers commanded in running c;-Ipltallst busme.sse‘:s,
advantages which, | argue, are based on their experiences in the late socialist
nomy. _ .
ecolnitia‘; studies of decollectivization in Eastern Europe have provided us wn.th
stimulating analyses of land reform, a process wracked with far more dlfflcultu:
than many of their proponents would have imagined (Creefl 1995; Hat-m 1996;
Kideckel 1995; Kovdcs 1996; Swain 1994). Years of collectw&; productlti)n hz.we
substantially altered the landscape, making restitution of family properties nigh
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on impossible. The intricacies of local governments, the questionable actions of
land restitution committees, confusing legislation and the nightmare of
resolving irreconcilable legal claims has made what to many seemed a simple
process of getting their land back into a long and embittered bactle (Verdery
1994). The danger, however, is that in the all too understandable focus on the
legal revolution in property rights under way in Eastern Europe, the actual prac-
tices of new farms would be obscured. As skirmishes over property claims
subside (or at least fester), we must turn our attention to the actual activities of
managing post-collective farms to understand in what direction the economy is
going. After all, the transition depends on a revolution in business practices as
much as anything else. Indeed, T would argue that a serious understanding of
‘transition economies' depends on a clear picture of how managers are trans-
forming former cooperative farms into viable capitalist businesses.

Domains and relations in the social world

In the first several years of the transition, there were fears that Communist
elites would transform cheir political advantages into economic ones. Initial
fears had much basis in fact; all of those working in the region can recite tales of
brazen appropriation and rapid enrichment by former party elites. Concerns
about pernicious alliances within the economy - often referred to as mafias to
underscore their insidious techniques - were also frequently discussed (Wedel
1998). These fears were based on more than concemns with social justice, a poal
many held dear in their struggles against the socialist state in years past.
Specialists worried that these new conglomerations would seriously deform the
cconomy, preventing the development of a free market and hampering the tran-
sition to a truly capicalist economy (Staniszkis 1991; Stark 1990; see also
Verdery 1996: 168-203). Accordingly, a number of analysts threw themselves
into studies of elites, in order to determine to what degree brute power and
malfeasance among politicians would explain the reconstitution of elites, and
what other, more subtle and powetful mechanisms might be at play. The results
of these studies demonstrate thar political position is an insufficient explana-
tion; a more complex and theoretically satisfying interpretation lies in the role
of social and cultural capital in the Eastern European transition (Czaké and Sik
1995; Grabher and Stark 1997; Kuczi 1996; Réna-Tas and Béréez 2000; Szalai
1997). My work builds on these studies, focusing specifically on the agricultural
sector.

There are two major strains in the social analysis of the economic transition.
These are, first, studies considering the role of social capital, trust, knowledge
and experience, and second, studies which consider the role of formal and
informal structures within the economy. The approaches overlap in important
ways, but | wish ro distinguish them analytically. In both strands, the primary
Question is to what degree new economic activities are constrained by socialist
practices, often referred to as the ‘legacies’ problem {Jowite 1992; Comisso

A\l
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1995). In the first approach, attention is paid to the characfter .OF s.ocial.re[ations
within the economy, generally distinguished as formal or institutionalized re[a;:
tions and informal connections. In the secox-mc.i appfroach. 'the nha‘tl;re o

economic activity is at issue, rather than the specnftc social relations which give
form to economic patterns. Hence the focus is on sectors of the cconomy, e.g.
the formal and informal domains of economic practices and everyday mter;.ui;
gions. It should be obvious that institutionali:zed relations are.conl;elasecfl w1tl
the formal economy, whereas informal re.lauons are found in t ;3‘ in F)rm;:

sector. Although these two approaches domlnat? thle field, they fall 5 ort 1lr)1 the
social analysis of postsacialism. The problem hes.m analytic categories .elr;g
too narrowly or arbicearily restricted. The world is broken up into seerrfmlg_ v
exclusive domains such as formal and informal sectors or socialist and capita |5:
practices, which do little to illuminate the form and character of socia

processes.

Social capital and experience

Scholarship on social capital analyses the role of social relat.ions as assets w:ich
complement other, more traditionally recognized economic 'benef1t§, such as
financial resources, access to desired market position, and timing or flrst-mo?rer
advantage. The study of sacial capital has grown rapidly over recent years, kd)elpg
taken up by analysts committed to different theorf:tlcal traditions an h.or
different purposes (Portes 1998). There are three main .stmnds of scholarls.rlpzi
approaches we may distinguish as that of the rational choncle‘schoo.l, ex'emlg\a |b ie
by Coleman, the community-centered approach of the polltfcal scientist Robert
Putnam, and the insistently sociocultural approach of Bourdieu. i,
One may define social capital in the simplest terms as the -v?lued, of significant
social connections to one's career in schaol, business ot politics. - The manner
in which analysts understand how social capital is deployed by SOCIi-lI actors, and
its analytic purchase in social analysis, differs among the various schc')o['s.
Coleman, who works with a theory of rational action, cleaves to an economistic
subject, who calculates self-interest and manipulat.es resources. The ad\fantage
of social capital, Coleman states, is as ‘an aid in accountlng for dlffe.rent
outcomes at the level of individual actors and an aid roward makmg.the micro-
to-macro transitions without elaborating the social structural detallls thl’DL'lgh
which this occurs’ (1988: 19).% In Robert Putnam’s work (1995), §0c1a[ capital
resides in the community as a whole, an emergent quality that arises from the
participation of community members in various activities, ffnltegroundlng the
role of trust in community relations, The notion that communities need a coun-
terbalance to intensely individuated and self-interested actors is ba'sed on the
vision of a rational actor, a feature Putnam shares with Coleman. This approach
reinforces the common tendency in the sociological literature to evaluate social
capital only in positive terms, overlooking its negative consequences (I.’ortesf
1998). Bourdieu’s approach is different, since he examines the dynamics o
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capital in a world inhabited by essentially sacial actors, made through practices
and embodied in habips. Enduring cultural ideas and g history of practice
constitute the foundation of Bourdiey’s analysis; they are not an afterthought or

remedy to an insufficient model, as is the case for those working with tational
choice theories.

generally, and the transition in particular {Przeworski 1993). The central
disagreement between evolutionary or neo-institutional economics and their
neo-classical colleagues is found in their contrasting understandings of human
motivation, notions which have implications for building institutions in the
postsocialist economy. In a neo-classical world, people act according to their
tmmediate interest, situated within the present (and future) decision-making
context. Thus, the past is irrelevant, since one is free to ace according to one's
perceived interests. Moreover, 2 swift transition is desirable precisely because it
eliminates incentives for inefficient and costly behavior associated in the minds
of these scholars with the world of socialism. New institutions can and should
be built quickly, depriving elites tied to the past political and economic system
of the ability to live off the state. Any intransigence to new ideas would be 3
sure sign of corruption and rent-seeking.6

Evolutionary economists, in contrast, are far more sanguine about the nature
of sacial relationships in economic activity, and look to past actions as a means
of explaining behaviors ro be anticipated in the present. They are thus less apt

identifying in their work two crucial, but faulty assumptions: we know how
capitalism works; and ‘the technocrat's creations will have 8 powerful and salu-
tary influence’ (1993: 118), Murrell offers a historically nuanced understanding
of modern economies, proposing that there are g variety of capitalisms, evolving
from historically divergent and culturally complex circumstances. This perspec-
tive rejects the simplistic models of neo-liberal theorists, recognizes hoth che

diversity and complexity of economic systems, and sees these systems as prod-
ucts of historical processes.

Formal and informal domains

Neo-institutionalists are often grouped with evolutionary economists, although
the emphasis is somewhat different. Neo-mstitutionalists, such as North ( 1992),
focus on the role of ideologies and institutions in economic action. This
perspective presumes the significance of historical processes, insofar as there is
an understanding that formal ryles do not exist in a vacuum byt within a world
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f informal rules and subjective views. North distinglfishe§ between formal rules
= formal constraints, in order to emphasize the disparity between how orga-
m"d o have been designed and how people may act, sometimes disregardm‘g
mzauci:: of the game. North's discussion of ideology and informal constraints is
Fhe nruded to correct a central weakness in neo-classical oleconomics. ‘It would be
lPte eration to say that while neoclassical theory is focused on the opera-
h'ttle efx :?f?cient markets, few Western economists understand the insticutional
= i?ements essential to creating such markets, because they simply takel them
;e(rlu ranted’ (478). His approach is compatible with that of the evo'lutionary
ec::or%omists, though he appearsi1l far ll1ess cor?l;:ﬁ.r:\egfr:ltjlllﬁ;}lteeci};itg;:;; Scotr}\\saer;

omic forms, such as the possibility apit g

?vl::l?cf?;uc:f:gc (;I:m how formal rules, informal patterns and subjective elements
i in particular contexts. '
mti:lz:ﬁ:th“:vz?k in the study of economics by an.thropc‘)logis_ts h:lis Il):oelen a c:gggt
critique of economism, utilitarianism and the r:%tlonal mdt‘wdua f( o a:-lrgr[:] > ,
Sahlins 1972, 1976). Accordingly, the an:‘ilync conceptions of eco omists
even those attempting to understand social changg from a.drréorek :jho el
perspective — have little credence among anthropologists. Dac‘;'lff ta;' , b0 has
written extensively on the transition (1990, 1292.' 19.96),‘ i ebrs brorlr:' North
and other, more economistically inclined neo-mst!tuuona.llstsl ¥ ulf m% o
the work of Bourdieu in analysing institutional. practices. This brllngs u; ark c ;Des

to the conceptual world of anthropological inquiry. l\‘ionetheless, tar/ does

share with North a simple division between forfnal and.u:iforma cc;n.lponte s o

the economy. He posits that in the postso.cmllst- transition formal institu

{practices) will expire, while informal practices will continue.

The existence of parallel structures (however contradit‘:tory End. f:;lg(riner;:
tary) in these informal and interfirm netwarks that gqtl.t e jo cc]m S
means that the collapse of the formal structures of thf: socialist regime oe{
not result in an institutional vacuum. Instead, we ﬁnd‘the Pemslt]ence o
routines and practices, organizarional forms.and socu.ill ties, t 3: can
become assets, resources, and the basis for credible commltmen‘ts anl coor;‘
dinated actions in the postsocialist period ... In short., in p ;!?e o
disorientation, we find the metamorphosis of sub-rosa organizational forms

T isti ks of affiliation.
and the activation of preexisting networks o (Stark 1996: 994-5)

Stark’s discussion of parallel structures refersr to much work, his owg
included, which analysed the significance of informal structur:lss, s.eciori\
economy economic activities — indeed, the whole concept of a secc‘mS Solf“i 9y8 (;1
late socialism (e.g. Gabor 1979; Hankiss 1988; Réna-Tas 1997; Star ,
lgsl?t?\(f:d;ilv:sgigg)bemeen formal structures .and‘ info'rmal networl.(si'rcn:t-llt:ll:as
and practices a helpful one in analysing the historical impact of socialism? The
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notion of the second economy and second society was a powerful one in Eastern
European societies, not only because it captured tmportant components of
economic activity outside the state sector, but also because it corresponded to a
deep desire on the part of many socialist citizens to distance themselves from
the socialist project. Yet, as | have argued elsewhere (1995: 332-3), the quick
and easy division into first and second, public and private, repugnant and moral
domains of social life may tell us much about how people wished to live their
lives, but not in actuality about how their lives were lived. In other words, the
concept of second society, which resurfaces here as the informal, was a deeply
ideological stance among the region’s inhabitants (Hann 1990; Lampland
1995). Escaping the public for the private world was considered the right moral
choice for socialist citizens; engaging in or, worse yet, promoting public ends
was a sullied, disreputable activity. Hence the recurring emphasis upon the
significance of the informal sector or second saciety was as much an argument
for the integrity of socialist citizens in the face of a repressive state apparatus as
it was a description of some of their daily affairs. It is not a useful, or even
adequate, analytic tool for describing how people’s actions and their ideas took
form over time. The impact of socialism cannot stmply be parsed into
ephemeral public activities and enduring private or informal practices.

Let me illustrate my discomfore wich the formalfinformal division for
analysing the transition with two examples, The practices of planning budgets
for enterprises were complex and convoluted. Costs of production had to be
calculared, machinery amortized, various taxes and insurance costs figured; all
this had to be coordinated with the current state of legislation and edicts
concerning enterprise management. We associate these kinds of innovations
with the development of agro-business. The accounting procedures of socialist
planning were a far cry from the management practices of manorial estates,
much less family farms prior to 1948. Since 1989, new accounting practices
have been advocated ta correct for the discrepancies between enterprises
working toward brute growth in a socialist model, and working toward bottom-
line profits in a capitalist model. Presumably the new accounting procedures
being introduced would be an example of a change in formal rules. Does that
mean that knowing how to manage a complex book-keeping system is an
informal practice? Or would we define it as an experience, learned over vears of
running a farm, as an evolutionary economist might? In what sense is the
complex set of assumptions about prices, costs, calculation, utility a less formal-
ized set of practices than a particular subset of cost accounting procedures
advocated to improve the calculation of profit? Stark classifies informal prac-
tices and routines as those activities which ‘got the job done’, implying that
these were the myriad ways people managed despite the enormous difficulties of
the socialist economy.” These sorts of clever machinations were well known in
socialism; Jinos Kenedi’s book, Do it Yourself, is a comic masterpiece retelling
the convoluted procedures required to build a private house in lage socialist
Hungary (1981). is the ability to work around the law a practice which will
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tinue in capitalism, while the ability 1o manage a set 9f books vtnll rlloti'
o ing a Hungarian business today assumes a world in which value is calcu
:th]:dn:ngnumbers and codified in record books, even if some cfitizens l:lre Iessi:tcl‘::tl]e.
do this task than others. Figuring value in a far more volatile market env
= ay be new, but the techniques of calculation are not. ‘ .
mef:nlztlrer exam'ple. The transition to socialism has entailed a SUbem[-lI“ml sl.nft
in everyday temporal practices. Prior to 1948 the large ml::jznty o du;;g::;aar;
iti had been employed in agriculture, where the work day was de .
;:;::ing at sunrise apt‘\d ending at sunset. Thus, the chang;a to w?,:l:?,‘l;c::\ \::::
new temporal registers — hFurly wages and, mo;et:::s\flgg:a\tr,i ::rwe hich dlec
ivity to smaller units of time — was a majo ion. ’
i(rietlllvlt?at the introduction of finely calibrated wages and tlmti:]—cloctl;:;edlélarng:
ensure a steady flow of work throughout the day, or even throug out Stzrm;ng
factories were plagued with shortages and then forced to engagel mknown B
when materials became available. Governme;nt bu:ﬁa?:rsftfsicwe:rgui is:g o
ir work in creative ways, straying from the :
?;::ri [dl:;! to take care of personal affairs. No doubt the v?rcn"k p?ce c:;lt l;};i i:ﬁ::
capitalist enterprises is more intense than was char:actertstui] of m e
factories; | have been told so on more than one occasion. SFo the pa(:t:.l it
in capitalism will be greater; will the concgptual pairing of money a cfort be
irrelevant to the capitalist workplace? Will wotkers stop z?m'lvmg on .
forego lunch and other breaks as legitimate employee ng}.ltls‘. o ..
I am arguing that the cultural world of former socialist dm lze‘de s been
profoundly altered by socialism. These changes have affected a wide : dgirect
practices and routines, which influence the.charac:elr of t:c;onc‘);;ucsilc::1 Jirect
way: concepts of time, practices of calculau?n, routines of pr fuct t'c.es e
rush te condemn the entire socialist enterprise, a wide range o SI,)m-C i pav
been demonized as poorly designed and unnatural products (.Jf. avier sralon :
Yet many of the techniques of the socialist economy — proﬁucnv;tv n?r‘rvnsl wefe
term budgeting strategies, anti—inﬂationa'ry measures, to }:st only alee;s - ver
commonly deployed elsewhere in the capltahst' wo'rld, with more c»rstark‘5 moré
‘Transitologists’ have a na;'row concepticclm of !nszltli[t*;?:'bz\;:; elrd\ Suark’s more
tanding of practices and routines. 1
::S:;ﬁ:licugjri:ins im;ﬁicit li)n this work excludes ‘consideranon of the fcomp:li);
cultural world in which they are embedded. This no doubt derlvej roiltn e
tendency in much social science research rto take Eu'ropeal; mo :;nozi o
granted, rather than seeing it as a cultural revolution .01‘ rece i nofed.
Accordingly, significant transformations that accompany socilm ism .arelagities 0;'
even though they are direct produces of this era. To‘r'ecover the part!ci.l ies of
Eastern European history, we must expafld our vision of the siacm t:ken I
encompass the cultural beliefs and practices many of us have ongé en for
granted. It also requires us to shift our perspective from one of e uive
domains — such as the formal and inform.all, or public ar}d pr}llvate - t(:],?roes o
overlapping, interdependent realms of activity. By analysing the tos-an
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social interaction, the mutually reinforcing conceptions of time, effort, money
and goods implicated in a wide range of activities, we will be better able to
judge analytically how to parse the world into socialist and capitalist, past and
present, lingering and emerging,

Bourdiey

Let us return now 1o the work of Bourdieu, the richest and most provocative
theorist among the holy trinity of social capital theorists | evoked. Bourdiey
emphasizes how socioculiural relations are built, lived and embodied. He does
not simply point to the vajye of connections between actors, but to how these

economic capital. His critique of economism js trenchant, and of particular
value here, Moreover, he specifies that these relations are created in the
mundane activities of everyday interactions and the more ritualized forms of
family parties and school celebrations. In this way, he highlights the importance
of time. The vibrancy of a network depends upon its constant renewal and the
subtle exchanges which take place in these repetitive encounters (cf. Williams
1977). Finally, Bourdiey points to the inequalities that are generated by the
disproportionate distribution of capital within society. He thus combines a

exchange create and reproduce. For virtually all che analysts of the transition,
the question of inequalities ~ of the past, and emerging in the future — are of
central concern. Yer Bourdieu extends his analysis of the way in which
economic, social and cultyral capital build on each other to examine how these

privileges are masked, making the On-going process of building and retaining
privilege less visible.

A general science of the economy of practices, capable of reappropriating
the totality of the practices which, although objectively econornic, are not
and cannot be socially recognized ng economic, and which can he

precisely, euphemization, must endeavor to 8rasp capital and profit in g]|
their forms and to establish the laws whereby the different types of capital
{or power, which amounts to the same thing) change into one another.

It is to Bourdieu's credis that he states the obviaus point that capital is about
power, an element in the study of inequalities which is strangely missing from
the other theorists discussed. This general theoretjcal oversight in the [iteraryre
on social capital js paralleled by a similar neglect of class in the Eastern
European transition 8

Practices of euphemization are nor restricted to publicly undervaluing the
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ignificance of social contacts. Cultural capital is manifesFed not o?ly mfn:a;e-
signi b"ec[s but also in embodied states. This concept is not on r use ub or
i onj th:a complex dynamics of habitus, but also for evaluating claims a ouc:
l . n om k]
St c[ir or personhood which justify inequalities. Explanations .for succiss an
Ch;“fe in capitalism are often framed within a world view Wh}:Chl emp as:llz-lfs
. - . The
fai uonal achievement of the successful and major fmhngsfof t ehess .ssode&ly
e i i ds and opportunities from others i
i in citizens to wrest goo
R /5% o biliti her than by the complex
i i ilities of the actor, rat :
lained by the inherent a . . Sl
e;(cl;:’ial processes of social and cultural capital wh:cl} elr:sure succe.slz.‘ Thfls l:;:es °
7 st striking fea
ity i however. It was one of the mo
Iger mentality is not new, : ptures of
;:tg socialism in Hungary, so at odds with what one .would. have assum
the dominant theory of effort and inequality in 50c1|allst s‘ocllets;. former sociali
i turn, the social capital of for
In the case to which | now + the ca :
anagers is complemented by their educational training, knowledfge, Sklli] aEd
2 i i ing a farm and the
ing large farms. Long experience in runn :
il s iali iod r to be more crucial
d in the socialist period appea
extensive contacts develope T
ion i i anagers to operate successfully _ ;
than education in enabling m : zehuly o markes
tcations nor friendship
? Furthermore, | shall argue that neither quali sh
from the socialin ' in the ever-shifting
iali i fficient to ensure success in the
from the sacialist period are su 1t 1o ' : . f
agrarian market. The advantages he!° enjoyed in the |mmedlat§ postsocialist
years must be renewed and enhanced, if success is to be maintained.

Land reform

R . v
Legislation governing land redistribution and the restructurlnglof cloogeratl e
farm.s was passed in 1991-2. In a complex process, cooper:ll)tlve ag ? we::
i and form
i cooperative farm members
divided among former land ownets, :
employees (Swain 1993). The mechanism for returning la;ldhto ft':)rmer O‘FPEI:
three coalitio
i he Smallholders’ Party, one of the
was strongly influenced by ¢ TRl \
i - I'he plan to conver
ies i ment elected in 1990 (Comisso
parties in the govern : ; i
iali ises i I, independent family farms di
socialist enterprises into stnall, o etk
i itable for the large-scale grain pr
sense, since small farms are not suj : | ‘
whid’l the country had come to depend. Indeed, it was rejected by the fhtrﬁe
ing i "' The anachronistic vision of the
j in agriculture. e d
majority of those working \ s on of the
ici intended to disenfranchise forme i
Smallholders was explicitly inten of . ialisc
managers, the so-called Green Barons, who personified the evils of c9|le(i1tlv;zt;t
1}
tion. This was so despite the fact that most managers were el.ected I[I: T grez;n
years of the regime (Swain 1993: 3). The attempt to ellmmate.t e Jreen
Barons foundered, however, because the Smallhfolders ;Jverestm:iatjd the
. . . :
i i Id-fashioned view of agriculture, an
villagers' commitment to an o ; !
appreciate the skills the Green Barons commanded to run large .scale eful.st
prises. The entire strategy backfired, easing rather than preventing sociali
’ iati operty and assets. n
managers’ appropriation of pr . .
‘Hugngary implemented a voucher system for restitucing land claims. Families
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were not given their land back directly, but in the form of vouchers for the
value of land once owned. Each cooperative farm was required to set aside land
for restitution claims, and portions of former state farms were also appropriated
for distribution. Distribution was then decided at auctions, where anyon
te. The hesitation many expressed in
dismantling cooperatives also made itself felt in people’s ambivalence toward
the auctions themselves, not to mention the confusion surrounding the bidding

auctions, either because they didn’t understand whar w
they disagreed with the principles of the policy, soon realized their mistake. As
one villager explained to me, those who missed this firse opportunity were
obliged to spend a lot of time coaxing fellow villagers to help them consolidate
small strips into a plot large enough to form a viable farm.

The second phase of land redistribution was initiated with
‘naming’: that is, allocating cooperative land and ass
Cooperative farm members and their heirs,

the process of
ets to the membership.
as well as former employees, were

the mid-1990s were wont to complain that the anti-cooperative farm slant of
the 1992 legislation put them at g disadvantage, preventing them from
acquiring lands on behalf of the cooperative. Potentially viable units of produc-
tion have been undetmined in some cases by their lack of adequate lands; this is
particularly true for dairies, which require extensive pasturage. Although one
can sympathize with the managers' concerns about sustaining a viable farm, it is

een able to acquire lands, it would
ages farm managers wielded over the
membership. As it s, they are forced, for the first time, to consider the interests
of their membership in developing the farm.

In addition to these legal means of acquiring land, a third, very common
option was the so-called ‘pocket contract’ {zsebszerzidés). This informal bur
binding contract enabled peaple who had obtained fand which they could not
use to obtain cash instead, Elderly villagers, unemployed workers and other
vulnerable parties were €asy targets for potential buyers, who paid substantially
less than would have been the case if owners had waited until the legal restric-
tion on land purchase was lifced and a more open market in land came into
being. For this reason, statistics present a very misleading picture: a large
percentage of land has already devolved from the registered owners to other
parties, either in the local community or elsewhere,
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post-collective farms

: i s and
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valuable insights into the vario 1 followed
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i f the enterprise. While the constru
out of the constituent parts o | s
i i i dairy farm makes business sense,
ized functional units such as a B
i iri ape debt burde
i aspiring managers to esc .
motivated by the desire among ‘ - e ek
i iali iod. Selling off viable units of mam
mulated in the socialist period. . ; i
leaving the inefficient and indebted remainder in the hands of the state,
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been a common tactic in the process of the privatization of industry. In coopera-
tive farms, at least, the success of this maneuver depends on the foresight of a
manager able to sneak out from under the debt looming over the farm, and
leaving his former, less insightful colleagues with a quickly deteriorating farm
(see Kovies 1996). It often also depends on the manager’s ability to convince a
portion of the former cooperative membership to ally with him in his new busi-
ness venture.

Initially the size of cooperative farm membership was reduced with the
migration of former members into independent farming. After the initial drop
in membership, however, cooperative farm management was left with the task
of reducing the staff further, in order to rid itself of workers long deemed
unqualified or unreliable. This has not been as easy as it would be in other busi-
nesses, such as state farms or non-agrarian companies where management could
simply fire as many workers as possible to reach a reasonable staff size.
Cooperative farms rely entirely upon the goodwill of their membership to
continue farming, since they must now rent the Jand they once farmed with
legal impunity. While not all the land post-collective farms rent belongs to their
employees, managers are aware of the dangers of alienating segments of the
village community by harsh personnel policies, the results of which could easily
be the withdrawal of lands from their control, It is thus extremely important for
postsocialist cooperative farm managers to be able to convince segments of the
local community to support their effores, In this context it becomes clear why
long-term ties developed in the socialist period between managerial elites and
their manual workforce can be deployed in classically paternalist fashion to
accrue to the manager’s benefit.

The alienation of state properties by private businessmen has been a
contentious process throughout Eastern Europe in the postsocialist period,
raising all sorts of questions about the constitution of new elites and the rejuve-
nation of old patterns of privilege and power. This is as true in Hungary as
anywhere else. | would argue, however, that the process of restructuring agrarian
businesses — in the case of outright appropriation by private interests, or in
milder cases in which cooperative farms are simply reconstituted ~ has some
special features which distinguish it from the process of privatizing industry or
service companies. Both the social location of farm businesses — that is, a close
and observant village community — and the requirements for successful business
- that is, access to land — have constrained management decision-making in the
course of the transition to new business forms differently from other sectors of
the economy. Since at the time of the research land could still not be bought
and sold legally, the range of options open to managers was limited,

Former socialist managers have succeeded in maintaining their authority and
position within the agrarian sector, either as fully private farm owners, as coop-
erative farm managers or as managers of successor businesses. The degree of
their success, however, was not always in line with their ambitions, as their
strategies for retaining control over property and assets could be stymied by
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onents within the community and beyond. Management success, or the
op'[i_ of villagers to frustrate their plans, depended not only on features of the
abl'"?_' t farm prior to decollectivization but also upon features of the commu-
g lswhich it belonged.!* By features of the socialist cooperative farm | have
ey :ﬁd first of all, the degree to which farm members were able_ to influence
:lr;cri[;ion'rmaking during the socialist period. After amalgamat'lorfls in the tgs'??;;
the daily management of cooperative farms ofter} took plac;: in arml cso;ne s o
away from the village, making it difficult for vnllagers- toheclzp ad;: cc:f m.::, o
managerial activities. This concentrated greater power in t e dan o (d i
ment, a factor which managers could use to thel; f a vanf g L
decollectivization. A second factor was the develt).pment o lo‘rms 0 C(?Th —
production in the socialist second economy, e.g. vmeyardl cu twa;non. A fagr e
farm members more autonomy, but also kept them at a’dustanceI Tom t[hz farm
daily workings, so it tended to strengthen managements conlt;gooYer e }I,),_,
erative’s fate. Third, a record of management success in the 5 increas b
probability that farm members would go along with manag;rs strategie for
reorganizing the farm in the 1990s. If managers encountere res;;st::ingal:1 ! t::
could use the loyalty of some members to put pressure on thos.e utfo wis fe &
break with the farm. Membership composnior'\ was a fourth Sl[];;“ ﬁmt ac (c)»r.l
Managers were more likely to achieve their aims !f their mem ers l]; ::2:, o
average, older, poorer, less educated and had a l?ugher .p'ropornEF o 11'
Such members were less apt to take an interest in Flemsnonema. mﬁ g:en.er;;ny
and more apt to defer to the authority of managers. Finally, there is ¢ e nu;s VE
generations’ factor. In more industrialized regions, one or two genel:atlclxn_s aon
abandoned agricultural production entirely, leaving no one to ma e ¢ alst.; on
agricultural properties. In this context, managers could 'often acquuie <o ner
cial assets with little resistance. A history of commuting to emp O.Ym?ft.] \
nearby or distant towns made it harder for villagers to exercise significan
institutions. -
cor}lt'll-?o:l E:E:nlsctzl:llﬁch management could benefit from‘decollectivizatlon' vlvlas
also determined by current circumstances in the community. Ifa fqrme: socia wls;
manager lived outside the community in which ‘the cooptla;':lu]twe armb.ei[
located, it was easier for him to engage in shady dealings than if he were ‘Suhj !
to the censure and moral pressure of his neighborls. Secon.d, manl:'lgém(:lnt s ;m :
was strengthened if the community was located in a region of m;lte. ;]:lr:;[:] :eyd
ment possibilities. Third, the proximity of markets for fz.lrm goods in e
decisions to leave the cooperative to farm privately: The final factor we neeh
consider is the extended history of the community. Management may ave
faced an easier task if the community traditionally lacked.stmr.\g reprssefﬁatwe
institutions (Andor 1996). It is interesting that both socnclilogtsts an v1b agers
themselves tend to explain the passivity of form?r cooperative farm m(lzlm ers |rj
terms of pre-war labor relations. Communities inhabited by fzrmer shach?:d
pers, manorial estate employees and day laborers are seen to be apathetic
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lacking entrepreneurial spirit, while communities of self-sufficient peasants are
understood to be more active politically and commercially.

I remain skeptical of these claims for the simple reason that they ignore the
intervening forty years of socialism, in which workers were regularly prevented
from having a say in politics in general, or in the policies of their workplace in
particular. Second economy activities were perhaps more widespread and inge-
nious in some types of community than in others, correlated with pre-war
patterns of property ownership. Nonetheless, the second economy remained
dependent upon cooperatives and stare farms for cheap sources of grain and
livestock, advice from agronomists and marketing assistance. Rather than
consider these activities to have been incipient capitalist businesses, it would be
more accurate to describe them as adjuncts to production in the socialist sector.
Thus it is unnecessary to reach back to the pre-war period to explain the [ack of
an entrepreneurial attitude. As is true in any capitalist economy, there are those
who simply are unwilling, or in some cases unable, to become g manager,
Among these one finds those who were themselves restricted to cerrain kinds of
employment which their ambition would shun but their abilities dictate. Then
there are those who chose the nine-to-five job, preferring a low-key lifestyle to
one fraught with the anxiety and stress of management. Nonetheless, there were
former cooperative farm members and state farm workers who would have
enjoyed the prospects of tunning a large farm, and would even have been good
at it. But as various local studies of decollectivization demonstrate, a number of
factors determined whether one succeeded in acquiring the sorts of assets neces-
sary to run a large farm, not least the ability to defeat others in their bid for
land, machinery and managerial control.

My skepticism about the role of personal or family history in explaining the
success of certain villagers over others is fed by a concern about emerging
ideologies of success and failure in the current transition. Managers represent
their success in appropriating farms, and their various assets, in light of what
they see to have been the inability of former workers to mount a significant
resistance. They would talk about former cooperative farm workers as having a
‘socialist worker attitude’. This intransigence was juxtaposed to their own abili-
ties to adapt to the situation, to learn new tricks and discard the old. Such
self-flatrery is an example of euphemization (Bourdieu 1985), masking the very
complex, and sometimes quite shady dealings the present managers engaged in
to assure their own success. The social process of acquisition and the social char-
acter of the managers’ advantages (social capiral, pragmatic experience) are
ignored, while the personal characteristics of the manager are heightened,

Managers spout self-aggrandizing accounts; villagers counter with charges of
corruption and theft. Feelings of powerlessness and despair among the less fortu-
nate find their expression in the near universal assumprion that management is
well situated and inclined to steal and cheat. This perception is not new; during
the socialist period, one also heard these claims. Rancor has increased, hawever,
since the stakes are much higher than before. In the early 19905, villagers were
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sanguine about the political and economic transitién. not excpjyec_ting :2:‘::
change from the new government or new economy. c_)mment}fl uring s -
sive elections have affirmed this view. Villagers gave voice to this notion when
explaining why voting for the incumbent party was preferable to electing a ne\;
set of leaders. After all, incumbents had already lined their .p?ckets a::[
wouldn't need to raid the coffers, as a new government coallt.ulm would.
Numerous scandals surrounding the activities of governing coa’lm.ons hz}llve
simply reinforced villagers’ views. In a village | knovt-r well, villagers dlstrusth as
even turned on a once well-respected cooperative farm manager, whose
attempts to acquire land within the village have prompted frequent comment.
While he could easily have been elected mayor in 1990, and only refustad the
post because he thought the work did not warrant a full-time. salary, he is now
regularly maligned by his former supporters, who con51d.er hutn to h.ave_ falle.n
lower than his nororious boss in the socialist period. This radical sl.u‘ft in acri-
wude has been the most surprising turn of events for me in the transtmon, one |
would never have anticipated. My surprise reveals the extent to which I under-
estimated how angry villagers have become at their continued impoverishment
and disenfranchisement. Thus, the individuation of success promloted by
managers finds its corollary in villagers’ vilification of accomplishment.
Euphemization in this context also overlooks social process, a}though here the
practices of managing are ignored in favor of essentialist claims of greed and
depravity. .

I now wish to examine the crucial attributes former cooperative and state
farm managers possessed at the moment of decollectivization. I argue that the
combination of social ties, expert knowledge and extensive experience gave
agrarian elites a disproportionate advantage in the transition (cf. Kuczi 199{)).
Successful entrepreneurship depends in the first instance on a variety of soc!al
relations, often including relations with kin. For example, the financu.ll
resources of one’s family could be vital in a context in which bank loans in agri-
culture were difficult to obtain, due to uncertain property rights. Defining one's
business obligations within the boundaries of family can also be a use'ful way of
deflecting demands made by friends and former colleagues as one’s business
grows, although the flip side — strong pressures from family members for a share
of the wealth — are also well known. ' .

It is equally important to consider long-standing paternalist relaFlo.ns
between managers and the cooperative farm workforce. During the.socmllst
period, cooperative farms played an important role as channels of social goods
and services, e.g. organizing holidays for the children, subsidizing local day-care
faciliries, providing cheap means of transport for the sec?nd economy or
helping a family in need with funeral costs. The habir of seeking o.ut.the coop-
erative farm president in times of need has persisted in the postsocialist era af'ld
it is, of course, a two-way street: managers can call in their debts and exercise
diffuse moral suasion. If villagers find the activities of new entrepreneurs suspi-
cious — because they are aware of the chicanery involved or are wary of
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commerce in general — then downward leveling norms may constitute a barrier
to growth (Portes 1998: 15).15 Ethnic hostilities and lingering political hostili-
ties can also impair business success. A manager complained to me about former
cooperative farm members refusing to rent their land to the now much smaller
cooperative, simply because they resented having been forced to transfer their
tands to the cooperative in the early 1960s, -

The most valuable form of social capital former cooperative farm tnanagers
possess for building a business is an extensive network of county-wide and
national contacts in the agrarian economy. These contacts range from sitnple
friendships to complex bureaucratic and commercial connections. Fellow
agronomists and agrarian managers at cooperatives and their successor businesses
rely on each other for information and assistance. Agrarian managers formed
long-lasting relationships while still in school, or when attending refresher courses
or other classes designed to advance their training. The frequency of county-level
and other regional meetings and conferences created a large and valuable
network of advisors and friends. Some of the meetings in which relations were
forged were political in nature, such as county party organizational forums, but
that would not detract from one’s ability to use these contacts to further one's
business ambitions. Finally, many of the valuable ties former cooperative
managers held were with communities in the commercial sector, such as personnel
at local processing factories or agents for seed companies or fertilizer companies.

The central feature of these relationships is trust. In all of these various
transactions, the players can rely upon each other to deliver goods in time, to
offer a decent price, to provide valuable information, to make the right decision
on one’s behalf. The dependability of these relationships diffuses the uncer-
tainty of the new market economy, and gives entrepreneurs an edge on their
competition. Used in the right ways, such relationships can enhance the
viability of one’s enterprise. Used poorly, they can undermine one’s profitability
and signal future losses. This was illustrated to me in the case of one cooperative
president, who consistently refused to sell his produce to strangers, even when
they offered him a higher price than his regular customers. He found the trans-
action with strangers uncertain. ‘He's not a sure buyer (Nem biztos vevs),” he has
claimed. Villagers attributed this reluctance to engage in transactions to his fear
of losing control and the bribes with which he had lined his own pocket. His
intransigence had pushed the farm to the edge of bankruptey, in contrast to g
neighboring farm, where management had established a positive reputation by
reorganizing the cooperative into an agricultural service station.

A crucial strategy deployed by former socialist managers in their transforma-
tion into capitalist businessmen has been the use of their extensive contacts in
the agrarian sector, as noted above. The advantages that former cooperative
managers had in terms of sacial networks cannot be underestimated. It should
be noted, however, that the means of negotiating a good contract, of getting a
fair price for one's goods, cannot be attributed to personal contacts alone.
Simple economic laws play an enormous role in these transactions, an issue
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e
hich may be overlocked in the hurry‘to emphasize'the sig.nific.ance of socn::
- o= Economies of scale strongly influence one’s position in contractu
T s. One of the greatest problems the push to small family fm:ms
negotlzt\l:al; ‘the loss of economies of scale. It was simply wrongheaded to think
G Il farmers would fiourish in a new economy which no longer has any
chet Sle‘a arketing cooperatives to guard them from exploitation by middlemen
o Omﬂt]nerc:ial agents. (Such marketing cooperatives existed in the pre-1948
anC! ilo and lived on in altered form in the socialist period, playing an important
= buying up produce from the second economy.) It is clear that many
o ::ativ: farms will take on the role of clearing agents for the produce Qf
f:;ﬁ farmers; their interests and lthal: of the community are to enhance their
ini r with commercial agents. .
barIg’zls[;:sﬁ:; :::.::d social and economic contacts is msuffic:ien.t if on(:_ hasnli*l:t
learned to run a business effectively. The‘knowledge and e:;p;nefnce 0 rg:ialisgt
a large-scale farm has also helped to facilitate the success 0 the former Sn-o i
elite in agriculture. From the mid-1960s, cooperative farm managerste f]El r:'n :
fewer supports from the state than their colleagues in industry odr.at state the";
Forced to scramble for scarce resources, such as sources of credir to feec her
through the growing season, cooperative managers had to learn to caj\?v E .lo [hi);
officials, bending the rules and cooking the books when necessary. 1 dl ?995.
did not always lead to the most efficient use .0‘:- resources (Lam!) fz_m 795:
247-72), it did teach managers that having privileged access‘ to ini orfnatlor:,
well-cultivated contacts and good leverage can make all the {:lffference‘m lcme:s
career. These sorts of elaborate machinations were not specific to agriculture.
As the work of Jdnos Kornai has shown {1959, 1992), .the plannle(.d ecolnomz
depended on regular negotiations - finagling, mampulaung, rewlor ::ni P anst
to achieve an overall plan which suited actors at different lc?ve s of the plar v
state and enterprise hierarchies. The absence of mopopohes in igml_;, touorg
enhanced the significance of these everyday negotiations. Moreht a;ll !
cooperative farms across the country regularly competed with each other u; 12
difficult economic environment for attention and resources. Managers werlc-:gz; >
to build on this experience in the new economic environment of th:ieh 5.
Knowing how to write up a budget, how to plan investments, whfare and ofu.; |§0
cut corners if necessary: these traits have long been the stock-in-trade of the
ialist farm manager.
Socll\z/lil;tag‘ers of soci‘b;list enterprises learned to take risks. It is truel that siat[efa:ri
party agencies constrained decisionemakin_g and prevented a live gir nl'llar (131 01'S )
developing in many sectors. Yet the fragility of state supports and the ¢ f-ahi !
planning schedules accustomed chem to coping in an envnror;{r.rlllent fof ger
uncertainty. Playing against the legal edifice has honed the skills o c::;lve
cooperative managers in knowing how and ulrﬁlder Whi.lt com:.ht;onsh to X
forward, to hesitare, to diversify, to scramble. Thls.ls precisely t gllqtéa i g
non-managers lack. Admittedly, not all former socialist managers wi be a
skilled in weathering the difficulc waters of the new market economy (just as
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not all were equally adept in the socialist economy). The cooperative farm pres-
ident who only sells to friends will soon find this a dead-end strategy. But many
others will learn, and already have learned, to build upon their extensive
managing skills to extend and strengthen their businesses.

Conclusion

The ability of former socialist managers to slide into positions of authority (or
outright ownership) in successor businesses is well documented. Just how
successful these managers will continue to be is an open question. [ have argued
that former cooperative farm managers wielded significant advantages over
other villagers adjusting to the new economic environment in the first half of
the 1990s. | would hasten to add, however, that those advantages are not neces-
sarily long-lasting. Changes in the law on propetty ownership may influence
investment policies of agrarian businesses. Changes in the tuling coalition of
the government have had a number of consequences, unforeseen in 1997, on
the agrarian business envitonment. And certainly, accommodations to EU poli-
cies ~ particularly if the view of these policies as discriminatory ro Hungarian
businessmen is accurate — will have significant consequences for the viability of
agrarian enterprises. Finally, the shift in the overall economic environment is
bound to influence the way managers run their businesses. If managers do not
continue to keep informed of possible innovations in techniques and new vari-
eties of seeds and animal stock, do not continue to reach out to and expand
valuable contacts in the business sector, research communiry and government
bureaus, then they are bound to suffer. In short, while social and cultural capital
are important resources, they must be sustained and enhanced over time.
Otherwise, their strength and value lessen. This is a lesson former cooperative
managers will have learned by now.
| would hope that there is a lesson here for theorists of the postsocialist tran-
sition. Economists and economic sociologists have dominated the study of the
transforming economy in Fastern Europe. They are wedded to a series of
concepts — such as the formal and informal o private and public — which estab-
lish artificial boundaries between domains of social life long interewined in
important and complex ways. As a consequence of disciplinary divisions they
are less interested in cultural issues, but this blinds them to significant elements
of the economic world which should be examined: beliefs, perceptions, motiva-
tions and moral principles. Anthropologists, on the other hand, bring important
toals to the study of the transition. They see economics to be as deeply cultural
as any other human activity. Their discomfort with reductionist assumptions
about utility or simplistic notions of rational individualism allows them to ques-
tion anachronistic formulations and culturally bounded conceptions. The
culturally bounded categories of postsocialist European economies just so
happen to include those social scientists deploy analytically: formal and
informal sectors, social and financial capital, states and markets. The strength
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that anthropologists bring to the study of tmnsitionﬁ lies prc‘cisely in Fheir w?ll-
ingness to play local cultural categories against tl}eu analyFlc stepch;ld.renl, i.c.
10 use local categories (and their conceptual relatives) as grist for ana ysnsc.i n Zo
doing, they study how social domains are thoughr, how they are llvef and,
perhaps most crucially, how and why these two may diverge. The task 0 ;;uer-
rogating theoretical categories is a hallmark of any rigorous soc:a.l analysm,. ut it
should be even more central in the study of communities ?ctl'vely seek'mg to
rransform central organizing features. Studying the grand Cﬂpltﬂlls.t ascension on
the heels of the socialist experiment in Eastern Europe offers spcml scientists of
all stripes an opportunity to appraise the value of thc?ir analytic repertoire. The
unique approach anthropologists bring to this exercise can contribute produc-
rively to our combined efforts.

Notes

1 The wortk leading o this article was supported in part from fundsl provided by the
National Council for Eurasian and East European Research, fpr \yhlch | am grateful.
The Council, however, is not responsible for the content or findings of this teport. |
also wish 1o thank the International Rescarch and Exchanges Board and the
American Council of Learned Societies for their support of my resczlr.ch. I am
indebred to Chris Hann, Joanna Goven, Akos Réna-Tas and Carlos Wmsman.for
extensive discussions over the issucs in this paper. My title invokes a famqus article
by Istvdn Rév (1987). While he focused on the s.lgnfflcance of peasant resistance to
the state’s project of collectivization, here the point is to demonstra[e_the ad}fan@ge
that cooperative farm management has enjoyed in the post-c.ullecrlvued arn.unﬁ
sector. Despite my ironic use of Rév's title, I do believe our studies complement eac
other in important ways

2 The rescnrfh for thisycornpuncnt of the project was conducted in.15‘396 z_md 1997.
The data include: interviews with farm managers and with specialists in service
industries associated with agriculture, statistical materials on land owqerslup and the
social profile of the farming population since decollectivization, studif:s of dec‘ollelc-
tivization in various communities, and historical analyses of cooperative farming in
the country as a whole. = N 1ml

3 The other component of this project concerns the transition to S_tnllnl§m in
1948-56, focusing specifically on the role of agearian economists trained in the
interwar period in crafting new cooperative wage forms (work units or munkaegység)
during the carly 1950s. While it has long been assumed that these form‘s wcrc;
adopted from the Soviet Union, | demonstrate that [h.e complex f:alculatlons o
value and organizational structures necessary for work units wete ennrely. developed
in the field of Hungarian agrarian work science of the interwar period, whose
primary influence was German business science. . . .

4 Granovetter's work on embeddedness bears similarities to.these views, as it attempts
to hightight the role of informal relations within formal hietarchies such as organiza-
tions and institutions such as the market (1985, 1993). : _ -

5 Coleman does consider the role of norms as social capital, moving his analysis
beyond crass economism. Yet this move simply remedics the tl':eoreucal \fvcaknesse.»
of rational choice theory, not substantially altering Coleman's conception of the
social actor. .

6 A central concern in the debate over the raﬁidity of economic rcforma'cunrers on
the role of citizens in.crafting public policy. Aslund clearly thinks a radiecal change
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may not be democratic, but would be expeditious, He believes, as does Brada, that in

the long run citizens will benefit (see also Shearmur 1993). Przeworski, among

others, is concerned that setting policies in an undemocratic fashion undermines the
sovereignty of these countries and endangers the incegrity of a renewed politics of
demacratic inclusion.

I would hazard to puess that learning ro make the best of — or even slide out from

under — onerous stare regulations, is a common phenomenon in capitalist economics

as well. While reading materials on the transition from socialism, | am often
reminded of Burawoy and Lukdcs's caution to avoid comparing actual socialist prac-

tices with idealized capitalist models (1985).

8 While 1 appreciate the discomfort former socialist citizens may have with the
analytic baggage associated with the study of class relations, I do not comprehend
the silence about class in what would presumably be its natural home: studies of
emerging capitalist relations of property and production. For two prominent excep-
tions to this trend, see Clarke 1994, 1998; Ost 1997, 1999, 2000,

9 An important component of the shift in the Hungarian socialise economy to a tech-
nocratic elite during the 19705 was dependent upon an ideology of training and
expertise (Szelényi 1982). The abuse of a technocratic model of manageria)
authority, however, seriously contributed to the disenfranchisement and disillusion-
ment of workers under socialism (see Lampland 1995: 223-31).

10" Managing socialist farms was a highly masculine profession (Lampland 1995: 185),
While women often worked in sacialist farm offices, as lawyers, accountants or secre-
taries, they were far less represented among the technocratic and managerial elite,
i.e. as agronomists, machine-shop managers or farm presidents. This disproportionate
representation of men among the agrarian elite continues into the post-collective
period,

11 In a poll conducted in 1993, ‘over ninety per cent of coop members said that they
would not opt for a breakup of the cooperatives into small-sized individualized hold-
ings’ (Agées and Agées 1994 33).

12 This study was part of a larger study of decollectivization in Hungary, the Czech
Republic and Poland, led by Nigel Swain at the Centre for Central and Eastern
European Studies of the University of Liverpool (cf, Swain 2000).

13 ['am indebted to Mihily Andor for providing me with an unpublished version of the
results of his study (1996).

14 My analysis here follows the nine factors identified by Andor (1996: 5-8).

15 For Portes this is one of four negative consequences of social capital. The others are
exclusion of outsiders, excess claims on group members, and restrictions on indi-
vidual freedoms.

16 The suceess of former Communist Party leaders in electoral and parliamentary poli-
tics since 1989/91 has surprised many observers east and west, who had come to view
Communist Party activists as ignorant hacks. This neglects the long history of party
politics in the socialist period. We can surmise that party politics, albeit invisible o
the general public, was no less dependent on skilled politicking, machiavellian
strategizing and judicious compromises than any other political process. Indeed, one
might suspect that the absence of a multi-party system and lack of transparency may
have intensified the stakes of interparty politics.
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Chapter 3

e

Economic crisis and ritual
decline in Eastern Europe

Gerald W. Creed

After mote than a decade of expanding research, the anthropology of postso-
cialist Eastern Europe exhibits a curious lacuna: ritual analysis. The absence is
not absolute (e.g. Verdery 1999}, but compared to most other topics ritual has
been neglected. This is especially peculiar given eatlier attention to socialist
ritual (Binns 1979, 1980; Humphrey 1983; Kideckel 1983; Kligman 1981; Lane
1981; Mach 1992; Roth 1990}, continuing attention to ritual in parts of Europe
not undergoing ‘transition’ {Badone 1990; Boissevain 1992; Dubisch 1995;
Gilmore 1998) and the attention paid to ritwal in other ‘postsocialist’ contexts,
notably China (Yang 2000; Feuchtwang this volume). The silence on a topic
foundational to the discipline tends to separate current East European research
both from mainstream anthropology and from indigenous ethnography, in
which ritual continues to figure prominently.

There is an obvious explanation: anthropologists’ lack of interest in contem-
porary East European ritual reflects the changed position of ritual in
postsocialist conditions and its relative insignificance in the lives of East
Europeans trying to survive under difficult existential conditions. This was
brought home to me in February 1997 when [ canvassed villages in Bulgaria's
Rose Valley with a colleague to determine if and when certain carnival-like
rituals associated with the beginning of Lent, known generically as kukeri, would
be performed. In the village of Turlichene, I did not even have to ask because a
large invitation to the festivities beckoned from one of the few remaining
windows of the abandoned village grocery store. Stores such as this one
throughout the country had met a similar fate in the 1990s as their adminis-
tering cooperatives folded and impoverished villagers stopped buying goods.
Still, this battered shell was more dismal and depressing than most. The fact
that the town hall, the administrative heart of the village, operated from the
second floor of the same building made the impact even worse, and there was
no redeeming evidence of other commercial activity at the village square. In the
face of such economic prostration [ felt buoyed by the villagers’ apparent
commitment to the ritual and made a note to return on the appointed day. As
we prepared to move on to the next village, | overheard one of the villagers



