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1. 
MANAGING TRANSFORMATIONS: 


REALITY AND CONCEPTS

The profound changes in Eastern Europe started in a conceptual vacuum. Nobody was prepared to offer a ready project for explanation and guidance of the turbulent events in the autumn of 1989. The need to act immediately brought about the idea of transition. It assumed the task to achieve three aims simultaneously and as fast as possible. First, markets had to replace centralized planning as key organizing factor of economy. Second, the political system had to change from authoritarian rule towards competitive democratic politics including a vibrant civil society. Third, the artificially homogenized culture had to return to cultural pluralism, which is typical for the industrialized world. As a result of these changes, market dominated, democratic and pluralist societies were expected to emerge throughout Eastern Europe in several years and to join the Western stronghold of the modern and post-modern civilization. 

The project of transition seemed to be transparent, well founded and manageable. Its assumption of clear-cut aims together with the suggested uniform and linear path to achieve them was attractive. However, reality turned out to be sobering. A decade later the painful changes still dominate the Eastern part of the European continent. Social structures are in flux, open questions are abundant. They invite for a careful analysis of the historical experience. 

1.1. Where Are We in the Stream of Change? 

In the end of the nineties, the above question is not less topical than it was ten years ago. But it is topical in a different way since the definitions of time and space of the ongoing processes have changed substantially. 

First, nobody believes today that the issue under scrutiny is a short-term transition period. Ralf Dahrendorf (1990) timely warned against over-optimistic time-schedules of the profound changes which had just started in Eastern Europe. Contrary to his warning, only several years later influential politicians and analysts announced their successful accomplishment in some countries. Re-

cent studies on the multidimensional and open-ended transformations in the region (Human Development Report for CEE, 1999) reveal a different picture. Market institutions and democratic politics are tensions-ridden. Important reforms are still to be implemented. Disillusionment dominates the cultural climate in the region, uncertainty is everywhere. Undoubtedly, the European part of the former Council of Mutual Economic Assistance is just in the middle of a painful adjustment to continental and worldwide processes. It is common knowledge today that the profound changes in the region, which also includes Albania and the successor states of former Yugoslavia, will take decades until the desirable stability of markets, political institutions and values is reached. 

Second, it is now typical to see the social space of the historical events in a much more differentiated way than it was the case ten years ago. Eastern Europe today is no longer a homogeneous entity, as many were used to perceive it in the beginning of the decade. It is already taken for granted that the region is subdivided into different parts, such as the post-socialist Central Europe and South-East Europe, the Baltic States as well as the other European territories of the former Soviet Union. Nobody is surprised at noticing that each society in the region has developed its specific profile in the course of the decade. As seen from another angle, the social space of the region is increasingly conceived in the context of the progressing globalization. The topic itself was well known in the beginning of the nineties. However, many relevant concepts and approaches to globalization and societal transformations were elaborated and applied during the current decade. Systematic information about the interrelationships between regional and global processes has been accumulated.

The new definitions of time and space characterize processes in Eastern Europe, which challenge social sciences and politicians alike. Why did the optimistic expectations fail in such a dramatic way? Why are the current processes in the region so difficult to cope with in cognitive and in practical terms? Many other open questions concern the real moving forces of the transformation, its major actors and the emerging economic and political structures. After the fall of the Berlin wall, the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the wars in Yugoslavia the world is not the same and should be governed differently. But how? 

There are no simple answers to the profound cognitive and practical questions. One may argue that the key issue is the competitiveness on the global market. Obviously, Eastern European economies cannot become internationally competitive overnight. It will take time to accumulate investments and to allocate them effectively in technological and organizational innovations. However, the very issue of competitiveness is much more complex than it appears at the first glance. It does not concern productivity, pricing and investments alone. Political stability, social integration and cultural cohesion belong to the issue as well. 

Thus, the most fundamental problem of the transformation boils down to the mutual adjustment of changes in major action spheres implemented by an increasing diversity of actors. More and more of them do not even belong to the national settings. Supranational organizations help to manage the ensuing increase of complexity of social structures and processes. The European Union is usually regarded as the most successful supranational organization in resolving this task. Evidence for that is provided by the wide range of common scientific and technological, monetary, social and cultural policies of its member countries. These policies strengthen internal integration of the Union and make it a powerful player on the global scene. 

Given this remarkable experience, it is understandable why influential models for reforms in Eastern Europe after 1989 have come from institutional arrangements in the area of the European Union. The institutional patterns borrowed from there are believed to decisively facilitate the adjustment of the Eastern part of the continent to the ongoing globalization. Moreover, because of their geographical proximity, common traditions and interests, the countries from the Union are not just seen as models for the transformation of Eastern European societies. Their integration into the Union could be the lift, which is able to elevate them to the standards of the global information age (Castells, 1999: 336f). 

There are encouraging visions about the prospects for eastward enlargement of the European Union. The pace of the process is 

certainly slower than what was expected by many in Eastern Europe at the beginning of the nineties. Nevertheless, some visible results of common programs are already available. As seen from another point of view, the opening of the Eastern European societies to the integration schemes of the European Union is certainly not a ready-made solution to their problems of adjustment to the changing global and regional conditions. European integration is part of the challenge itself, since it raises a series of difficult questions. How will the large agricultural sector in the Eastern European region react to the integration process? How will the energy intensive industrial production there adapt to the common market of the Union? What prospects for human development would there be in the region under the rapidly changing economic, political and cultural conditions of the integration? 

The questions can be specified in view of the structure of Polish economy or the Polish conditions of human development (Golinowska, 1997). Even more dramatic questions should be put as to the internal integration of the Russian Federation and its new place in the continental and global geopolitics (Russia Today, 1999). The future of the South-Eastern part of the region or of the Baltic states also invites speculations in the context of the European integration and the global dimensions of change. 

Indeed, there is still a profound uncertainty concerning the long-term social, political and cultural prospects of Eastern European societies. The multidimensionality of their transformations bears a strong potential for failures in the efforts to cope with the domestic and international challenges in terms of government and governance. The processes are full of tensions and conflicts, of high intensity risks (Genov, 1996). Major risks of far reaching social, economic, political and cultural transformations are still ahead. They have to be tackled under the conditions of accelerated compression of time and space due to the current globalization. 

The major issues of the Eastern European regional development might be well illustrated by recent rankings in international comparisons. They highlight the substantial differences between the Western European core of the modern civilization and the continental periphery or semi-periphery. For instance, in 1997 Austria had US$ 22,070 GDP per capita in terms of Purchasing Power Parity (PPP) and ranked 16 in the worldwide comparison according to the value of the Human Development Index (HDI)1. The data specifying the position of the countries from Eastern Europe vary substantially, but the overall picture is clear enough. It tangibly deviates from the above parameters of Austrian society (Human Development Report, 1999: 134-137):

Table 1.1

GDP per capita (PPP, US$) and HDI ranking

of Eastern European societies in world-wide comparisons

Country
GDP per capita (PPP) 1997
HDI ranking

- Albania
2,120
100

- Belarus 
4,850
60

- Bulgaria 
4,010
63

- Croatia
4,895
55

- Czech Republic
10,510
36

- Estonia
5,240
54

- Hungary
7,200
47

- Latvia
3,940
74

- Lithuania
4,220
62

- Macedonia, FYR of
3,210
73

- Moldova
1,500
104

- Poland
6,520
44

- Romania
4,310
68

- Russian Federation
4,370
71

- Slovakia
7,910
42

- Slovenia
11,800
33

- Ukraine
2,190
91

The differences indicated above notwithstanding, there are common features of the transformation of all Eastern European societies. They have to respond to similar challenges concerning technological modernization, marketization, growing worldwide political interdependence and value-normative universalization. The economic indicators and the domestic politics in each country in the region show a large variety of attempted solutions to these common problems. The major reasons for the growing diversity in 

strategies, tactical approaches and effects lie in differences of the inherited situations (path dependency) and in specific policy decisions (quality of decisions). Together they have brought about a variety of results in the national transformation, which are most clearly recognizable in the changes of GDP of the Eastern European countries during the nineties (Economic Survey of Europe, 1999: 65):

Table 1.2

Real GDP/NMP of the Eastern European countries 1980-1998

(1989 = 100)
Country
1980
1989
1998

- Albania
79.4
100.0
88.6

- Belarus 
65.7
100.0
78.5

- Bulgaria 
76.2
100.0
69.0

- Croatia
99.0
100.0
78.1

- Czech Republic
-
100.0
95.3

- Estonia
74.5
100.0
79.4

- Hungary
86.3
100.0
95.3

- Latvia
68.5
100.0
59.3

- Lithuania
64.7
100.0
66.2

- Macedonia, FYR of
93.3
100.0
71.4

- Moldova
72.1
100.0
32.8

- Poland
91.1
100.0
117.1

- Romania
88.5
100.0
76.1

- Russian Federation
78.1
100.0
55.9

- Slovakia
-
100.0
99.8

- Slovenia
98.9
100.0
100.4

- Ukraine
75.0
100.0
39.4

- Yugoslavia
95.7
100.0
51.6

One may further specify these differences by comparing the transformations in Bulgaria and in Poland. Bulgaria is a perfect example for the intensity of current transformation risks, since the country has been repeatedly caught in crises during the nineties. Major changes of political institutions were successfully accomplished already at the beginning of the decade. But the modest economic stabilization in 1994 and 1995 could not be sustained. Despite the promising predictions, 1996 turned into an economic collapse. As a result, turbulent political events and preliminary elections marked 1997. The new government introduced the financial scheme of the Currency Board. Some signs of economic stabilization notwithstanding, the year brought about a new decline of GDP. Production could not recover in 1998 as well. Contrary to that, Polish economy managed to break the recession as early as 1992 and to accelerate the growth in the mid-nineties. In comparison to this success, the economic development of Bulgaria after 1989 is rather disappointing. 

What factors brought about these differences of the transformation of Bulgarian and Polish societies? How can they be interpreted from the point of view of the distinction between path dependency and quality of decisions? The questions are quite relevant in the given context, for both societies had very similar characteristics along the parameters of human development before the period of rapid transformation (Human Development Report, 1990: 128ff.):

Table 1.3

Parameters of human development of Bulgaria and Poland

in the late 1980s

Parameter
Bulgaria
Poland

- Urban population (%)
69
62

- Percentage of labor force in industry (1985-1987)
37.9
38.9

- Women as % of the total labor force (1988)
46.3
45.5

- Real GDP per capita (1987, PPP $) 
4750
4000

- Combined primary and secondary enrolment ratio


(1986-1988, North =100)
98
98

- Life expectancy at birth (1987, years)
72
72

- Infant mortality rate per 1,000 live births (1988)
15
16

The above similarities were mainly due to the same general pattern of development of both societies after the Second World War. During the period, Bulgaria and Poland simultaneously accomplished their industrialization starting from the background of small-scale agriculture and hidden unemployment in the countryside. In both national settings industrialization was implemented by 

using the organizational scheme of directive annual and five-year planning, which copied the administrative type of the Soviet industrialization. Heavy industry was prioritized. It was built at the expense of the production of consumer goods. 

In the context of fast industrialization, the decades after the War were marked by rapid urbanization of Bulgarian and Polish societies. Already in the sixties there was no unemployment in both countries, at least on the surface of social life. The wellbeing of large segments of the population increased tangibly. The educational achievements of both societies during the post-war period were recognized in international comparisons. Although of a relatively modest quality, healthcare became accessible to all citizens. 

The cultural background of this development was the common statist and egalitarian ideology, which changed over the years. The major reason for the changes was the recognition of permanent and increasing deficiencies of the social and economic organization, which dominated the Eastern European societies after the Second World War. Being successful in mobilizing scarce resources for the strategic aims of the industrialization, it turned out to be increasingly unable to cope with the challenges of growing complexity in production, distribution, consumption and life styles. The protracted over-centralization of property rights and political power in the high levels of the party-state hierarchy was the key factor for the constraints of development.

Thus, after the success of industrialization, which allowed to reduce the economic cleavage between the Eastern European region and the most advanced countries, the technological lag of Eastern Europe started to increase anew in the mid-seventies. Economy, politics and culture in the region were less and less able to adapt to the oil shocks of 1973 and 1979 requiring resource-saving production as well as the recognition of the growing importance of information technologies. The political decision of August 1968 to put the reforms of state-socialism on ice was a historical mistake with far-reaching consequences. It precluded the way to innovations in politics as well as in economy. Contrary to the growing aspirations of the better and better educated population, during the seventies economy moved slowly forward and politics remained stagnant in the region.

The explosion came from Poland in 1980 with the Solidarity movement. At that point of time, Bulgarian society was totally unprepared for this type of upheaval. Why did similar institutional processes in both countries after 1945 lead to so strikingly different outcomes at the beginning of the eighties and later till the end of that critical decade? Answers might focus on differences in national traditions or on specifics of the national social psyche. In reality, the issue is more complex and concerns fundamental social structures and institutional arrangements. 

Poland only partly followed the institutional model of economic, political and cultural centralization, which dominated Eastern Europe after the Second World War. Polish agriculture remained predominantly private and well adapted to the centralized economic model. There was a substantial institutional space for private initiative in all other economic spheres during the whole post-war period. In the face of the Roman Catholic Church Polish society had an influential institution, which managed to preserve its autonomy. The numerous Polonia abroad used to keep the economic, political and cultural ties with the country intact. Because of the relevance of this national lobby, as well as because of other historical and geostrategic reasons, the West was very much interested in Poland and involved in activities influencing the domestic processes there. On the other hand, there were deep historical reasons putting limitations on the capacity of the Soviet Union to exert an effective impact on the developments in Polish society.

Influencing the processes in Poland in various combinations, these factors brought about the open conflicts of 1980-1981. Their effect was the social isolation of the ruling elite, its electoral defeat at the referendum in 1988 and eventually the Polish Round Table. It started the wave of profound changes in 1989 all over Eastern Europe (Adamski et al, 1999: 69f.). Thus, the decisions taken in Poland to allow free activity of the Solidarity movement and then to impose martial law played equal role in modern history with the perestroyka in the Soviet Union.
Nothing like that could happen in Bulgaria during the decades before 1989. Because of domestic and international reasons, the forces implementing the transformation of Bulgarian society after 1944 could mobilize a broad public support. After the complete nationalization of industry and collectivization of agriculture, the space for private economic activity was narrow and under thorough political supervision. All institutions in the country could be effectively put under centralized control already in the late forties. Historical traditions supported the official policies towards linking Bulgaria closer together to the Soviet Union. Because of the recognition of this fact, but also because of geostrategic considerations, the efforts of the West to facilitate changes in Bulgarian society were much less intensive as compared to similar efforts concerning Poland. In addition, there was no influential Bulgarian lobby in the West arguing and acting in this direction. That is why, even a slight resemblance of mass opposition movement like Solidarity could not appear in Bulgaria before 1989. Moreover, the general weakness of the opposition forces determined the fact that at the beginning of the transformation of Bulgarian society the real initiative for change could only belong to the party-state (See Genov, 1999a: 6f.). 

Despite the substantial differences in the accumulation and manifestation of conflict potentials in Polish and Bulgarian societies, at the beginning of the nineties they followed the same path of changes. The philosophy guiding the liberalization of prices and trade in Poland after January 1990 and in Bulgaria after February 1991 was neo-liberalism. It nurtured optimistic expectations in both countries that the “big bang” would arrange the new institutional configurations in a fast and efficient manner. They could not but be disappointed soon. The transformation shock brought about economic, political and value-normative uncertainty. Unemployment and impoverishment became burning issues. During the first years of change Poland and Bulgaria suffered similar political instabilities, conflicts among state institutions and deepening mistrust in the capability of the elites and the institutions to cope with the challenge of transformation (Best and Becker, 1997: 13f., 91f.). The economic and political turbulence facilitated the nearly simultaneous election of left-wing governments in both countries in the mid-nineties. 

However, the early economic stabilization and the following fast economic growth in the second half of the nineties allowed Poland to become the first post-socialist country to reach its GDP level of 1989. In Bulgaria the recession continued longer and the prospects for a return to the GDP level of 1989 are still far ahead (Economic Survey of Europe, 1999:65):

Figure 1.1

GDP growth of Bulgaria and Poland, 1989-1997, 1989=100
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The effects of these diverging paths of transformation could be seen in the changes of unemployment rates in both countries (Economic Survey of Europe, 1999:69):
Figure 1.2

Registered unemployed in Bulgaria and in Poland

as % of the total workforce 1990-1998
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In the course of the nineties, a value-normative consensus was reached in Poland as to the principles of the new social order (Domanski and Richard, 1997). No relevant differences exist any longer concerning the geostrategic orientation of the country’s foreign policy. Despite the stabilization in economic, political and cultural terms after the introduction of Currency Board, Bulgarian society is still on its way to developing commonly shared visions about the means and ends of the transformation and the country’s geostrategic orientation. 

The reasons for this divergence of developmental paths are connected with choices and decisions taken in the countries under scrutiny. The strategy for economic reforms was better elaborated and more consequently implemented in Poland than in Bulgaria. The functioning balance between the presidential institution and the Parliament reached in Poland could not be materialized in Bulgaria for too long a period. The practical unanimity in decisions concerning foreign policy could come about in Poland but not in Bulgaria. Thus, the quality of decisions for managing the transformation was generally lower in Bulgaria than in Poland. However, this is a halfway diagnosis of the situation, since there are numerous causes and reasons determining the divergence of decisions and their outcomes.

In all post-socialist countries there were phenomena of civilizational deficits, which became manifest in their efforts to cope with the challenges of the transformation. The deficits are most obvious in the managerial handling of rapidly developing markets and competitive politics, but they are omnipresent in everyday life as well. All action spheres and actors in post-socialist societies are going through a very intensive period of social learning. It cannot be fast and easy, as analyses at the beginning of the process could foresee (Genov, 1991). The conditions of this social learning were and still are more favorable for Poland than for Bulgaria. 

Because of Poland’s liberal migration policy during the decades before 1989 and the good conditions for fellowships and work for Poles in the West, numerous Polish experts and workers had the opportunity to learn market economy and democratic politics on the spot. Leszek Balcerowicz and many others could develop their visions about the future of post-socialist Poland in the West and test them in practice after 1989. During the eighties there were about one million Poles studying or working in Germany alone. Their professional expertise and everyday experience could be used as a major asset in transforming Polish society. To the contrary, only a small part of the emerging new Bulgarian elite could rely on direct experience from countries having developed market economy and democratic politics. This civilizational deficit is greater among Bulgarian managers and workers who are typically marked by insufficient legal culture and modern work ethics.

The lack of civilizational experience is one of the major reasons why the institutional transformations in Bulgaria were not guided by clear-cut blueprints like the “Balcerowicz plan” in Poland and were not carried out consequently during the decisive first half of the nineties. During the whole period Bulgarian society was caught 

in profound institutional instability. The introduction of the Currency Board was the official recognition of the fact that domestic expertise was not sufficient to cope with the challenge of the country’s institutional transformation. However, the protracted economic reforms can only partially explain the low level of foreign direct investments in Bulgaria as compared to the level of investments in the Visegrad countries (World Development Indicators, 1998: 254-255): 

Table 1.4
Foreign direct investments in Bulgaria

and in the Visegrad countries (1996)


Country
Foreign direct investments


As % of gross
As % of GDP


domestic investments

- Bulgaria
8.6
1.2

- Czech Republic
7.6
2.6

- Hungary
16.5
4.4

- Poland
16.4
3.3

The more realistic explanation of this difference is the location of Bulgaria in the geographical, political and cultural space. While Poland enjoys the advantage of being geographically and geostrategically close to Western Europe and belonging to this part of the continent in terms of historical traditions, Bulgarian society differs substantially in all these respects. The crisis in former Yugoslavia contributed to the general instability of the South-East part of the continent thus reducing its attractiveness to foreign investors. Public opinion in Poland is clearly in favor of the links with the Western part of the continent. The traditional cultural preferences are more complex in Bulgaria. 

The comparative analysis leads to conclusions having both general and more specific character:

First, the experience of Bulgaria and Poland shows that the transformation in the region as well as in individual countries is quite complex and complicated and implies high social costs. The major reason for this conclusion is the fact that far reaching changes came about in all action spheres simultaneously in the course of the transformation. 

Second, the increasing differentiation among the Eastern European countries is due to various structural causes (path dependency) and motivational reasons (quality of decisions). As seen from the point of view of social sciences, the most fruitful approach to the variety of national transformations consists in paying close attention to both types of factors as well as to their unique combinations under the local circumstances.

Third, put in more specific terms, the deepening differences between societies in Eastern Europe cannot be a good promise for the forthcoming European integration. The massive foreign investments into Polish economy are probably going to cause some kind of repetition of the fast development of Irish society. Provided the combination of negative path dependency and low quality of decisions would continue in Bulgaria, the country might follow the pattern of reproduction of underdevelopment, which is known as the syndrome of South Italy. This is certainly not a desirable development either for the country itself or for the integration of Europe. 

The multidimensional social problems indicated in this way require tremendous analytical efforts in order to disentangle the complexity of the processes and to develop a coherent concept of societal transformation. It is needed for the purposes of both explaining and managing the current processes in Eastern Europe. 

1.2. The Concept of Societal Transformation 

Each country in Eastern Europe performs its own specific transformation. Nevertheless, as the comparative analysis of the changes in Bulgarian and Polish societies clearly show, there are easily identifiable common features in the starting positions, the course, and the results of the current societal transformations in the region. These features characterize the historical type of the profound change, which all post-state-socialist societies are going through. 

On the analytical level, the concept of societal transformation refers to the change of society’s systemic characteristics. This implies the attainment of a new quality of four parameters of the societal system at least. First, the productive infrastructure is ex-

pected to bring about new technological chains and new patterns of participation in the international division of labor. In historically specific terms, this mainly means an adjustment to the requirements of global information technologies. Second, new structures of economic organization are evolving. The change typically concerns the ownership rights but also investments, production, distribution and supply. In the given context, the key issue of economic restructuring is the adjustment to the increasingly globalized markets. Third, the distribution and use of political power take qualitatively different forms from the ones, which regulated state socialism. This implies substantial changes in the structure and performance of state institutions, but also of other bodies of decision-making and control. They have to adapt to the current worldwide wave of democratization. Fourth, the value-normative system changes in the way to allow the emergence and stabilization of pluralist institutions. The very core of the developing new value system is the modern system of universal human rights. Thus, the current transformation in Eastern Europe can be schematically presented along typical issues, tasks and effects:

Table 1.5

Systemic dimensions of the transformation in Eastern Europe

Issue
Task
Potential effect

- Technological restructuring
(
Informatization
(
Adjustment to the global





information technologies
- Economic restructuring
(
Marketization
(
Adjustment to the





global markets

- Political restructuring
(
Democratization
(
Adjustment to the global





rationalization of politics

- Cultural restructuring
(
Universalization
(
Adjustment to the global





innovations in culture

In the course of the nineties, the arguments of analysts and politicians who opted for a special path in the development of Eastern Europe have been undermined by trends in reality. They strengthen the view that the region has to perform a 'return to normalcy' or 'return to Europe'. In clear terms, it seems that Eastern European societies need to introduce the value-normative and institutional system, which has been developed in the West after the Second World War. Thus, the normative vision of the future of Eastern Europe emerges by contrasting the major characteristics of the former state socialism with corresponding parameters of the advanced Western European and North American societies. In the long run, one might expect that the technological level in the region of Eastern Europe will become comparable to the technological level in the Western part of the continent, since the requirements for economic efficiency will be oriented to the same world standards determined by the advanced economies. Political life will have to resemble the pluralism and the dynamics in developed democracies, which is based on the dynamics of real interests. The diverse culture of modern or post-modern Western societies will have to take the lead in the cultural landscape of Eastern Europe as well. A variety of actors will compete there and will have to be adequately remunerated for their achievements or failures. Among other things, this means to strengthen the value-normative and institutional basis of meritocracy, which was neglected or suppressed by the egalitarian state socialist economic and political organization. As a result, the transformation is expected to bring about a change in the living standard and quality of life in Eastern Europe in the direction of higher civilizational achievements in the Western Hemisphere.

This adjustment to more developed institutional and behavioral patterns reflects on changes in the major action characteristics of society. New types of actors emerge in the course of the transformation. Private entrepreneurs, democratically responsible state officials and structures of civil society take the lead as bearers of new forms of social and economic organization. Some problems in this context are well represented in the convergence and divergence of interests of individuals and organizations. Another set of uncertainties refers to the difficult balance of interests of domestic and international actors. The new actors bring about and sustain new social relations. They are marked by the shifting focus from the distribution of political power to the economic reproduction and from hierarchical to associational relations. There is no doubt that the current transformation in Eastern Europe engenders an im-

mense variety of relations of coordination and conflict, of well established hierarchy or recently negotiated poliarchy. The emergence of new actors and relations is a process, which usually brings about a variety of expectations, desires, actions and results. Short-term goals and effects characterize some of the processes. Others are bound to exert long-term impacts on individuals, groups and societies. In terms of social space, some processes have or will have only local relevance by influencing specific groups or communities. Other processes have or will have regional (for instance, continental) or even global relevance. 
Table 1.6

Action dimensions of the transformation

Dimension
Tasks
Effects

- Actors
(
Initiative and responsibility
(
Competitiveness
- Relations
(
Balancing hierarchy and poliarchy
(
Meritocracy

- Processes
(
Effective allocation of resources
(
Innovation

Bearing in mind the already attained level of cultural and organizational development, one could have assumed at the beginning of the nineties that the transformation was to be implemented in the form of a controlled social innovation. The processes in East Germany and in the Czech Republic tentatively followed this pattern of change. In other parts of the region neo-liberal policies favored spontaneous market forces deviating from the pattern of organized change. Complications were conditioned by the fact that exactly at the end of the eighties and the beginning of the nineties the world economy was moving through a recession cycle. Thus, it became increasingly clear that the adjustment of Eastern Europe to the new continental and global conditions could not be fast, easy to manage, and without substantial social costs. 

Consequently, the experience of the nineties forced the need to change the conception of change in the region. It is clear now that the technological lag between the Eastern and the Western parts of the continent has deep historical roots and cannot be easily overcome. Failures of national adjustment to the global economic environment strengthen the view that the technological and economic lag will become even deeper (Berend, 1997: 12). This means that the economic efficiency and the level of material wellbeing in both parts of the continent will remain rather different in the foreseeable future, as the development in united Germany shows. In a number of cases, competitive politics brought about turmoil and disappointments all over Eastern Europe. Commercialization undermined moral and aesthetic values and norms. The expected diversity of actors and paths of their development came about in principle, but unemployment, impoverishment and crime preclude individuals and groups from self-realization and future prospects. The previous hierarchical system of social relations dominated by party affiliations was replaced by other inequalities mainly based on the steep differentiation of incomes and wealth. Due to the worsening standard of living and quality of life, social time actually decelerated for large segments of Eastern European societies. This immediately threw doubts on the meritocratic effects of the transition. 

Therefore, it turned out that the seemingly clear and relatively easily attainable goals of the expected transition became blurred in the course of a rather complex and uncertain transformation. Perplexity came from the new experience that there exist a wide variety of specific market arrangements and political institutions in the advanced parts of the world. The major problems became clear when it was recognized that the practical challenges are enormous. The awareness increased about the complexity and unpredictability of the changes, which stem from the simultaneous transformation of crucial parameters of societal systems and patterns of action. Each of the processes of technological restructuring, marketization of economy, democratization of politics and value-normative re-orientations has its own moving forces, speed, breakthroughs and limitations. The combination of profound changes in major action spheres makes each national transformation uniquely uncertain. 

Moreover, it turned out that the cultural and institutional legacy of state socialism has been much more influential than assumed at the beginning of the nineties. Now it is a commonly shared view that the egalitarian and statist characteristics of the previous social system corresponded to influential economic and political prefer-

ences of large segments in the Eastern European societies. These preferences legitimized state socialism (Machonin, 1997: 28-30). They will continue to exert their impact on economy and politics in the region in the years to come. The nostalgic preferences towards low performance and high security have been fostered by the vivid examples of new elite unable to manage the complexity of the ongoing transformation. The radical criticisms on the previous decades also strengthened the nostalgic feelings since they questioned the meaning of life of at least two generations. 

Whatever the specific issues of debates, one crucial point gets increasingly taken for granted. It is the understanding that the current societal transformations in Eastern Europe are basically forms of regional adjustment to global trends. 

1.3. Transformation as Opening to Global Trends
All over Eastern Europe, the profound changes have one common denominator. It is the transfer of institutional patterns which have already proved their efficiency in managing industrialized societies (Wiesenthal, 1996). The transfer basically concerns four types of value-normative orientations and institutional structures, which embody major trends in the development of modern societies. These trends penetrate all present-day societies, albeit to a different extent and with different intensity. The channels of the penetration are the global transfer of technology, worldwide commercial and financial transactions, transnational political processes and the diffusion of cultural patterns by means of telecommunications. Individual and collective actors may refer to these trends explicitly or not. Even when unaware of them, actors contribute to their diffusion (Genov, 1997a).

First, this holds true for the spread of ideas and institutional configurations of instrumental activism. The key point of the process is the concentration on instrumental values and behavioral patterns which make out the core of modern industrialism, or, broadly seen, of the Western type of Weltbeherrschung in Max Weber's terminology (Weber, 1988 [1919]:1f.). After Weber it is taken for granted that, once Weltbeherrschung has been defined as the major goal, the instruments of activity become the major issues. In fact, instrumental value-normative orientations are a vital moving force of modern production and economic exchange. They animate competitive political systems as well as the culture of entrepreneurship and responsibility. They dominate the life-world in advanced societies and are the central part of their ‘secularized religion’. Following this pattern of value-normative orientation and institutional arrangements, the West was able to secure its domination on the rest of the world. That is why the moving forces and effects of instrumental activism are in the center of problems, which invigorate and yet plague the modern civilization. Is instrumental activism really successful if properly viewed in the light of ultimate values? What are the costs of its successes? What are the costs of its failures? 

Questions are usually being put in the context of the risks brought about by the over-exploitation of natural resources and environmental degradation in the course of industrialization. As seen in a broader perspective, the tensions brought about by the spread of instrumental activism can hardly be limited to the interaction between science, technology and society. The risks concerning the distribution of wealth and income have not lost their gravity. This is the context in which the crucial question arises: What are the prospects for instrumental activism in the critical situation of ongoing profound changes in Eastern Europe? 

The question refers to the experience that the Western European turn towards focusing on means has proved to be quite effective in technological and economic terms. But it has limitations as well. They are due to the neglect of basic conditions of social reproduction. This is well documented in the discussion on the vaguely defined but existentially relevant vision of sustainable development. Without putting the environmental issues aside, it gradually shifted towards issues of the economic, political and cultural development. As a result, it is now practically taken for granted that sustainable development is not possible in the context of deepening economic and social disparities. Thus, the debate on sustainability shifts from current concerns towards visions of what might be desirable and to practical steps needed to bring about these states of affairs. The real point is the need of a balance between instrumental activism 

and visions and actions in the spirit of sustainability. This is the way to reduce the potential for a runaway development producing anomie and conflicts. In positive terms, this would mean a ‘win-win’ situation for both instrumental activism and sustainable development (See Sachs, 1995: 28).

Second, the institutional transfer concerns modern forms of individualzation. It is an evolutionary trend of widening the pool of options for individual development and realization. The trend might be delayed but cannot be stopped. In the developed industrial societies, the innovations in market economy, competitive politics and in pluralist culture made individualization the major feature of social development in the form of institutionalized individualism as Talcott Parsons called it (Parsons, 1978: 321). However, the trend is rather complex and controversial. Unstable transitional situations in personal biographies are becoming a general rule. Dynamics of identities turns into lack of continuity and integration. Indeed, exactly from the point of view of individualzation one may regard advanced societies as risk societies offering risky freedoms (Beck and Beck-Gernshein, 1994) to individuals. The growing autonomy of individuals has anomic implications, which lead to disorientation and deviance of individuals coupled with organizational pathologies. There are manifold causes and reasons for this type of development:

- The rapid technological change makes any certainty about the level of attained education, training and production skills disappear. Nobody can be sure about the prospects of specific production lines and about the professional careers of people who work there.

- In sharp contrast to the nearly full employment during the fifties and the sixties, unemployment has permeated the majority of the advanced countries in the following decades. Large groups of employed persons have good reasons to fear the prospects of losing their jobs. This situation implies a fierce competition on the labor market.

- Even the most advanced societies have become more and more dependent on global fluctuations of technological transfers, commercial and financial exchange and political instabilities. Millions of individuals might be quickly ruined by international financial speculations or by shifts of productions and markets from one part of the globe to another. 

- Due to technological, organizational, educational and political factors, the tendency towards reduction of the income gap between the highest and the lowest incomes has been generally stopped during the eighties and nineties. More precisely, due to the influence of the neo-conservative politics, the gap has widened thus questioning the social cohesion. 

- The modern democratic political system strengthens the legal and institutional position of individuals but also shifts basic responsibilities to them. Since society is becoming more and more complex, decisions are taken by individuals under increasingly uncertain conditions of imperfect rationality.

- The rapid differentiation and specification of life-styles make the traditional forms of well-established solidarity and the certainty they secured obsolete. Short-living coalitions come about and disappear; new relationships dominate the horizon of decisions and actions. 

Thus, individualization has a number of disturbing conditions and consequences, but it is a blessing for millions despite the uncertainty and responsibilities it shifts onto the shoulders of the individual in advanced societies. Why is it so? The brief answer reads: Because these societies have developed efficient institutions and organizations, which reduce uncertainty. Modern societies are above all organization societies. Some organizations are badly structured and full of dysfunctionalities. Others have altered their goals. Still others are guided by undemocratic or even anti-human ideologies. All these phenomena contribute to uncertainty, thus making individualization a risky process. However, there is no other way of reducing complexity in modern societies than by developing and applying organizations. Therefore, the trend of individualization is driven by value-normative motives but also by the support of a large variety of organizations, which reduce uncertainty "from the cradle to the grave" and help individuals to manage risks.
Moreover, it becomes increasingly clear from the experience of advanced societies, that social life cannot be reproduced efficiently without a reference to community. The multiple identities of modern individuals are formed and maintained because of their life in organizations, but also in community-like associations. Indeed, stable social integration needs informality, affective relations and the human touch of community-type interactions. We have to see how far this applies to the transformations in Eastern Europe.

Third, another global trend, which guides recent developments in Eastern Europe, is the upgrading of organizational rationality. It concerns the timely and sufficient differentiation of social structures and functions. Another characteristic of this trend is the strengthening of social integration. Both tasks are being mainly resolved in modern societies by formal organizations, which first appeared in Western Europe. Western-type organizational bureaucracies are able to efficiently allocate resources in a way, which is unattainable for traditional societies. It is also known, however, that bureaucracies tend to displace resources towards servicing their own apparatuses first of all. So, they close themselves to the changes in the organizational environment, blunt the ‘cutting edge’ of creativity and innovation, and lose positions in the competitive world. 

This negative scenario might attain catastrophic features, if the organization in question is the state. Pathological developments of this type might become rather costly for society. However, organizational pathologies are not a fatal necessity. Organizations rationalize their means and ends in order to break the vicious circle of incompetence and destructive selfish interests. Some organizations are effective in upgrading their rationality and succeed. Others fail. 

This fully applies to democratic political organizations. They might be able to learn fast and react efficiently to changing environments. But democratic organizations, the democratic state organizations including, might develop institutional mechanisms, which prevent organizational learning. They can block error detection and correction, since there are always psychological and organizational inclinations to avoid discouraging or threatening issues. Democratic politics of election campaigns typically includes – as politics generally, indeed – games of deception. The representation of diverging interests encourages the camouflaging of dysfunctional loops and the camouflage of camouflaging. These political tactics lead to blending of information and to disorientation concerning the conditions and effects of action. This makes the establishment and maintenance of functioning democratic systems always full of tensions and paradoxical developments. 

No doubt, the democratization wave in Eastern Europe is a historically very important case of upgrading rationality of organizational structures and processes. However, the process has also brought about massive disenchantment, the causes and reasons for which invite for a careful examination. The issue, which deserves a special attention in this context, is the changing role of the state. A special point is the link of states with supranational processes of globalization (Beck, 1998). 

Fourth, during the last decades the global civilization has experienced an accelerated universalization of value-normative systems. The trend is being intensively and effectively pushed forward by the electronic media. However, its deeper causes and reasons are rooted in the spread of universal technological standards, in the globalization of economy, in global political interdependencies as well as in the globalization of culture and life styles. There is no doubt that the same technological problems handled by basically the same technologies cannot but produce and support similar cultural patterns of problem management. 

In fact, the universal trend of individualization brings about strikingly similar cultural effects worldwide. It is an everyday experience that within days or weeks youngsters all over the world rush to buy the same music and clothing and to do the same haircut coming from the centers of modern civilization. Ironically enough, trying to keep up with the latest fashion to assert their individualities, they produce the aggregated effects of behavioral massification and global cultural homogenization. 

Universal patterns of upgrading organizational rationality come to stabilize and support the uniform technological rationality and the trend towards the paradoxical homogenizing effects of individualization. Behind the ideological overtones of the discussions 

on cocacolonization and McDonaldization, there is a simple fact. The organization of some companies in the service sector has proved to be quite effective. In reality, the patterns of fast-food service organization are basically replications of the fast-line models of production along Fordist and Taylorist principles. Thus, they bring about and sustain homogenizing cultural and behavioral effects among workers, managers and clients. 

Last but not least, global cultural homogenization along various lines develops its own inertia. ‘Post-materialist’ values, which are reported to have stabilized in advanced countries during the last decade mutually, support and strengthen themselves (Abramson and Inglehart, 1995). One might have good reasons to expect further stabilization of these value-normative patterns worldwide after their establishment among the well-educated and well-to-do young people in the advanced industrial societies. 

It is exactly at this point that one needs to switch on the warning light. Together with the increasing cultural universalization, which results from the technological and organizational homogenization, the world is becoming culturally more and more diversified. Multiculturalism, tribal affiliations, new religious or life-style identities really matter more ideologically and practically. One may assume that the most impressive effects of value-normative fragmentation are probably not observable today but are gaining momentum for the future. New openings to the toleration of cultural and behavioral diversity will most probably go hand in hand with self-protective cultural closures of threatened groups. 

Being still in flux of institutional development and stabilization, the Eastern European region is quite vulnerable to controversial trends. As seen from this point of view, the region is the closest to the concept of risk society. Indeed, transformation means a high intensity of exposure to various risks.
1.4. Transformation and Risk

Risk is hereafter understood as probability of dysfunctional effects of processes on social systems. The stress on the risk concept does not imply any understanding of present-day societies as especially prone to risks, as risk societies per ce. Under circumstances like natural calamities (volcano eruptions, floods or epidemics) or in cases of social crises like wars or uprisings, societies throughout human history have always been “risk societies”. The real point is that the modern secularized, individualistic and achievement-oriented societies have developed a specific culture of risk. It lays the stress on the scientifically based perception and assessment of risk factors as well as on the rationalized risk management. This culture of risk and its institutional frameworks are dominated by calculations of risk factors and by accountability for risks. The context of calculations and accountability is the all-pervading competition taking place under conditions of permanent uncertainty and change. 

In order to cope with the new situation, advanced democratic societies develop and maintain a tight safety net for protection of individuals and groups who fail to cope with the competition. Protection from basic risks like illness, poverty or unemployment is increasingly regarded as matter of universal human rights. The safety net includes state-supported welfare and private insurance. Both schemes socialize risk and thus strengthen social integration. However, they are also factors diminishing the propensity of risk-taking. Therefore, a special problem in democratic society is the balance (or imbalance) of propensity to risk taking and the lack of readiness to take risks. Put in other words, the practical problem is how to balance the need of institutional management of risk with preserving enough space for autonomous decision and risk-taking on the part of individuals and groups. Stability and innovation in society depend on the way in which this balance is established and maintained.

As seen from this point of view, national transformations are major risk factors themselves. They always bring about uncertainty and instability. Marketization and democratization confront individuals and groups with the responsibility for decisions and actions under permanent uncertainty. The paternalistic props of the traditionalist and authoritarian social and economic organization belong to the past. Moreover, there are good reasons to think about globalization of risks since uncertainty and instability of current national transformations in Eastern Europe are brought about by 

global trends. Thus, there are important cognitive reasons for the special attention to the relationships between risks and national transformations. The concept of risk allows for a transparent coverage of major dimensions of change shaping our present day and future social reality.

First, the concept of risk allows establishing a comprehensive picture of the objective and subjective parameters of complex and dynamic situations. Cognitive reduction of complexity comes about by disentangling relationships of risk factors and effects - for instance by the mutual reinforcement of unemployment, homelessness and crime. The same holds true for the establishment of latent risks and their relations to already recognized manifest risks. Major sources of such impacts are the natural and technological environment, orientations and actions of individuals, organizational structures of economy and politics and symbolic factors like knowledge, values and norms. Empirical studies emphasize the relevance of the cultural conditioning of risks. Therefore, one may ask about the cultural models guiding the perception, assessment and management of specific risks in the course of transformation. 

Second, by elaborating on the concept of risk, it becomes possible to clearly identify specific actors involved in situations of risk perception, assessment and management. Who is most at risk? Who might be the key actor in risk management? There is a paradoxical, but rather typical situation, in which actors who are most threatened by a given type of risk (unemployment, poverty, crime, drug-addiction) are the least capable to manage the situation by themselves. On the other hand, the most disadvantaged groups are typically exposed to the most intensive threat of risks. Thus, the question appears: How do various actors coordinate their efforts in risk management and with what effects?
Third, focusing on conditions of risk, one is forced to analyze the specific complexity of social relations. One may ask about social relations fostering adequate perception, assessment and management of a given risk, or blocking them. What types of social relations (hierarchical or association-like, cooperative or conflict

ing, of mutual trust or mistrust, etc.) prevail in a specific historical constellation of risk factors? Do risk assessment and management involve larger circles of interested individuals and groups, or is the process basically limited to circles of experts and managers? Does the spirit of compromise and coordination guide the procedures of risk management? Or, do competition and confrontation dominate them? 

Fourth, the continuity of risk perception, assessment and management closely corresponds to major stages of social action as a process. It opens the view to short- and long-term prospects of production and reproduction of man-made risks. Looking at the risk perception, the analyst is bound to know how long does it take to recognize a risk. Is there a substantial time lag of risk recognition by experts and 'lay' people, by various groups and strata of society? How long does it take to get an adequate assessment of a given risk? How long does it take to develop and apply an effective strategy of risk management - if this would be the case? Are the above processes legally and organizationally formalized or remain mostly informal? 

Fifth, using the risk concept, one may attempt a systematic qualitative and quantitative assessment of potential negative effects of the major factors determining social interaction. What are the magnitude, relevance, manageability, etc. of various risks according to experts and to 'lay' people? 

Sixth, the relevance of the risk concept in studying societal transformations is substantial also because it allows for a comprehensive operationalization of risk factors. The specific questions concern what, where, when, to what extent and why poses risk to individuals, groups or organizations transforming society, or to society itself. Along the same line of questions one might predict factors of risks as well. Descriptions, explanations and predictions concerning risks might be effectively transformed into normative requirements for coping with risk situations:
Table 1.8 

Analytical dimensions of a risk situation


Registration
Action form
Prediction
Norm

What is the effect?
(
EVALUATION OF
(
What will be
(
What criteria for 



REACTION

the effect?

evaluation are 







acceptable?



(
Who reacts in
(
REACTION
(
Who will react
(
What forms of 

which way?

(MANAGEMENT)

in which way?

reaction are 







acceptable?



(
Who (what)
(
SEARCH FOR
(
Who (what) will
(
What causes 

causes risk?

CAUSES (REASONS)

cause it?

of risk are

 





acceptable?



(
What is the
(
RISK
(
What will be the
(
What intensity 

intensity of risk?

ASSESSMEN

intensity of risk?

of risk is

 





acceptable?



(
What poses
(
IDENTIFICATION
(
What will pose
(
Is this risk

a risk?

OF RISK

a risk?

acceptable?

The procedures of risk perception, risk assessment and risk management are the litmus test for rationality in a given situation or for a given system. In Eastern Europe, the assessment and management of unemployment and impoverishment are typical cases for testing the cognitive and practical rationality in managing the situation of high intensity risks. They should be contextualized in view of broader processes having truly global relevance since the transformations in Eastern Europe are nothing else but a historically unavoidable adjustment to these global trends. 
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