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Social Capital and Public Policy in Greece

Christos J. Paraskevopoulos?

ABSTRACT

Social capital has emerged as a key concept on the social sciences in
general and political science/public policy in particular over the last
two decades or so, because, by facilitating collective action among
the actors, it leads to increased levels of performance in several
public policy areas and public policy at large. In the case of Greece,
the low level of social capital, at least since the late 1980s, tends to
be regarded as a key problem of the domestic institutional
infrastructure that crucially affects the level of performance in
several public policy areas. In that respect, there is evidence to
suggest that the low level of social capital is linked to the dominant
role of rent-seeking behaviour of relatively small and strongly-tied
interest groups in the policy process that inhibit policy learning and
hence the reform process in several public policy areas. This paper
presents evidence on the implications of the state of social capital in
Greece for public policy-making from two policy areas, namely

environmental and regional.
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Social Capital and Public Policy in Greece

1. Introduction

Social capital has relatively recently (Paraskeubps 1997, 1998, 2001a-d;
Lyberaki & Paraskevopoulos, 2002; Lyberaki and Béatos, 2002) emerged
on the academic debate on public policy-making neeBe as a potentially
crucial variable affecting the institutional and/policy adaptation -policy
change- processes, resulting from the Europeaoizatnd/or modernization
agenda. Despite the lack of historical/time sedata on the level of social
capital in Greece, there is some evidence to sugggisthe relative “civicness”
of the first post-authoritarianism period, i.e. 491080s, seems to have been
eroded by increasing levels of individualism, vew level of social trust and
distrust in political institutions, that is verywolevel of social capital at large
(see Paraskevopoulos, 1998, 2001; Lyberaki andskarapoulos, 2002;
Sotiropoulos, 2004). The main task of this papertwsfold: first, to
systematically measure/evaluate the level of socadital in Greece; and,
second, to identify whether or not this is linkeml levels of institutional
performance and/or policy-making outcomes, in terais policy change
resulting from Europeanization and/or modernizapoocesses. Thus, the first
section of the paper establishes the link betwlencbncept of social capital

and theproblematiqueof public policy-making in general. The secondtisec



examines the theoretical and methodological appesmdo the challenge of
measurement of social capital. The third sectioes@nts the main findings
with regard to the state of social capital in Geeom both macro-analytical,
namely pan-European, and micro-analytical perspectihe fourth section
investigates the implications of the state of doc#pital in Greece for public
policy in general and policy change in particulathmspecific focus on two
policy areas, namely environmental and regionahaly, the final section
presents the main conclusions with regard to tlaesbof social capital in

Greece and its implications for domestic publiagemaking.

2. Social Capital and Public Policy

Social capital, defined as a combination of gemszdl trust and access to
social networks, has become a key concept in thilssciences over the last
two decades or so, because it correlates with roreta highly desirable

gualitative features of liberal democracy, such fasctioning democratic

institutions, increased levels of civicness andzeits’ participation in social

and/or public life, but most importantly with inased levels of performance in
several policy areas, i.e. education, health, dgmeént, and public policy at
large. Indeed, social capital has emerged on th#icopolicy agenda as a
crucial conceptual tool that, by facilitating ‘cairt actions of actors within the
structure’ (Coleman, 1988:98), leads to the craggsinthe old schism between

structure and culture. As a resource for actionlavig to an actor, it is one



way of introducing social structure into the raabrchoice paradigm (ibid.,
1988:95; Ostrom, 1992, 1995a,b, 1998). Althoughe@in's (1990:300-302)
definition of social capital as ‘a set of inhersntial-structural resources in the
social organization that constitute capital assetshe individual’ implies it
refers to individual actors (persons), it has baeknowledged as a crucial
factor for facilitating collective action among porate actors as well: ‘because
purposive organizations can be actors just as psrsan, relations among
corporate actors can constitute social capital trem as well' (Coleman,
1988:98). Thus, social capital is not of any indial or group. Rather, it is a
relational concept that refers 'to features of aogrganization, such as trust,
norms, and networks that can improve the efficieoicgociety by facilitating
coordinated action' (Putnam, 1993:167). Therefomdyuntary cooperation is
easier in a communitythat has inherited a substantial stock of socgital:
that is the pursuit of collective goods is not sesnin contradiction with the

pursuit of maximizing individual or family group \akh.

Subsequently, another main feature of social clagithat of a shared or public
good, whereas conventional capital is consideredbdoa private good.
Therefore, like all public goods, it tends to belervalued and undersupplied

by private agents, which means that social capitalte so than other forms of

! Though Coleman is considered the scholar whodnized and analysed the term, he cre@lenn C.
Loury with introducing the concept into economics anehtifying the social resources useful for the
development of human capital. See J. Coleman, (3996301).

2 S. Singleton and Michael Taylor definedmmunityas: ‘a set of people (a) with some shared beliefs,
including normative beliefs and preferences, beyinode constituting their collective action problem
(b) with a more or less stable set of memberswi) expect to continue interacting with one another
for some time to come, and (d) whose relationsdaect (unmediated by third parties) and multiplex'
(1992:315).



capital, needs to be nurtured, supported and eeldant order not to be

depleted. To this end, the role of institutionsngcial.

The relevance of social capital to almost all argggublic policy draws on its
capacity for resolving problems of collective anticuch as the provision of
various forms of public goods, and avoiding a sitmaknown associal trap
(Rothstein, 2002:290;2005). Indeguliblic goodsbecause they can be enjoyed
by everyone regardless of whether he or she haslmated to their provision,
can be seen as constituting prisoner’s dilemmadeardinary circumstances,
therefore, no one has an incentive to contributprawiding the public good,
causing all to suffer. In a similar vein, in tlogic of collective actior{Olson,
1971:2) the presumption that the possibility ofemdfit for a group would be
sufficient to generate collective action to achigkiat benefit is challenged.
Olson's argument is based on the assumption thathas little incentive to
contribute voluntarily to the provision of a collee good, unless he or she
could be excluded from the benefits of that goaweoit is produced. What all
these cases underline is ‘how perfectly rationdividuals can produce, under
some circumstances, outcomes that are not "rditiovieen viewed from the
perspective of all those involved’ (Ostrom, 1990:Bhe performance of all
social institutions from international credit maiké¢o modern national and
regional governments depends on the way in whiabsehdilemmas of
collective action can be resolved (Putnam, 1993:16He interesting part of
these dilemmas is the irrelevance of traditionabties about rationality, which

are based on the presumption that actors make esha@ccording to their



preferences ordering to maximize utility. Yet, ilechmas of collective action
the choices made by agents actually depend onxibectation of what others
will do (Rothstein, 2002:290). As D. Gambetta hasfed out, 'it is necessary
not only to trust others before acting cooperayivblt also to believe that one
is trusted by others' (1988:216). Indeed, normdra$t and reciprocity, as
intrinsic elements of social capital, constitute tmain tools for resolving

collective action problems.

Theoretical work on the refinement of the concdarial capital over the last
decade has led to its de-construction into threarsée and almost mutually
exclusive typologies. A first is the notion of salotapital as ‘bonding’. It refers
to the inner strengths of primary social groupshsas families, clans and
neighbours in a community in defence of the groupterests and in particular
as basic coping mechanisms for individuals in timmésatural disasters and
man-made crisis and in the absence of institutifvarayan, 1998). It is

sometime referred to as ‘unsocial capital’ (Le\@9%). A second notion, and
most widely subscribed to, is social capital asd@ing’, by which it is meant

the associational capacity of a community to expEnse networks of social
exchange, which are viewed as countering ‘bondifagtes. Much of the

empirical work, including a substantial body of quarative studies, aimed at
measuring the stock of social capital in commusitieday is focused on
‘bridging’ (Putnam, 2002; Edwards et. al., 2001).tird notion is that of

social capital as ‘linking’. It refers to the medmms which enable a

community’s associational capacity or ‘bridgingcsd capital to express itself



through political behaviour, thus interacting wigsublic institutions and
contributing to the production of public goods amdcomes. This is the least
researched of the three de-constructed notions oofals capital, perhaps
because it entails longitudinal rather than crasgisnal studies, while

ultimately it is most critical for public policy wus.

The crucial question from public policy’s point wkw is whether or not trust
and subsequently ‘bridging and linking’ social d¢apican be created,
particularly where it is needed and in short suppiythis respect, a concern
with regard to the role of the state in promotimdjective action and building
social capital through successful state/societersyias has emerged relatively
recently, especially in the institutional literadu(iOstrom, 1996). In that respect,
the basic argument in thgroblematiqueof ‘crossing the great divide’ derives
from the debate between th&ndowments’ and the ‘constructability’
approaches to state/society synergies. The forndepta the disjunction
“strong state-weak civil society” and emphasizes dependence of successful
state/society synergies on a pre-existing strond society and presence of
substantial stock of social capital and therefamis to a long-run process for
success. In this theoretical framework, the creatiod destruction of social
capital are marked by virtuous and vicious cirgleatnam, 1993:170) and, in
this regard, this presumption has engendered isrig in relation to its
historicism and ‘path dependence’ logic (Boix anosier, 1996; Goldberg,
1996; Sabetti, 1996; Levi, 1996; Tarrow, 1996). @Gosely, the latter stresses

the possibility of social capital building in the edium term, through



synergistic relations between state, market andl &w@ciety (voluntary)
institutions and points to the evidence of sucagssfnergies -with a key role
attributed to the state- from areas of the globe. (Third World countries)
where the presence of social capital is in dem&nwairfs, 1996). Overall, the
institutional literature on the European experieseems to suggest that issues
such as the structure and the degree of centializatf the state and the
strength of civil society constitute the crucialrgpraeters that determine the
administrative capacity of the state and shapetidic/private relations. Thus
the main features of the state structure in theresdegof bureaucratization,
centralization and clientelism can account forway in which areas of public
policy are regulated and the state/society relatiare shaped (see Putnam
1993, Boix & Posner 1996, Grote 1997, Paraskevaoul998, 2001a-d,
Paraskevopoulos & Leonardi, 2004). In sum, therevidence to suggest that
social capital, civil society and co-operative atdt at large, as components of
a governance paradigm that has become knowpadgipatory governance,
constitute key variables affecting the levels deetiveness and efficiency in
almost any area of public policy. (Warren, Thompsond Saegert, 2001; Opp
and Gern, 1993; Campbell, 2000; Halpern, 2001; \Wmxk, 2001; Healy,
2001; Whitehead and Diderichsen, 2001; Paraskevopoand Leonardi,
2004). Moreover, this is particularly evident iretareas of regional policy and
local self governance at large, whereby socialtads widely considered as a
crucial conceptual tool and intrinsic element oé ttoncept of regionalism,

namely the bottom up movement of localities towdadsl self-governance as



opposed to the top-down process of regionalizatioom above (see

Paraskevopoulos, 1997).

3. Measuring Social Capital: theoretical and methodological
approaches

The literature about the measurement of social talaguggests that the
identification of social capital involves a primigrtwofold process: first, the
cultural dimension that is the identification of trust through mginmnass
survey data; and second, tteuctural dimensionnamely the identification of
networks of civic engagement through data on mestigerin voluntary-
community organizations (NGOs) (se#er alia Newton and Norris, 2000;
Norris, 2000, 2001; Narayan and Cassidy, 2001adedirta, 2000; Mishler and
Rose, 2001; Uslaner, 2001; Putnam, 2002; PharPatiam, 2000; Rothstein,
2002; Rothstein and Stolle, 2001; van Deth, 200m)12 Whiteley, 1999;

Herreros, 2004).

However, this two-dimensional approach leads taraber of areas of concern
with regard to the measurement of social capitderimationally, across
countries and/or across subjects/policy fields. sehenclude: the distinction
betweenformal and informal ties/networkshe distinction betweerbtidging
and bonding networks and hence among inclusive and exclusorens of
social capital; the distinction betweeitruistic (other-regarding - offering

services outside the membership) aadotistic’ (self-regarding) which exists



to further the interests of members networks (Bame Posner, 1996); and the
distinction between individual and societal-leveifeets (Putnam, 2000;
Putnam, et. al., 2000; Norris, 2001; Newton andridpP000). Thus, while it is
widely accepted that the capturing of the structurkure interplay should lie
at the core and be intrinsic element of the protasthe measurement of social
capital, a wide variety of other variables/proxig®ctly or indirectly related to
social capital, the so called determinant and au&measures, have also been

incorporated into the measurement exercise (NaragdrCassidy (2001).

Thus, as existing research suggests, social capital extremely complicated
concept and therefore its investigation requires dbvelopment of a reliable
and valid index, incorporating associational mersbgr and associational
activism measures, social trust, as well as detemiiand outcome measures.
For capturing the associationaiembershipvis-a-vis associationahctivism
distinction Norris (2001) has adopted a three-stgg@oach, culminating in a
scale weighting active membership, passive memipeisid not belonginy
As for the determinant and outcome measures, tise@n ever expanding
literature which points to socio-psychological adentity measures (Whiteley,

1999), such as life satisfaction, pride & identiag well as communication

% While associational membership according to thelWwalues Survey (WVS) is measured by the
typical question:‘] am going to read off a list of voluntary orgaamions; for each one could you tell
me whether you are an active member, an inactivenbee or not a member of that type of
organization?7, the first stage refers to the development gbecdic (VOL-ANY) measure that gives
an overall summary of belonging to any of the catisg of voluntary organizations. The second stage
involves the so called (VOL-ORG) measure, whichui®s on capturing the spread of multiple and/or
overlapping memberships through estimations of rtftean number of associational categories that
people join. Finally, the third measure (VOL-ACTivolves the creation of a scale weighting active
membership, passive membership and not belongimigthe investigation of social trust -despite the
problematic/limited character of the measure- thestjon of the WVS“[enerally speaking, would
you say that most people can be trusted or thatoanit be too careful in dealing with peoples
widely acceptable.



variables, such as television viewership, paperadeeship and radio
listenership (Norris, 2000) for the former and &rqeptions and measures of
corruption (della Porta, 2000), confidence in ingtons (Newton and Norris,
2000) and political interest (Rothstein and Stol)01) for the latter.
Nonetheless, although it has become clear frontiegigesearch that there
seems to be an ambiguity/concern with regard tddge of causality among
the variables mentioned above, given the importaricke ‘linking’ form of
social capital for public policy, the relation teetrole of public institutions and

the state’s institutional infrastructure at larggarticularly crucial.

In that respect, the so call@tstitutional theory of trus{Rothstein and Stolle,
2001; Rothstein, 2002) attributes a very importea to the perceptions of
fairness and impartiality of public institutions tive part of citizens as a crucial
variable/determinant affecting the creation of gaheed trust and hence the
building up of social capital. Given that what thHiseory implies is the
importance of the principles anpartiality anduniversalismin public policy-
making in general and policy implementation in gaifar, the link to formal
state institutions and hence to the ‘linking’ fowh social capital becomes
clear. This is particularly true for theniversal welfare stateas the main
pillar/guarantor of universalism. In this framewpikiven that confidence in
institutions is widely regarded as a very importameasure/proxy for the
identification of social capital, what really matteis not confidence in
institutions in general, but rather confidenceha institutions mostly involved

in the implementation of public policies, that mnfidence in the -impartiality

10



of- the so calledstreet-level bureaucracyin a similar vein, Herreros (2004)
points to the crucial role of formal social andipeodl institutions -as providers
of external solutions to dilemmas of collectivei@at in the creation of social
capital in two important respects: first, a direne, as guarantor of agreements,
that is sanctioning agent; and second, an indoeet as facilitator of increased
participation in associations and hence of buildsagial capital through the
provision of selective incentives. While the fornfignction refers to the role of
social and political institutions as an impartitdte &Gtreet-level bureaucracy,
the latter refers to the universal welfare statet, Yhis measure becomes
relevant at the societal and cross-national andahdhe individual level of
analysis (Newton and Norris, 2000; Mishler and R@&¥1). In other words,
while institutional performance and not cultureedtgtines trust in institutions
at the individual level, at the societal/nationavdl social capital may play a
crucial role as determinant of institutional penfiance that leads to trust in
institutions at the individual level. Perceptionk amrruption, such as those
collected by Transparency International, are wideded as a very important
measure/proxy of confidence in institutions anddeeof social capital (della

Porta, 2000).

Finally, another matter related to both the confwe in institutions and
citizens’ activism is the interconnectedness betwesmcial capital and
participation/activism in politics. This relationph however, is not as
straightforward as it seems to be. In particularly association membership

appears to be positively related to political erayagnt, while the correlation

11



between social trust and political activism is vemgak (van Deth, 2000, 2001).

In sum, given all the above, the interconnectedbesseen social capital and

political engagement is a very complicated one amehce, under these

circumstances, the latter may not be as good owcomasure or proxy for

social capital identification as many might havedthesized.

In light of the above analysis, the categorizatadnindicators/measures and

proxies that are widely used for timeeasurement of social capital may be as

follows.

Table 1. Indicatorsused in Social Capital research

Deter minant
(Sources/Origins) M easur es

Saocial Capital
M easur es

Outcome
M easures

= Socio-psychological an
identity measures (life
satisfaction, pride an
identity)

= Communication variable
(television viewership
papers readership, rad
listenership)

= Demographic traits (age

gender, class, race, marit
and parental status...)

Occupation status (workin
hours, kind of work,
employment status...)

)

)

D

Social Networks Membershi

(Voluntary — Associational
NGO  membershipsg
activities, involvement
rates of engagement, wo
relations...) (Structural
aspects)

o

Education

= Generalized (social) trus
measures (Cultural aspect

p = Well-being, happiness

, " Institutional performance and

confidence in  public
k institutions
= Perceptions and measures of
corruption
t

5) = Political interest and political
participation (voting, party
membership, activities,
intensity...)
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4. The State of Social Capital in Greece

While measuring social capital is not an easy mesetask/objective, in the
case of Greece the lack of historical databasestitates an additional
impediment. Thus, research for this paper hasdaie two main sources of
data/surveys that became available relatively rcenthe Special
Eurobarometer 223 which has been carried out byEtlrepean Commission
(DG-V) and released in the beginning of 2005 (Harespoulos, 2005b); and
the European Social Survey (ESS) (3rd wave) which Greece- was carried
out by EKKE, the Greek Centre for Social Reseassid released in 2003.
Although both surveys provide rich databases foasndng social capital and
are very similar in their findings, there are imjaot differences in their sample
size and coverage of specific variables that alfowdifferentiation in their
analytical capacity. In that respect, the data fEEunobarometer 223 is used in
this paper mainly for macro-analytical comparatiparposes, that is for
comparing Greece vis-a-vis the other EU membeestan the basis of a social
capital index. The ESS, on the other hand, involyeserally larger samples
and covers a wider variety of variables, includoognmunication, control, trust
in institutions and other crucial, especially fbetcase of Greece, variables,
and therefore it provides for capturing the micootidations of social capital at
the domestic level. In that respect, it is used rfocro-analytical purposes,

namely for the analysis of the specificities redate the composition of social
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capital in Greece and its interconnectedness wikierodeterminant and/or

outcome variables.

The social capital index involves the capturinghed nexus between the main
aspects of social capital, namely structure anduil through measures of
associational membership and social trust. Measurés associational

membership normally include membership of at leaste voluntary

organization (vol.any), a number of multiple orgational memberships
(vol.org) and a combined score (vol.act) of actimembership, passive
membership and no membership at all in any categboyganization (Norris,

2001). The measurement of social trust, on therdtla@d, is based on the
proportion responding most people can be trusteth each society. The

construction of the social capital index on theiva$ Eurobarometer 223 data,
however, has been based on a combination betwegl soist and number of
multiple organizational memberships (vol.org). Tiesbecause it was very
difficult from the data provided to distinguish Weten active and passive
memberships and therefore to end up with a cohesi®ined score (vol.act).
Nonetheless, we are confident that the measuregain@ational memberships
adequately captures the dynamism of associatioeatbmership across the EU

member states.

14



Table 2. Social Capital Index

Country N Social Trust  Vol.Any Vol.Org Social Capital
Most people Index
can be trusted Social Trust x
Vol.Org
Sweden (SE) 993 0.65 0.93 2.80 1.82
Denmark (DK) 1010 0.75 0.90 2.38 1.79
Netherlands (NL) 1026 0.62 0.84 2.21 1.37
Finland (FI) 1032 0.61 0.76 1.53 .93
Luxembourg (LU) 384 0.31 0.78 1.87 .58
United Kingdom (UK) 1290 0.36 0.56 1.06 .38
Ireland (IE) 1067 0.34 0.59 1.07 .36
Austria (AT) 995 0.33 0.59 1.02 .34
Belgium (BE) 960 0.30 0.58 1.14 .34
Germany (DE) 1505 0.34 0.56 0.98 .33
Slovenia (SI) 1023 0.24 0.57 0.94 .23
France (FR) 982 0.22 0.56 0.90 .20
Spain (ES) 1001 0.36 0.29 0.46 A7
Estonia (EE) 991 0.33 0.37 0.53 A7
Malta (MT) 493 0.22 0.44 0.73 .16
Italy (IT) 1031 0.22 0.33 0.48 A1
Cyprus (CY) 466 0.19 0.39 0.60 A1
Portugal (PT) 1048 0.24 0.25 0.32 .08
Czech Republic (CZ) 1110 0.17 0.36 0.47 .08
Hungary (HU) 991 0.25 0.21 0.26 .07
Slovakia (SK) 1295 0.16 0.38 0.42 .07
Greece (EL) 1009 0.18 0.26 0.31 .06
Latvia (LV) 984 0.15 0.27 0.35 .05
Lithuania (LT) 1005 0.14 0.22 0.28 .04
Romania (RO) 986 0.17 0.19 0.24 .04
Bulgaria (BG) 870 0.20 0.16 0.18 .04
Poland (PL) 1020 0.10 0.25 0.34 .03
EU15 15297 0.33 0.51 0.93 31
EU25 24774 0.30 0.47 0.82 25
NMS10 9390 0.15 0.28 0.38 .06
Total 27008 0.29 0.45 0.80 23

Note: Explanation of variables. Social Trust: the pndjpm respondingmost people can be trusted”
Vol. Any: the proportion of the adult population avisay they belong to at least one category of
voluntary organization. Vol.Org: the number of arizational sectors to which people belo8gurce:
EuroBarometer 62.2 (2004). Data weighted.

Thus, from macro-analytical perspective, namelgomparison with the other
EU member states, Greece’s position is depictetinvid group of primarily
Southern and CEE countries, demonstrating very lexels of social capital
and capacities for collective action. Obviouslystis the outcome of Greece’s

weakness in both the social capital components,ehamocial trust and
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associational membership, which, additionally, seeémbe closely associated
with weaknesses in other crucial from public pdbcypoint of view
determinant and/or outcome variables, such as Ispetavorks and access to
and satisfaction from the quality of public sergcésee Paraskevopoulos,
2005b). Thus, the overall state of social capiialcGreece and particularly that
of associational membership, viewed from a macidical perspective,
raises serious doubts about the post-Olympic gampkoria with regard to the
development of the voluntary and NGOs sector, whigks rooted in the
increasing levels of volunteers’ participation hietgames. This is particularly
true, if one takes into account the additional daatf the low intensity of
membership/participation (see Whiteley and Sey@®220if any, in voluntary
and civil society organizations, as becomes eviéeeh from the descriptive
statistics (see Eurobarometer 223 data). Finallis state of social capital
points to the limitations of the role played by @thprimarily socializing-
related, variables, such as contacts with friendeagues etc., where Greece,
along with other countries of Southern Europe, appdo be in a better

position vis-a-vis the other EU member states ($kaneopoulos, 2005b).

As for the specificities of social capital in Greebased on the ESS data,
despite the fact that ESS does not provide fornmeosocial class and/or size
of town identification that would allow for conttilg for these types of

variables, the logistic regressions between theemidggnt variables, namely
social trust and associational membership, andhallother independent and

control variables reveal the micro-foundations teddato the composition of

16



social capital endowments and capacities of cotlibae collective action in

Greece.

Table 3. Logistic regression, dependent variable: social trust

Variables Coefficients
TV watching (total time on average weekday) 9.03
(.041)
TV watching (news/ politics/current affairs on aage weekday) -.071
(.051)
Radio listening (news/ politics/current affairs average weekday) .016
(.028)
Newspaper reading (total time on average weekday) -.017
(.059)
Personal use of internet (e-mail/www) .015
(.035)
Fairness A96*
(.033)
Political interest -131
(.082)
Trust in political institutions 231
(.487)
Trust in order institutions .268
(.485)
Trust in the European Parliament .047
(.039)
Trust in the United Nations -.074
(.032)
Placement on left right scale -.076
(.034)
Church attendance .079
(.062)
Associational membership .284
(.167)
Gender .353
(.147)
Education -.007
(.057)

Notes: Standard errors in brackets** Significant at 99 percent* Significant at 95 percent
Significant at 90 percengource: European Social Survey (ESS), 2003.

Thus, as the model of table 3 reveals, the mosbitapt variables/predictors of
the level of social trust are fairness, gendercgat@ent on the left-right scale,
associational membership, trust in internationatitations, and particularly in

the U.N. and political interest. In other wordsg tlairness of the society as a

whole, being female rather than male, belonginghi left rather than the
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rightwing of the political spectrum, having interaa politics and being a
member of a voluntary association and rather difulitowards international
institutions have a positive impact on the probgbibf being trustful in

Greece.

Table 4. Logistic regression, dependent variable: associational member ship

Variables Coefficients
TV watching (total time on average weekday) 154 **
(.036)
TV watching (news/ politics/current affairs on aage weekday) 119
(.048)
Radio listening (news/ politics/current affairs average weekday) .032
(.024)
Newspaper reading (total time on average weekday) .054
(.050)
Personal use of internet (e-mail/www) .043
(.030)
Social trust .047
(.031)
Fairness -.076
(.033)
Political interest -.285*
(.071)
Trust in political institutions .016
(.038)
Trust in order institutions -.058
(0.33)
Trust in the European Parliament .045
(.033)
Trust in the United Nations -.053
(.028)
Placement on left right scale -.016
(.029)
Church attendance .019
(.057)
Gender -.662*
(.130)
Education .355*
(.051)

Notes: Standard errors in brackets** Significant at 99 percent* Significant at 95 percent
Significant at 90 percengource: European Social Survey (ESS), 2003.

Additionally, as the model of table 4 where the a®gent variable is
associational membership demonstrates, the mostorieng variables/

predictors of associational membership in Greeeelaf viewing, in terms of

18



total time and news/politics watching, fairnesseiast in politics, gender, level
of education, social trust, trust in order and riméional institutions. In

particular, as expected, TV viewing seems to beuaia variable/predictor of

associational membership and participation in cegtiety organizations at
large, given that while TV viewing in general i®atly a negative predictor,
news/politics watching appears to play a positode (i.e., the more you watch
the more you participate), as it has been alredéwntified in the literature

(Norris, 2000). The level of education, gender @nehther than female),
political interest and social trust are also impottpredictors, while it is worth
stressing that fairness and trust in order andrnate®nal institutions are
negative predictors, namely the less you believthénfairness of society, as

well as of order and international institutionse thore you participate.

Overall, the following points deserve referencehwiégard to the specificities
of social capital in Greece. First, Greece demaiessr important similarities
with other countries of Western and/or Southerrofger with regard to the role
of control variables, such as education and geradepyedictors of social trust,
associational membership and social capital aelafgpe same applies to other
determinant and/or outcome variables, such as tmstnstitutions (see
Christoforou, 2003, 2004; Herreros, 2004). Secdndviewing constitutes a
very important variable/predictor of the level ofcgl capital, since it affects -
in varying ways- the level of associational membgr&nd participation in the
voluntary sector at large. Given the unregulatesbl@matic character of the

TV industry and the comparatively high rates of ¥iéwing in Greece, there
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might be grounds for drawing comparisons betweenGlneek and the U.S.
cases (see Putnam, 2000), with regard to the rbl@Voviewing in civic
malaise and the erosion of social capital at lafgerd, although the end of the
1980s is widely considered as a turning point,emmts of levels of political
participation in the post-authoritarianism periocsed Lyberaki and
Paraskevopoulos, 2002; Sotiropoulos, 2004; Papp@8l), and what one
might expect would be a shift from increased lewdlparty membership and
interest in party politics at large towards inteéresand membership of civil
society and voluntary sector organizations, theneoi evidence to support such
a hypothesis. Indeed, civil society appears todréiqularly weak in Greece in
terms of both the level of membership and intensftyarticipation (see ESS
2002-03 data). Finally, there seems to be no ecelém support the hypothesis
about some sort of informal strength of civil sdgien Greece (see
Sotiropoulos, 2004) either, given that surveys generally capable of
capturing even informal patterns of participati¥et, what might best describe
the phenomena Sotiropoulos (2004) refers to woalddhoc, spontaneous and
reactionary attitudes, albeit without any organasl structure and hence
without continuity, with the exception of some lbcspecificities, which
undoubtedly exist. Indeed, there is some evidegee Paraskevopoulos 1998,
2001a-d) to suggest that informal types of collabion between actors within
networks may be an important variable affecting shrength of civil society
and/or the level of administrative capacity, espiciat the local level of

governance in Greece, though the institutionalmatf informal exchanges
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remains a key issue, especially with regard tocthr@inuity and efficiency in

policy planning and implementation.

5. From Social Networks to Policy Networks: social capital and
domestic policy change

Social capital is considered a key concept in talamic debate on the impact
of Europeanization and/or modernization processesl@mestic policy and
institutional change. This is primarily becauseitsfrole in facilitating the
learning process among actors within policy netwfg&licy communities,
which is viewed as a fundamental precondition fomdstic policy change.
Although it is supposed to be linked to the sodher than the rational choice
type of learning, it may be viewed as a conceptoal for bridging the gap
between the two approaches and in that senseyifimaell with the so called
“actor-centred version of sociological institutionalism which idetter
equipped for capturing the actor (interests, pesfees, identities) — structure
(norms, institutions) interactions (see Paraskeutgs) 1998, 2001a-d, 2004,

2005a, 2006).

The state of social capital in Greece has beertifdzhas a key factor/variable
linked to the blocking of the reform and policy-nrak processes at large in
several policy areas from the economy (Lyberaki &sdkalotos, 2002) to the
environmental and regional policies (Paraskevommul®98, 2001a-d, 2004;

Paraskevopoulos et.al., 2006). This is attributethé fact that the family and
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kinship-based, essentially “bonding” (that is “ucisdi’), type of social capital,
similar in many respects to the “amoral familisd&ntified by Banfield (1958)
in Southern Italy, that had underpinned the spetda@conomic growth in the
1960s and 1970s with the support of the patroniztage (see Lyberaki and
Tsakalotos, 2002), has gradually been replacednbyhar sort of “bonding”,
that is unsocial, capital which is based on re#yivsmall and strongly-tied
interest groups. Given that the creation of theseigs has been based on a
variety of selective incentives (see Olson, 1971 ahat rent-seeking
behaviour is their dominant feature, they put intgat limitations to the “exit”
and “voice” options of the actors, thus inhibitilegirning and policy change in
several policy areas (see Pelagidis, 2005). Indipede is evidence to suggest
that the state of social capital in Greece cortstta key variable affecting the
reform process in public policy in two importanspects. On the one hand, the
low level of social trust and trust in institutiorsslinked to the absence of weak
ties among the actors within social and/or polieworks that would facilitate
the —crucial for the learning process- diffusionimbrmation and knowledge
(see Granovetter, 1973). Hence social and politwar&s are characterized by
the predominance of small, strongly-tied and remtkeng-oriented interest
groups which block the reform process. On the oflserd, simultaneously, the
low level of social capital/social trust crucialyfects the level of other actors’
participation in policy networks, and hence intsbibe creation of advocacy
coalitions and/or issue-specific policy networks;lsas epistemic communities

and independent think-tanks, that would facilitéibe policy learning and
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reform processes in public policy at large (seekidsnaSmith and Sabatier,
1993; Sabatier, 1999). In this way, the lack ofi@glocapital may actually play a
key role in undermining crucial reforms in publioligy-making, such as the
adoption of new ideas originated in New Public Mggraent, namely the
creation of quasi markets through PPPs and PFé&swide variety of policy

areas, such as education and health (see Le G2&d8). Thus, while the
particular type of “bonding”-unsocial capital isr=idered as having facilitated
a spectacular and of particular type economic dnosdring the 1960s and
1970s, primarily based on family enterprises anga#ronizing state (see
Pagoulatos, 2003), it seems that it constitutesngrediment to the policy
reform and adaptation processes in public policy d¢ontemporary

circumstances within an environment characterized denerally high

transaction costs. In that respect, given that Ekk level of governance -

formally at least- provides as the only option &mtors’ “exit” and “voice”
functions, this section presents evidence on thate sif the reform process —
essentially the response to the pressures of Eanggaion- in two crucial
policy areas for Greece, namely environmental aglonal. The empirical
evidence derives from a recently completed comparatesearch study
between Cohesion and CEE countries and its mainsfogas on policy

structures, namely policy networks, as well as arcames of policy

implementation (Paraskevopoulos, et.al. 2006).
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5.1. Environmental Policy

Environmental policy in general and waste managémeparticular is a policy
area which perfectly reflects the weaknesses ofiritktutional and policy-
making structures related to the low level of sbcapital. In particular, rent-
seeking and anomic behaviour, facilitated by ingthal deficiencies, such as
the lack of a land registry system (see Paraskauopp2001la), has led to
crucial environmental problems: namely, the degrada of the built
environment in almost all urban areas; the increédseels of air pollution,
mainly because of the huge expansion in the ug®igdte cars; and land and
water pollution, because of failures in the wasteanagement policy
(Paraskevopoulos et.al.,, 2006). Thus, although ethen formulation of
environmental policy as a coherent and distincicgarea in the second half of
the 1980s was strongly influenced by the need &ymionisation of national
legislation with EU rules, Greece is consideredea®nging to the so called
“latecomers” or “laggards” group of EU member stat€he main institution
responsible for the formulation and implementatedrenvironment policy at
the national level is the Ministry for the Enviroam, Spatial Planning and
Public Works. However, given that policy-making skared with other -
sectoral- Ministries, such as the Ministry of Agditre, the Ministry of
Culture and the Ministry of Commercial Marine, a®liwas, the lack of
effective co-ordination mechanisms, the Greek emvirent ministry has been
characterized as a "weak" one, if compared to thastries of other EU

member states, such as the Danish and British (seesParaskevopoulos et.al.,
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2006). Thus, the command-and-control type of ragna which involves
limited discretion and flexibility for the administive actors, is the main
characteristic of environmental policy in Greeceet,Yin this framework,
several steps have been taken recently to inciféashbility and efficiency in
monitoring and inspection procedures, such as thkegdtion of certain
inspection, observation and accreditation functiagasindependent bodies

(experts) or voluntary organizations-NGOs (see $kaneopoulos et.al., 2006).

In the area of waste management the lack of amrated management/co-
ordination strategy that would link the nationadgional and local levels of
government on the one hand, and the intense cbrdheong social and
institutional actors at the regional and local Isvabout the location of the
disposal or recycling areas on the other -typigaigoms of the lack of social
capital in any respect- create conditions of a magilated policy-making
environment, especially at the local level. Witlgael to the institutional
infrastructure at the national (central state) lethes includes the EU directives
which are enforced by insufficient trans-ministedacisions and the law on
“the protection of the environment”, which has ¢hea declarative character,
resulting in a lack of effectiveness of the poliogking. Thus, although Greece
has a good record of adopting EU legislation (ict @l the relevant Council
Directives -75/442, 91/156, 94/62- have been trass@) there are serious
delays in the process (4-6 years) and without thginoexamination of the
conditions and needs at the national level (erguih research and production

of reports). It is indicative that there was a digant delay (7 years) for the
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incorporation of the Packaging Waste Directive 24/ into the Greek
legislation and there are still several steps thave to be taken for its
enforcement (e.g. set up of an organisation faradttive waste management

schemes).

With regard to policy —policy network— structures, the case of the region of
Attica which was selected for fieldwork -Social Wetk Analysis (SNA)-
research, reveals, there are two main groups abraactThe first group
comprises the most central actors which are prignarentral state (i.e.,
Ministry for the Environment and Public Works-YPEBE) and subnational
actors, such as local government associations B8DKNA TEDKNA), as
well as, organizations of interest intermediatiae.{ Technical Chamber of
Greece-TEE). The second -peripheral- group primaohsists of policy/issue-
specific professional associations, civil societgamizations and small private
research companies, such as the Hellenic Recowerjracycling Association-
HERRA, the Ecological Recycling Association-ERA atié Hellenic Solid
Waste Management Association-HSWMA). Overall, tregimented structure
of policy network in waste management arguablyectf the pathologies of the
“pre-existing” institutional infrastructure —brogdtiefined- in Greece, within
which the lack of social capital constitutes a kagtor. These include statism,
centralized and weak administrative structure, lenolatic state-society
relations, weak civil society, accompanied by samleictant steps towards

institutional innovation (i.e. some involvement otivil society,
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experts/professionals in the policy-making procggsgraskevopoulos, et.al.,

2006).

As far as the implementation of environment/was&nagement-related EU
programmes and initiatives is concerned, the ewedrom the implementation
of the Regional Operation Programme (ROP) for 1994under CSF 1l) in

Attica is indicative and underlines the consequsrdehe lack of social capital
for policy implementation. In particular, the Sulbgramme 1, corresponding
to the strategic objective of ‘improving the enviroent and quality of life’

consistently demonstrates the lowest level of ladithorption rate and level of
physical completion among all the sub-programmesg&gic objectives of the
ROP, while it should be stressed that the genacaline emerging from the
evaluation regarding the implementation of othds-gtogrammes of the ROP
is positive. Additionally, and most importantly, ethevaluation provides
evidence about the significant underperformance w (lolevel of

accomplishment) of the specific measure (M.l.2)ateel to the waste
management tasks of the ROP, which is attributethéoso called “social
reactions” factor, namely to the reactionary adi@s towards the location of
landfills (the well-known NIMBY syndrome) (see Pskavopoulos et.al.,
2006). As for the actual accomplishment of polibjeatives, the main waste
management-related problem of the Attica regionvs-fold: on the one hand,
while the bulk (95%) of the estimated 3,500 tonoksolid waste is disposed
of to the sanitary landfill located in the Municiiya of Ano Liosia, this landfill

has already been saturated; and on the other Hademainder is disposed at
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several small and uncontrolled landfills and durngssiAs far as recycling is
concerned, only an estimated 8% of the total mpalcsolid waste is directed
into material recycling with a goal of increasirge tamount of recycled waste

to 25% by the end of 2006 (see Paraskevopoulds 204a6).

5.2. Regional Policy

Although regional policy is a policy area mostly feated by the
Europeanization almost since Greece’'s accession the EC/EU, the
weaknesses of the domestic institutional infrastmécin general and the low
level of social capital in particular are evidenthoth the level of non-state
actors’ (i.e., civil society, experts etc.) pam@iion in policy-making (policy
network) and in the outcomes of policy implememiati Thus, although the
interaction between EU pressures and domestidutistial structures has led
to a series of important reforms of the domestiicganaking structure over
the last 25 years, involving the strengthening dineistrative capacity and
increased participation of non-state actors, sscprate sector and expertise,
in policy-making, this has taken place primarilytta¢ central state level, while
the overall response of the domestic institutistalcture to the challenges of
Europeanization has been rather poor (see Pargskelos, 1998, 2001a-d,

2005a; Paaskevopoulos et.al., 2006).

With regard to policy structures —policy networketSouthern Aegean Islands

region, which was selected for fieldwork -SocialtiMerk Analysis- research,
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may be seen as reflecting the reality of policy-mgkstructure, given that it
used to be considered as a rather front-runneelative terms, region, in terms
of institutional capacity, and has been studied avieng period of time, given
that the first wave of SNA research was conduateitieé region to evaluate the
implementation of the IMPs and the 1st CSF (seeadRawvopoulos, 1998,
2001). Yet, the structure of the policy network destrates rather limited
improvement, as far as institution-building and oa€t participation is
concerned (see Paraskevopoulos, et. al., 2006artrcular, the policy network
is characterized by the dominant role of state ractthat is central state
(Ministry of Economy) or regional (Regional Secrethand ROP Managing
Authority), as well as by the upgraded role of gub-regional development
agencies, the chambers of commerce and industryhenidcal associations of
municipalities and communes, mainly due to theirtipipation in the ROP
Monitoring Committee. Nonetheless, the participatmf civil society actors
and NGOs is minimal (see Paraskevopoulos, et2@06). Overall, the main
lessons to be drawn with regard to the policy s$tm&s —policy network- in
regional policy are the following: first, the liredl institutionalization of the
region, despite the relatively positive policy-makienvironment initiated by
Europeanization/Structural Funds; second, the spage of the learning
process (in terms of institution-building and astqgparticipation); and third,
subsequently, the primarily single-loop type of tlearning process (see

Paraskevopoulos, et. al., 2006).
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In relation to the evidence from policy implemerdat as it emerges from the
ex post evaluation on the implementation of the ROS8F I, 1994-99) of the

Southern Aegean Islands and fieldwork researchpieshe significant

improvements in aspects of the planning process @onsistency between
general/main development goals and specific pobbyectives), there are
important and crucial weaknesses related to thdemmgntation phase of the
programme. This becomes particularly evident frorhe tlevel of

accomplishment with regard to the three strategalgyof the ROP, namely:
the concentration of resources in the form of Spetitegrated Programmes;
the expansion of private sector involvement in riiciag the ROP; and the
support of problematic sectors in the region. Imtipalar, the two Specific

Integrated Programmes, that is on ‘tourist explmtaof sea and culture’ (Sub-
programme 1) and the ‘specific integrated progranioreLeros isl.” (Sub-

programme 6) are characterized by low level of betbnomic and physical
completion. With regard to the goal of expandinge tprivate sector
involvement in the ROP, which actually is closehked to the financing of the
two specific integrated programmes mentioned abawe, level of its

accomplishment has been very poor up to 1999. lijnidlere is evidence of
serious deficiencies in the accomplishment of thiedt strategic goal of
supporting the problematic sectors in the regionparticular, almost all of
ROP’s actions focused on the problematic sect@séhy, water management,

protection of physical and built environment, iategional communication,
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power sufficiency and efficiency of public admimgton) demonstrate a

generally poor level of accomplishment (see Paragd@ulos, et. al., 2006).

6. Conclusion

Social capital has emerged as a key concept osdbtial sciences in general
and political science/public policy in particulares the last two decades or so,
because, by facilitating collective action among #ctors, it leads to increased
levels of performance in several public policy aread public policy at large.
In the case of Greece, although there is some msgdthat a particular type of
family and kinship-based “bonding” social capitafght have underpinned the
economic boom-growth of the 1960s and 1970s, thelével/lack of social
capital, at least since the late 1980s, tends teebarded as a key problem of
the domestic institutional infrastructure that cally affects the level of
performance in several public policy areas. Inddemin a macro-analytical,
pan-European, comparative perspective Greece belong group of generally
poor, in terms of social capital, countries of $oahd Central-Eastern Europe,
demonstrating low levels of performance in almdistre indicators, measures
and proxies used for social capital measurementnka micro-analytical point
of view, with regard to the specificities of socepital in Greece, while there
are similarities, in terms of the main variablesfpctors of the level of social
capital, between Greece and other countries oftSantl/or Western Europe,

the role of TV viewing, especially in relation tbet level of associational
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membership, and trust in institutions seem to b@quaarly crucial variables
for the level of social capital. In terms of thepiwations for public policy,
there is evidence to suggest that the low leveoafal capital is closely linked
to the dominant role of rent-seeking behaviouretdtively small and strongly-
tied interest groups in the policy process thathitpolicy learning and hence
the reform process in several public policy ar8dss has become evident in
two crucial for Greece policy areas, namely envinental and regional, where,
despite the pressures of Europeanization, thexeidence that the outcomes, in
terms of institutional change and policy reformg aather poor with serious

implications for performance in policy implementeti
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Appendix

Coding

Explanation/coding of the variables of tables 3 drade as following:

1) TV watching total time on average weekdarglinal variable with range 0-7,
0 indicating no time at all and 7 more than 3 hours

2) TV watching, news/ politics/current affairs on aage weekdayordinal
variable with range 0-7, O indicating no time dtahd 7 more than 3
hours.

3) Radio listening, news/ politics/current affairs amerage weekdayordinal
variable with range 0-7, O indicating no time dtatd 7 more than 3
hours.

4) Newspaper reading, total time on average weekdaginal variable with
range 0-7, 0 indicating no time at all and 7 mbant3 hours.

5) Personal use of internet/e-mail/wwwrdinal variable with range 0-7, 0
indicating no access at home or work, and 7 evayy d

6) Social trust ordinal variable with range 0-10, O indicatingptycan’t be too
careful”, and 10 “most people can be trusted”.

7) Fairness ordinal variable with range 0-10, O indicatingdst people try to
take advantage of you”, and 10 “most people triyedair”.

8) Interest in politics ordinal variable with range 1-4, 1 indicating fye
interested”, and 4 “not at all interested”. ®ust in political institutions
mean of trust in country’s parliament and politngaordinal variable with
range 0-10, O indicating “no trust at all”, and“t@mplete trust”.

10) Trust in order institutionsmean of trust in the legal system and the police,
ordinal variable with range 0-10, O indicating “tist at all”, and 10
“complete trust”.

11) Trust in the European Parliamenordinal variable with range 0-10, O
indicating “no trust at all”, and 10 “complete ttus

12) Trust in the United Nationsrdinal variable with range 0-10, O indicating
“no trust at all”, and 10 “complete trust”.

13) Placement on left-right scalerdinal variable with range 0-10, O indicating
left, and 10 right.

14) Religion/church attendancerdinal variable with range 1-7, 1 indicating
every day, and 7 never.

15) Associational membershipnembership in any of the following categories
of associations/organizations for the last 12 m&nthports/outdoor
activity club; cultural /hobby activity organisatip trade union;
business/profession/farmers organisation; cons@auenhobile
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organisation; humanitarian organisation etc.; emnnental/peace/animal
organisation; religious/church organisation; poditi  party;
science/education/teacher organisation; social elah; other voluntary
organisationCoding value 1, member of any of the associations, value
not member of an association.

16) Gender value 1, male; value 2, female.

17) Education ordinal variable with range 1-7, 1 indicatingitérate/not
completed primary education, and 7 post-graduagecge
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