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an autocratic policy generate incentives for the accumulation of social capital and political

engagement? This question is important to understand stability in authoritarian regimes that

increasingly rely on governance to build legitimacy and social support. While existing research
shows that the incentives for societal interaction embedded in policies can yield new forms of social capital
and political engagement in democratic regimes, the top-down nature of policy and the corrupt and
information-poor context of policy implementation could undermine this mechanism in authoritarian
regimes. We explore this question by examining the effect of the Moscow Housing Renovation Program, a
massive urban renewal project, that required residents to organize to obtain new housing. Comparing a
matched sample of 1,300 residents living in buildings included and excluded from the program, we find
that interactions induced by the program led to changes in the level of social capital among residents in
included buildings. We also find spillover effects on political engagement and collective action against

pension reform.

| I Y he variation in levels of social capital—trust,

pro-social norms, and networks (Putnam, Leo-

nardi, and Nanetti 1993)—across states, regime
types, and geographic regions raises important ques-
tions about how social capital is accumulated. This
variation has been explained in research streams that
posit different mechanisms: path-dependent models
rooted in historical experience and policy-based
models that focus on the incentives for social interac-
tion. In democratic contexts, effective policy not only
delivers socially valued collective goods but can also
generate incentives for the accumulation of social cap-
ital and increase political engagement. In this study, we
explore whether policy interventions that facilitate
societal interaction can produce social capital accumu-
lation and resulting spillover effects in civic and polit-
ical engagement in authoritarian states.

Our case study of the Moscow Housing Renovation
Program explores the effect of policy-induced interac-
tions on social capital accumulation. The Renovation
Program, initiated in 2017, proposed the demolition and
relocation of residents in a specific class of post-WWII
buildings called five-story buildings or khrushchevki.
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The policy carried significant formal and informal
incentives for residents to interact with their neighbors
to protect their interests, including a mandatory
building-level vote that required two-thirds of the resi-
dents to support building inclusion in the program.
Because of its magnitude, the Renovation Program
was slated to roll out in phases, so that some buildings
were excluded in the first round of renovation.

These policy attributes—the phased roll-out and man-
datory vote—created the potential for a quasi-
experimental design to explore the effect of policy-based
incentives on social capital accumulation. We conducted
a survey of 1,300 residents drawn from two groups of
five-story buildings. The Moscow City Government
included the first group in the program, but relegated
the second group to future waves of renovation. Within
these two groups, we selected buildings based on a
matched-pair sampling strategy that accounted factors
that were independent of existing levels of social capital.
Our balance tests reveal that these buildings are similar
on key variables that might determine pre-treatment
social capital endowments, including education, class,
and length of residence in the building.

Our results show that policy-focused interactions
among residents prompted the formation of pro-social
norms, trust, and volunteerism. The analysis also shows
that policy-driven engagement created spillover effects
on activism against an unpopular pension reform policy,
political participation in subsequent local elections, and
engagement in political discussions. These findings
enrich previous studies to show that even in autocratic
states, policy interactions can influence the accumulation
of social capital and have spillover effects on the other
types of collective action and political engagement.

The research has important implications beyond our
case. Existing studies show that contemporary
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autocracies increasingly rely on effective governance to
legitimize their regimes, win social support, and miti-
gate the cost of repression. Good governance relies on
bottom-up societal engagement and increased interac-
tions between the state and society. When these inter-
actions lead to social capital accumulation, they create
the potential for tensions that can spill over into civic
and political engagement. In short, effective policy
solutions and authoritarian policy responsiveness
demand that contemporary autocratic regimes contin-
uously manage societal development to stave off polit-
ical challenges.

GOVERNMENT POLICY AS A MECHANISM
FOR SOCIAL CAPITAL ACCUMULATION

Theories of social capital accumulation are divided
along three overlapping dimensions: the role of the
state versus civic associations, the relative importance
of economic and political causal factors, and short-term
versus long-term processes. A prominent set of studies
emphasizes the role of historical experiences such as
the slave trade (Nunn and Wantchekon 2011), the
emergence of free city-states (Guiso, Sapienza, and
Zingales 2016), repression (Xue 2021), illiteracy
(Tabellini 2010), or the variability of climate (Buggle
and Durante 2021). For these scholars, the causal
argument runs from economic development or
societal-level interactions to institutions that have a
reciprocal effect on social capital accumulation. A com-
plementary set of historical development studies focus
on civic interactions within state institutions over a long
period (Fukuyama 1996; Putnam, Leonardi, and
Nanetti 1993; Putnam 2000; Rose 2000). Yet, as Bowles
and Gintis (1998) argue, these arguments cannot
account for the variance in norms within communities
or the rapid changes that occur despite historical lega-
cies. Historical studies also cannot account for varying
levels of social capital across the democratic-
authoritarian regime divide (Uslaner 1999).

To address these gaps, subsequent research focused
on how policy initiatives—or more broadly, responsive
governance—might create incentives for societal inter-
actions that generate trust, norms, and civic networks.
The research not only defined the state, or some parts of
the state, as a key actor in social capital accumulation,
but also stressed the importance of interactions among
social forces and between the state and society as the
catalyst for social capital accumulation (Hooghe and
Stolle 2003; Maloney, Smith, and Stoker 2000). Roth-
stein (1998) demonstrated that universal welfare poli-
cies restructured social interactions to build new pro-
social norms across Scandinavia (see also Kumlin and
Rothstein 2005). In a complementary analysis, Ander-
sen (2018) confirmed these findings using different data.
Related studies showed that policies that created equal-
ity of opportunity, bolstered universalism in public
education and healthcare access, and gender equality,
shaped social trust by creating common cause across
social groups (Rothstein and Uslaner 2005; Uslaner
1999).

A separate stream of studies began to identify the
types of interactions that support the accumulation of
social capital. Ostrom and her coauthors (Ostrom 1990;
Poteete and Ostrom 2008) stressed the importance of
low-cost information and transparency for cooperation.
Experience with compliance also increases the accu-
mulation of social trust (Brehm and Rahn 1997; Levi
1998). Similarly, Fischbacher, Géchter, and Fehr (2001)
showed that individuals stop cooperating when they
observe others free riding, highlighting the critical role
that institutional sanctions play in promoting coopera-
tion (Gibson, Williams, and Ostrom 2005). Experimen-
tal studies echo this stream of work, suggesting that
sanctioning mechanisms (Kosfeld, Okada, and Riedl
2009) are key for individual norm accumulation.

Can the same mechanisms drive social capital accu-
mulation in autocratic settings? The evidence is mixed.
Ostrom (1990) and Ostrom and Ahn (2009) identified
the critical role that interactions within self-governing
institutions play in shaping norms and trust essential to
manage common pool resources across regime types.
This work suggests that within the context of illiberal
politics, some policy initiatives will foster social capital
accumulation as an unintended consequence of policy-
induced interactions among social forces and between
the state and society. The intuition is confirmed by
growing evidence of the accumulation of social capital,
linked to specific policies such as housing (Borisova,
Polishchuk, and Peresetsky 2014; Zhelnina 2020) or
environmental protection (Teets 2018). The intuition
also holds across different authoritarian contexts. Rad-
nitz, Wheatley, and Ziircher (2009) demonstrated that
regime responsiveness is an important factor in gener-
ating social trust in contemporary Central Asian states.
Buggle (2016) finds that legal institutions defined in
Code Napoleon sustained higher levels of prosocial
behavior. Fabbri (2021) outlined conditions under
which property rights institutions might create new
norms.

Other studies find more limited effects, in terms of
the level or type of capital produced by policy inter-
ventions. Mishler and Rose (2001) found much weaker
effects of these interactions in transitional post-
Communist cases. Tsai (2007) showed that the accu-
mulation of social capital in China depends on the type
of civic groups involved in the interactions between the
state and society. Finally, most field studies of the effect
of community-driven programs designed to foster
interaction yielded few positive results in terms of
norms of reciprocity, trust, or cooperation (Avdeenko
and Gilligan 2015; Feigenberg et al. 2014; Hooghe and
Stolle 2003).

Scholars have developed three approaches to explain
why authoritarian context may not lead to social capital
accumulation. First, both the frequency and quality of
policy-based interactions are likely to be lower under
authoritarian rule for several reasons. Most authoritar-
ian contexts begin with low initial levels of social capital
that constrain interactions among citizens (Mishler and
Rose 2001). In addition, authoritarian states adopt weak
and biased formal political institutions (Offe 1999), that
foster inequality (Rothstein and Uslaner 2005) as well
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as social and economic insecurity (Bahry and Kozyreva
2018). Policy-based interactions are also embedded in
existing hierarchical governance structures, or lack
attributes known to increase social capital (Casey
2018; Casey, Glennerster, and Miguel 2012; Hum-
phreys, de la Sierra, and van der Windt 2012).

Second, studies show that autocratic regimes adopt
mechanisms to channel or limit interactions between
social actors to constrain information about social pref-
erences or networks that enable societal cooperation or
link state and society (Smyth 2020; Truex 2017; Tsai
2007). Disinformation, a staple of contemporary auto-
cratic regime management, has been shown to under-
mine the social ties and networks at the heart of social
capital (Asmolov 2018). State repression can also
undermine the effects of policy interactions by creating
incentives for preference falsification and undermining
existing group capacity to mobilize, by disrupting exist-
ing networks and diminishing skills and resources
(Rozenas 2020). Repression also causes political disen-
gagement that counters policy-based incentives for
social interaction (Xue 2021; Zhukov and Talibova
2018). Similarly, high levels of corruption (Ledeneva
1998) undermine trust, pro-social norms, and direct
engagement.

Third, there is emerging evidence that autocratic
regimes work to disconnect social capital from political
processes or channel it toward a narrow set of state-
sanctioned outcomes. Recent studies underscore that
autocratic legitimacy is increasingly based in effective
governance: the promulgation and implementation of
policies that demand sustained interaction among indi-
viduals and social groups and between state and society
(Gueorguiev 2021; Whiting 2017; Wu and Meng 2023).
Yet, there is also evidence that autocratic regimes worry
that this engagement can lead to popular mobilization
(Truex 2011). To avoid this possibility, the Chinese
government channels these interactions by developing
auxiliary incentives to contain spillovers. Both Teets
(2013) and Truex (2011) demonstrated that social
groups are able to organize and interact with local
government, but are constrained by state mechanisms
to focus exclusively on the co-production of public
goods and not the formation of social ties that could
lead to disruption. Teets et al. (2022) showed that the
activists themselves rarely reach out to build social trust
among broader populations. Similarly, Wu (2020) dem-
onstrated that the Chinese Communist Party has been
able to undermine the formation of common knowledge
or shared ideology that enables collective action.

An important caveat to this research is that policy-
based incentives are more likely to work on a local level
regardless of regime type (Fox 1996; Hooghe and Stolle
2003). Ostrom’s (1998; 1999; 2000; 2005) body of work
demonstrated that policies developed closer to the
community, rather than imposed from above, are more
likely to support pro-social behavior (Frey and Jegen
2001; Ostrom 2005). Relying on evidence from field
studies in India, Krishna (2007) supported Ostrom’s
(2005) claim that local policy initiatives are much more
likely to be effective in generating norms than
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externally driven projects. Similarly, Tsai (2007)
argued that the high level of aggregation in most studies
obscures the accumulation of social capital on the local
or regional levels, a problem that can be even more
pronounced in the authoritarian context due to data
limitations.

Local initiatives have also been shown to generate
spillover effects from increased social capital to politi-
cal engagement (Hooghe and Stolle 2003; Warner
2001), especially when there are state actors who
encourage this participation (Fox 1996). A more recent
version of this argument stresses that policy designs can
generate norms of reciprocity that increase individual
predisposition toward civic engagement (Mettler
2002). Nguyen and Rieger (2017) demonstrate that
even residents who do not participate in providing
collective goods perceive an increased salience of
locally elected officials.

As the discussion illustrates, spillover effects are
observed across regime types, although as our review
underscores they are primarily studied in Russia and
China. Case-study evidence has shown that increased
societal capacity can lead to participation in local activ-
ism across a range of policies (Morris, Semenov, and
Smyth 2023). Social capital can also foster societal
resistance to draconian state policies, such as the expro-
priation of food by the Chinese government during the
great famine (Cao, Yiqing, and Zhang 2022). Pro-social
norms and networks have also been tied to changes in
political attitudes and protest participation (Bursztyn
et al. 2021; Pop-Eleches, Robertson, and Rosenfeld
2022; Smyth 2020). Finally, He and Warren (2011)
showed that engagement in policy-based deliberation
increases participation in voting in party elections, even
when state incentives circumscribe deliberation.

Before turning to the details of the policy at the
center of our case study, we note an important alterna-
tive explanation to our policy-based interaction theory.
Olson (1965) argued that collective action is easier to
achieve within smaller groups, arguing that it is not
policy incentives but the relative costs and benefits of
cooperation that drive social interactions. This theory
suggests that policy intervention might influence col-
lective action by lowering the relative costs of partici-
pation and that this mechanism can create spillovers
into other types of collective action as the benefits of
participation increase (Avdeenko and Gilligan 2015;
Casey, Glennerster, and Miguel 2012). Some field stud-
ies mitigate these costs by providing subsidies and other
support that reduces the fixed costs of policy engage-
ment although these steps generally do not increase the
emergence of new norms (Casey, Glennerster, and
Miguel 2012).

In the next section of this article, we consider the
incentives embedded in the Moscow Housing Renova-
tion Program (Housing Program) in the context of this
literature to derive concrete predictions. To illustrate
the nature of the program, we rely on supplementary
data from eight focus groups conducted simultaneously
with our survey data (see Appendix C of the Supple-
mentary Material).
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MOSCOW HOUSING RENOVATION
PROGRAM

The origin of the 2017 Moscow Housing Renovation
Program is rooted in decisions made three generations
ago. Faced with post-war demands to rebuild the Soviet
economy, Premier Nikita Khrushchev launched a
design competition to produce inexpensive and easily
constructed housing across the USSR and its satellite
states (Attwood 2004; Reid 2018). The regime’s goal
was to produce temporary structures, aimed to last only
25 years, until economic revitalization permitted
replacement (Snopek 2013). The result was a class of
apartment buildings constructed across the former
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, commonly referred
to as five-story buildings, or khrushchevki.

By 2017, many of these buildings were in poor con-
dition, contributing to persistent popular demands for
state-funded renovation. In February 2017, Moscow
Mayor Sergei Sobyanin met with President Putin in a
televised session and announced his intention to demol-
ish and reconstruct eight thousand Khrushchev-era
apartment buildings across the city.! The Renovation
project is planned to unfold in three stages between
2017 and 2032, and will directly affect one in every
ten Muscovites. In May 2017, city officials designated a
list of 4,566 buildings for inclusion in the first stage of
the project. Due to residents’ appeals and petitions by
construction companies, the number of included build-
ings increased to over 5,100 buildings.

The policy provided two types of incentives for
residents to interact with each other and with state
institutions. The first was a mandatory vote in which
two-thirds of residents had to support their building’s
inclusion in the program. The second set of incentives
arose from the policy process and the need to resolve
uncertainty about the precise nature of benefits and
residents’ legal protections. As was increasingly com-
mon across Russian social policy initiatives, the early
legal framework for the Renovation Program was
vague (Starodubtsev 2018). The provisions failed to
address key issues in the relocation such as parking,
proximity to public transport, and housing quality.
Initial legal recourse for residents cheated by the pro-
gram was almost non-existent.

Uncertainty, the need for regime transparency, and
the externalities threatening neighborhood quality of
life created a mosaic of popular responses. Initial polls
showed strong support for the program that was framed
as part of a broader urban modernization effort. Many
residents saw it as a singular opportunity to escape
deteriorating conditions. One young woman in our
focus group joined a chorus of support: “I see a lot of
advantages for this program. People receive housing in
modern houses, apartments with a larger area, and

!By 2018, similar programs were already underway in a small
number of Russian regions and by 2020 the national legislature
expanded the program to the rest of the country. Changes were made
in federal law, allowing authorities to redevelop large tracts of
residential real estate.

modern renovation from modern materials.” A young
man in the same discussion argued: “I am for it. First,
because the appearance of the city is changing. Second,
people can get new housing, in nearby areas. Plus, |
think that in the future there is an option to sell the new
apartment and generate profit.” These hopes shaped
the broad social support observed early in the policy
process.

Despite clear benefits for some residents, opposition
emerged over time. Residents’ concerns took two
forms (Smyth, McCann, and Hitchock 2023). Many
residents supported the policy but insisted on signifi-
cant changes before agreeing to relocate, generating
even more interaction among residents. They also
demanded assurance that they would be given choice
over their new homes, allowing them to make trade-
offs across size, amenities, location, and access to trans-
port. In our focus groups, many respondents requested
legal protections citing well-known problems faced by
suburban (New Moscow), including poor construction,
lack of services, and inadequate transport. As one of
the respondents in our focus-group study argued:

You know, if you look at the renovation from the point of
view of an owner, for example, of one of the khrushchevki,
I would think that they would see it as simply a gift from
God — how lucky we are to move into a new apartment...
but I need some guarantees from the state about where my
home will be, what kind of quality it will be, what apart-
ment I will receive... Furthermore, I am categorically
against Moscow becoming an anthill. There is this percep-
tion that the apartments... will end up being up to
15 stories tall.

Focus-group participants also engaged in extensive
discussions of the persistent lack of government
responsiveness to citizens’ concerns and the high levels
of corruption that might undermine the programs’ out-
comes.

Outright opposition originated from those who did
not want to leave their homes or have their neighbor-
hood transformed by increased housing density
(Zhelnina 2020). Many of the focus group respondents
expressed concern about state provision of new neigh-
borhood schools and clinics, and increased trash col-
lection and snow removal services. They were also
skeptical about the regime’s ability to see the program
through to the end.

Resolving these concerns prompted interactions
among neighbors and between citizens and officials at
all levels of government. In addition to contentious
debate at house meetings, and informal residents’
meetings, homeowners organized into groups. Our
analysis of local press and social media sources identi-
fied at least 178 separate citizens’ groups that either
formed or took up the cause of housing in the period
prior to the May 2017 house-level vote. These groups
staged street protests, mounted court claims, drafted
petitions, and held informational meetings with local
officials.

In response, the state structured meetings to provide
information, and held regulatory hearings, wrote new
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decrees, and conducted online polls that facilitated
interaction. A detailed timeline of the period between
the announcement of the policy and the voting period
catalogs no fewer than 33 meetings of legislative com-
mittees, executive branch departments, and regulatory
bodies at all levels of government. City and national
officials released a comparable number of statements
regarding policy amendments on their social media
accounts and in interviews. In addition, the city gov-
ernment founded several new institutions to oversee
the renovation process, including regulatory oversight,
two financial structures, and the city-level Headquar-
ters for the Realization of the Renovation Program of
Five-Story Buildings. Much of this activity relied on the
city portal Active Citizen which was designed to mon-
itor citizens’ complaints.

New state structures defined extensive interactions
among citizens and between state representatives and
those affected by the policy. Program legislation was
amended between readings. City and municipal depu-
ties and bureaucrats discussed the project in face-to-
face meetings in apartment houses and offices, creating
significant opportunities to participate in the policy
process. Provisions of the law governing the range of
eligible buildings, residents’ choices over their new
homes, the allowable distance for relocation, and limits
on infill construction continued to be adjudicated even
after the residents’ voting period. Late additions to the
legal framework guaranteed residents in communal
apartments new private flats after the renovation pro-
cess and safeguarded parking access.

As a result of these extensive patterns of interaction
among residents and between the state and society, we
expect that the consultative structure of the policy
should promote the development of social capital.

Hypothesis 1a: The level of interactions specific to the
renovation policy should be higher for residents of included
buildings relative to residents in comparable buildings that
were not included in the program.

Hypothesis 1b: The level of social capital should be higher
for residents of included buildings relative to residents in
comparable buildings that were not included in the pro-
gram.

Hypothesis 2: The effect of a building’s inclusion in the
program on social capital should be higher for residents
who were more deeply engaged in the consultation process
related to the Renovation Program.

Our third prediction is about the heterogeneity of the
effect. Collective action is more difficult in larger
groups. As a result, we expect that the participation
in the renovation program will have a smaller effect on
policy-specific interactions and on social capital accu-
mulation in buildings with the larger number of apart-
ments where the costs of collective action are higher
(Olson 1965).

Hypothesis 3a: The effect of a building’s inclusion in the
program on policy-specific interactions should be higher in
smaller buildings.
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Hypothesis 3b: The effect of a building’s inclusion in the
program on social capital should be higher in smaller
buildings.

Given the theory of spillovers on political engage-
ment, we also expect that the strong role that local
government played in the process will increase political
engagement—participation in local elections and a
general interest in politics.

Hypothesis 4a: Political engagement (vote in 2018 Mayoral
election and discussion of politics) should be higher for
residents of included buildings relative to residents in com-
parable buildings that were not included in the program.

Our data also allow a final test of the range of
spillover that might emerge from new types of social
capital. Just months after the implementation of the
Housing Program, the regime announced a draconian
pension reform program, that would raise the retire-
ment age for both men and women. Given the success-
ful activism around the housing program, we expect to
see some effect on political participation to contest the
pension reform.

Hypothesis 4b: Participation in collective action against the
pension reform should be higher for residents of included
buildings relative to residents in comparable buildings that
were not included in the program.

The spillover effects should be higher for those
residents that actively participated in the consultative
processes related to the renovation program:

Hypothesis 5a. The effect of building inclusion on political
engagement should be higher for residents who were more
deeply engaged in the consultation process related to the
Renovation Program.

Hypothesis 5b. The effect of building inclusion on partic-
ipation in collective action against the pension reform
should be higher for residents who were more engaged
in the consultation process related to the Renovation
Program.

Finally, we hypothesize that the spillover effects of
participation in the renovation program should be
lower in larger buildings where organizing was more
difficult:

Hypothesis 6a. The effect of building inclusion on political
engagement should be higher in smaller buildings.
Hypothesis 6b. The effect of building inclusion on partic-
ipation in collective action against the pension reform
should be higher in smaller buildings.

In the next section, we elaborate our sampling strat-
egy based on matched pairs of buildings that accounts
for both alternative explanations for our findings and
the potential for endogeneity in the relationship
between policy engagement and social capital. The
resulting data are used to test these hypotheses.
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RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

To test these propositions and explore the mechanisms
that link policy-based interaction to social capital accu-
mulation, we collected original survey data (see
Appendix A of the Supplementary Material for ques-
tion wording). The state selection of individual build-
ings for inclusion in the program constituted the first
step in policy implementation. This decision guided
our research design. We identified and surveyed two
groups of Moscow residents all of whom lived in five-
story buildings targeted for renovation. The first group
included residents of five-story buildings selected for
inclusion and obliged to participate in a house-level
vote to consent to be relocated. These residents faced
strong incentives for policy-based interactions
throughout the selection and voting period and into
the relocation process. The second group of residents
lived in buildings that were eligible for the program but
were not selected for inclusion in the first round. As a
result, they did not participate in the voting process or
face the same policy incentives for interaction with
their neighbors.

The state selection of buildings raised the potential
that our results might be endogenous to initial social
capital endowments and not the result of policy-based
interactions. While it seems unlikely that they would
choose to include buildings with a higher capacity to
resist the initiative or press demands for expensive
amendments on the government, it is possible that the
selection was made on factors linked to higher levels of
social capital such as education or class. To address this
possibility, we produced a matched pair sample based
on factors not related to preexisting levels of social
capital.”

We first identified all five-story buildings of standard
design constructed between 1958 and 1980. The designs
relied on two different materials: concrete which had
deteriorated over time and brick which had held up
well. This step identified 1,466 brick and 2,808 concrete
buildings for inclusion in the survey sample.

We then considered the political preferences of res-
idents, that have been shown to influence building
inclusion in other studies (Norton 2023). The finest
level of voting information available is at the electoral
precinct level, generally consisting of 2,000-2,500 reg-
istered voters. This voting population would include 8-
10 five-story buildings of average (80 apartment) size.

2 A typical redevelopment project involves demolishing several phys-
ically proximate buildings and constructing a larger building (or a
group of buildings) in their footprint, so construction logistics were
important for the selection of buildings into the program. Marques 11
and Zakharov (2022) investigate the various factors that contributed
to the inclusion of buildings in the renovation program. The authors
do not find inclusion to be more or less probable for state-managed
buildings that are likely to have had lower levels of social capital
(Borisova, Polishchuk, and Peresetsky 2014). Moreover, buildings
that are located on a tract with unassigned property rights (and were
likely to have had a lower level of social capital, as registering
property rights takes collective action) were more likely to have been
included; this again points to the convenience for developers as an
important factor for the selection of buildings into the program.

We accounted for political preferences by compiling a
list of all precincts that contained at least one brick
building in the May 2017 list, and at least one building
not on the list, identified pairs that were less than
500 meters apart. From every precinct, we selected
the most physically proximate pair. If extra buildings
were available, we selected no more than one backup
building of each type, so from each precinct, we
selected a group of two-to-four buildings. This strategy
addressed the potential challenge that government-
designated buildings based on the observable criteria
of political support might also be correlated with the
capacity for collective action.

We repeated this procedure for concrete buildings,
reaching approximately 75% of our intended sample
size of 1,400 respondents with the quota being 12 adult
homeowners per 80-apartment building. We supple-
mented the sample with groups of buildings from dif-
ferent electoral precincts (but within the same
administrative district) that were physically proximate
and had similar precinct-level results in the 2016 State
Duma election.? The Levada Center conducted a street
survey in late 2018.* The final sample included 1,342
respondents from 123 buildings, drawn from
41 matched groups.

In Table 1, we report the results of a balance test for
several building-level attributes, comparing buildings
not included in the May 2017 list (column 1) with the
buildings that were included on this list (column 2). As
noted above, state-owned district companies managed
the same percentage of buildings included and not
included into the program. This indicator controls for
endogeneity as there is a substantial collective effort
needed to shift to a more effective privately owned
company to manage the building (Borisova, Polish-
chuk, and Peresetsky 2014).

Factors such as price (real-estate prices in 2016
available for a subset of buildings) and location (dis-
tance to the nearest metro station) that contribute to
apartment values indicate the material status of the
residents and control for the class or economic well-
being of our respondents. These factors also do not
differ across samples. The year of construction and the
overall condition of the building are also the same in
included and non-included buildings. The average
number of apartments in both types of buildings is also
the same. This element is crucial because existing
studies show that collective action is more difficult to
organize in larger groups (Ostrom and Ahn 2009) and
thus preexisting social capital is lower in larger build-
ings. The only variable that differed across subsamples
was a measure of private versus state-owned

3 This article uses the same data as Marques II and Zakharov (2022).
The sampling procedure is described in detail in Appendix A of that
article.

* Since residents on the street are more likely to be pro-social and,
therefore, more likely to respond to surveys, it is possible that our
street survey might include residents with more social capital. There
isno reason to expect the sampling bias to influence the results as they
are not likely to be different for included and excluded buildings.
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TABLE 1. Balance Test of Building-Level Covariates

May 2017 list: No May 2017 list: Yes Stat p
(1) ) 3) “4)
Buildings 59 64
Including brick buildings 36 39
N people surveyed 669 673
N people surveyed, in brick buildings 393 394
Distance to closest metro station 2,161.8 1,908.3 two-sided t 0.7283
State-managed building 0.583 0.606 Fisher’s exact 0.4044
Privatized land 0.018 0.065 Fisher’s exact 0.0000
Unassigned land 0.809 0.853 Fisher's exact 0.0346
Year built 1,964.3 1,963.5 two-sided t 0.3362
No. of apartments 80.5 81.5 two-sided t 0.8515
Overall condition (0-excellent, 100-poor) 35.4 38.1 two-sided t 0.1659
Car owners 0.212 0.207 two-sided t 0.5757
Retirees 0.251 0.245 two-sided t 0.5801
Children 0.151 0.158 two-sided t 0.3904
Work in health care 0.011 0.010 two-sided t 0.5602
Work in education 0.016 0.015 two-sided t 0.7447
Work in culture 0.002 0.003 two-sided t 0.5113
Work in utilities 0.002 0.004 two-sided t 0.0981
Work in transport 0.006 0.007 two-sided t 0.6685
Price per m sq 1.56e+05 1.57e+05 two-sided t 0.8100
Note: Average values for building-level covariates, depending on inclusion in the 2017 list.
TABLE 2. Balance Test of Individual-Level Covariates
May 2017 list: No May 2017 list: Yes Stat p
(1) @) (©) “4)
Male 0.44 (669) 0.40 (673) Fisher's exact 0.1844
Chi2 0.1722
Age 44.57 (669) 45.07 (673) Two-sided t 0.5466
Ranksum 0.5377
Higher education 0.46 (669) 0.49 (673) Fisher's exact 0.1901
Chi2 0.1878
Income 0.50 (669) 0.50 (671) Two-sided ¢ 0.9243
Ranksum 0.8182
Years lived 27.07 (669) 28.72 (672) Two-sided t 0.0422
Ranksum 0.0439
Retiree 0.22 (669) 0.22 (673) Fisher's exact 0.6930
Chi2 0.6866
State employee 0.24 (669) 0.25 (673) Fisher's exact 0.7992
Chi2 0.7973
Privatized apartment 0.54 (669) 0.53 (673) Fisher's exact 0.7428
Chi2 0.1722
Rooms 2.13 (669) 2.09 (673) Two-sided ¢ 0.3082
Ranksum 0.2408
Residents per room 1.70 (669) 1.68 (673) Two-sided t 0.6172
Ranksum 0.6325
Wood frames 0.36 (669) 0.37 (673) Fisher's exact 0.7345
Chi2 0.7123
Hour of interview 15.32 (669) 15.22 (673) Two-sided t 0.5329
Kolmogorov-Smirnov 0.1526

Note: Average values for individual-level covariates, depending on inclusion in the 2017 list. Number of observations in parentheses.
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Autocratic Policy and Social Capital

ownership of the land beneath the buildings. We use
this variable as a control in all our analyses because it is
an indicator of past building-level coordination to
secure collective goods.

In Table 2, we report the balance tests for individual-
level variables.

Generally, we did not find that there were differ-
ences between the respondents living in the two groups
of buildings. In particular, the share of people with
higher education is the same in the two groups, with
education being a strong correlate of social capital
(Helliwell and Putnam 2007; Huang, van den Brink,
and Groot 2009). The only variable that might influ-
ence our results that differed between the two groups
was the number of years the respondent lived in the
building. We include this variable as a control in all our
regressions.

ANALYSIS

We rely on the resulting survey data to test the core
propositions outlined in Hypotheses 1a and 1b: that
residents in included buildings should have higher
levels of social capital than residents in similar excluded
buildings. The main dependent variables in our study
are the two social capital indices, which we label generic
and house-specific (Borisova, Polishchuk, and Pere-
setsky 2014). Generic social capital captures interac-
tions between neighbors that are not related to building
management. This type includes actions that benefit
neighbors such as holding onto keys or bringing food,
medicine, or household items. We capture these norms
using five variables that reflect one’s beliefs about
reliance on neighbors as well as actions between neigh-
bors.

House-specific social capital captures residents’
collective decision-making regarding the quality and
upkeep of common spaces such as cleaning entrances
or caring for shared green space in building court-
yards. Our measure includes four voluntary actions
that indicate participation in house improvements
and related production of public goods for residents.
We describe the relationship among these two groups
of attributes, using first principal component factor
analysis. We present the factor loadings in Tables 3
and 4 (Appendix A of the Supplementary Material
provides the question wording for each element of the
scales).

Consistent with the theory, we hypothesize that the
effect of state policy on social capital is determined by
interaction related to the policy process. To capture this
effect, we construct a measure of policy-specific inter-
actions, that summarize whether an individual signed
petitions, participated in rallies, discussed the issue on
social networks, talked to a neighbor, met with an
elected deputy, or participated in an initiative group.
These actions span the range of potential actions that
residents might engage in to gather information or
contest specific elements of the policy provisions. The
factor loadings of this policy-based activity scale are
reported in Table 5.

TABLE 3. Components of Generic Social
Capital Index

(1

Can rely on neighbors 0.436
Helped/was helped by with a
personal problem 0.395

Watched over the neighbor’'s
apartment / was watched by

the neighbor 0.496
Helped with children 0.424
Lend food, medicine, etc. 0.477

Note: Values show factor loadings for the first principal compo-
nent. Eigenvector for the first principal component is 1.807;
0.361 of variance is explained.

As a first step in understanding the effects of policy-
based interactions on the accumulation of different
types of social capital, we look at the effect of treat-
ment on individual components of social capital indices
and of the index of policy-specific interactions. These
results are reported in Tables 6-8. The first two col-
umns in each table report the variable means for the
two subgroups of respondents, and the third column
reports p-values for a two-tailed ¢-test. We find that all
five components of the generic social capital index are
larger for the respondents living in the buildings in the
May 2017 list. This difference is only significant for one
element of the scale: reliance on neighbors. For this
component, the difference between residents in
included and excluded buildings is significant at con-
ventional levels (p = 0.034 for two-tailed t-test). For
the index of house-specific social capital, the differ-
ences are significant for two components, taking partin
community improvements and collecting cash contri-
butions (p = 0.038 and p = 0.064, respectively). Both
indices of generic and house-specific social capital are
also larger for the respondents living in the buildings in
the May 2017 list (p = 0.041 and p = 0.02, respec-
tively).

The effects are larger for the components of the
index of policy-specific interactions reported in
Table 8, all differences are significant, and all but one
are significant at p <0.001 . These results strongly
support Hypotheses 1a and 1b: inclusion in the program
increased both the likelihood of engagement in policy
interactions and the levels of generic and building-level
social capital.

As a robustness check, we analyze the effect of
program inclusion on our variables of interest by esti-
mating the following models:

Zi =A1+BTi+DiXi+Gi+Ey (1)
Yi =A+BTi+D:X;+Gi+Ey, (2
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TABLE 4. Components of House-Specific Social Capital Index

(1)

Took part in community improvements (subbotnik) 0.475
Took part in renovation/cleaning up of stairway 0.603
Collected cash contributions for the general needs of the residents 0.440
Participated in community watch 0.466

Note: Values show factor loadings for the first principal component. Eigenvector for the first principal component is 1.304; 0.326 of variance
is explained.

TABLE 5. Components of the Policy-Specific Interactions Index

(1)

Signed a petition 0.346
Took part in a rally 0.169
Discussed in social networks 0.246
Voted in elections for appropriate candidate 0.243
Discussed with neighbors 0.461
Met an elected deputy 0.313
Participated in an initiative group 0.343
Did nothing —-0.551

Note: Values show factor loadings for the first principal component. Eigenvector for the first principal component is 2.506; 0.313 of variance
is explained.

TABLE 6. Generic Social Capital Depending on Treatment

May 2017 list: No  May 2017 list: Yes t-test

(1) @) (©)
Can rely on neighbors 1.790 (642) 1.877 (644) 0.034*
Helped/was helped by with a personal problem 0.133 (669) 0.159 (673) 0.179
Watched over the neighbor’s apartment/was watched by the neighbor 0.093 (669) 0.116 (673) 0.164
Helped with children 0.075 (669) 0.083 (673) 0.565
Lend food, medicine, etc. 0.114 (669) 0.129 (673) 0.380
Generic social capital index —-0.057 (642) 0.057 (644) 0.041*

Note: Columns 1 and 2 are the mean values in buildings off and in the May 2017 list (number of observations in parentheses). Column 3 is
the p-value for the two-tailed t-test comparing the means in columns 1 and 2. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.

TABLE 7. House-Specific Social Capital Depending on Treatment

May 2017 list: No  May 2017 list: Yes t-test
(1) @) @)

Took part in community improvements (subbotnik) 0.081 (669) 0.114 (673) 0.038**
Took part in renovation/cleaning up of stairway 0.061 (669) 0.083 (673) 0.121
Collected cash contributions for the general needs of the residents 0.033 (669) 0.053 (673) 0.064*
Participated in community watch 0.027 (669) 0.025 (673) 0.850
House-specific social capital index -0.064 (669) 0.063 (673) 0.020*

Note: Columns 1 and 2 are the mean values in buildings off and in the May 2017 list (number of observations in parentheses). Column 3 is
the p-value for the two-tailed t-test comparing the means in columns 1 and 2. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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TABLE 8. Policy-Specific Interactions Depending on Treatment

May 2017 list: No May 2017 list: Yes t-test

(1) ) 3)

Signed a petition 0.120 (658) 0.288 (669) 0.000***
Took part in a rally 0.009 (658) 0.036 (669) 0.001**
Discussed in social networks 0.064 (658) 0.088 (669) 0.094*
Voted in elections for appropriate candidate 0.021 (658) 0.067 (669) 0.000***
Discussed with neighbors 0.327 (658) 0.490 (669) 0.000***
Met an elected deputy 0.036 (658) 0.106 (669) 0.000***
Participated in an initiative group 0.082 (658) 0.157 (669) 0.000***
Did nothing 0.581 (658) 0.305 (669) 0.000"**
Policy-specific interactions index -0.279 (658) 0.275 (669) 0.000***
Note: Columns 1 and 2 are the mean values in buildings off and in the May 2017 list (number of observations in parentheses). Column 3 is
the p-value for the two-tailed t-test comparing the means in columns 1 and 2. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.

where Z; is the policy-related behavior, Y; is building-
related or generic social capital, 7; is the dummy
variable indicating whether the respondent’s building
was included in the May 2017 list, X; is the vector of
individual-level and building-level covariates, and G;
are the building group fixed effects. Hypothesis Hla
will be supported if the coefficient B; is positive and
significant, and Hypothesis H1b will be supported if the
coefficient B, is positive and significant.

In our analysis, we use a number of individual-level
and building-level covariates as controls. Some of these
are posited as alternative explanations for the behavior
that we observe. For instance, to address the potential
for competing incentives embedded in property rights
regimes, we measure ownership directly with a ques-
tion that asks whether the apartment was privatized by
the respondent or their relatives (meaning that it was
originally received from the state in the Soviet period).

A second alternative explanation of policy engage-
ment is rooted in self-interest that would not be likely to
produce social benefits. We measure self-interest by
looking at the different factors that would shape the
need for state assistance to secure better housing: the
construction material (brick or cement slab), the qual-
ity of the respondents’ apartment buildings and indi-
vidual apartments, and apartment size and density of
inhabitants. We also include a specific measure of
apartment renovation: window material. Apartments
that have been renovated have replaced leaky wood
window frames with more durable plastic.

Other control variables tap into Russia-specific fac-
tors that capture state influence and control that might
drive attitudes and behavior. Studies of Russian polit-
ical behavior show the influence the state exerts over
state employees and those dependent on state benefits
(Forrat 2018; Rosenfeld 2020). To control for these
factors, we include variables to capture state employees
and pensioners.

Finally, to address the potential that these results are
endogenous to initial resource endowments prior to the
treatment, we include the two building-level variables.
The first measure captures whether the building is

managed by a state-owned company or by a private
company or homeowners association. Historically,
changing a management company from the default
state-owned requires substantial collective action
despite the significant benefits that can be secured by
using a private company or homeowners association
(Borisova, Polishchuk, and Peresetsky 2014). The sec-
ond measure has a similar logic but focuses on the state
ownership of the land beneath the building. By default,
the lot on which an apartment building stands is not
owned by the residents, and privatization requires
significant collective effort.

Main Results

The results of Equations 1 and 2 are reported in columns
1,2, and 4 of Table 9. Consistent with Hypothesis 1a, the
effect of inclusion in the May 2017 list on policy-specific
interactions is positive and highly significant at p < 0.001;
a one-standard-deviation increase in the treatment is
associated with a 0.263-standard-deviation increase in
policy-specific interactions, which is much larger than
the largest corresponding value for any of the controls
(0.15).

Both our measures of social capital are also positively
and significantly related to the building’s inclusion in
the May 2017 list, confirming Hypothesis 1b. In partic-
ular, generic social capital increased by 0.054 standard
deviations with a one-standard-deviation increase in
treatment. This effect is significant at p = 0.091 and is
comparable in magnitude with the other controls that
are significant, including higher education (0.062),
income (0.064), length of residence (0.103), building
land in private property (0.078), and unassigned land
(0.087). House-specific social capital increases by 0.048
standard deviations with a one-standard-deviation
increase in treatment (p = 0.077). This effect is slightly
smaller than other significant controls: length of resi-
dence (0.087), privatized apartment (0.075), building
land in private property (0.107), and unassigned land
(0.099).
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TABLE 9. The Effect of Inclusion into the Program on Policy-Specific Interactions and Social Capital

Policy Generic House
(1) @) (4) (5)
May 2017 list 0.526*** 0.109* 0.00395 0.0962** 0.0124
(0.0641) (0.0638) (0.0664) (0.0432) (0.0467)
Policy-specific interactions 0.188*** 0.152***
(0.0371) (0.0441)
Male -0.167*** -0.106* -0.0777 -0.0409 -0.0240
(0.0544) (0.0590) (0.0599) (0.0477) (0.0480)
Age 0.00371 -0.00196 -0.00301 0.00332 0.00276
(0.00244) (0.00341) (0.00338) (0.00283) (0.00279)
Higher education 0.0852 -0.124* -0.135** 0.0812 0.0705
(0.0576) (0.0667) (0.0645) (0.0640) (0.0635)
Income 0.140 0.366** 0.306 0.216 0.172
(0.161) (0.184) (0.187) (0.161) (0.162)
Years lived 0.00720*** 0.00691** 0.00568** 0.00586** 0.00488**
(0.00238) (0.00265) (0.00264) (0.00229) (0.00224)
Retired -0.0214 0.110 0.135 -0.112 -0.119
(0.101) (0.115) (0.112) (0.116) (0.115)
State employee —-0.0375 —-0.0399 —-0.0346 —-0.0263 —-0.0228
(0.0682) (0.0701) (0.0687) (0.0740) (0.0734)
Privatized apartment —-0.0367 0.0381 0.0356 0.151* 0.155***
(0.0608) (0.0528) (0.0518) (0.0588) (0.0569)
No. of rooms 0.0964** 0.0277 0.0112 0.0245 0.00612
(0.0481) (0.0496) (0.0499) (0.0522) (0.0528)
Residents per room 0.0192 0.00909 0.00151 0.00633 0.00568
(0.0419) (0.0445) (0.0436) (0.0462) (0.0468)
Wood window frames -0.126™* —0.0231 0.000251 0.0300 0.0441
(0.0565) (0.0743) (0.0760) (0.0549) (0.0563)
State managed building -0.304 -0.108 —-0.0483 -0.111* -0.0610
(0.197) (0.0932) (0.0881) (0.0655) (0.0710)
Privatized land 0.265 -0.390** -0.403** 0.537** 0.570**
(0.367) (0.181) (0.185) (0.265) (0.233)
Unassigned land 0.189 0.231*** 0.151* 0.265*** 0.268***
(0.161) (0.0792) (0.0903) (0.0952) (0.0977)
Building group FE YES YES YES YES YES
N 1,324 1,283 1,270 1,339 1,324
Adj. R? 0.2319 0.0904 0.1177 0.1171 0.1359

Note: OLS regressions. SEs are clustered at the building level. Column 1 DV is the index of policy-specific interactions. Column 2 and 3 DV
is the index of generic social capital. Columns 4 and 5 DV is the house-specific social capital index. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.

To establish the causal relationships between policy-
based activity and social capital accumulation, and
further address the potential issue of endogeneity
caused by pre-Renovation social capital, we evaluate
the mediating effect of policy-specific interactions on
building-specific and generic social capital, running the
following regression:

Y, =A3+ B3T;+CZ;+ D: X, + G, + E3;, (3)

where Z; is the index of program-specific interactions
and Y; is a measure of social capital (either building-
specific or generic). Estimation results for Equation 3
are reported in columns 3 (for generic social capital)
and 5 (for house-specific social capital) of Table 9.
Hypothesis 2 implies that policy-specific interactions
mediate the effect of state policy on social capital. If this
expectation holds, in addition the positive effects of

1120

program inclusion on policy interactions, the estima-
tion of Equation 3 should produce two results. First, the
coefficient B; should equal zero, indicating that the
treatment does not have a direct effect on the outcome
variable. This is the case for both generic and house-
specific social capital; the coefficient for treatment is
not significant when the mediator variable is included
in the regression equation.

Second, the coefficient C should be positive and
significant. This is also true: a one-standard-deviation
increase in policy-specific interactions is associated
with a 0.188 (p < 0.001) and 0.152 (p < 0.001) standard
deviation increase in generic and house-specific social
capital, respectively. This implies that a one-standard-
deviation increase in treatment results in 0.05- and
0.04-standard-deviation mediated effects on generic
and house-specific social capital. Our analysis suggests
that even at the margin of existing indicators of social
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TABLE 10. The Effect of Inclusion into the Program on Policy-Specific Interactions and Social
Capital: 95% Confidence Intervals and Sensitivity Analysis

Generic

House-specific

(1

@)

Direct effect
Total effect

ACME 0.098 (0.062 0.138)
0.006 (~0.100 0.122)
0.104 (-0.004 0.213)
p at which ACME=0 0.167

0.077 (0.045 0.113)
0.005 (~0.098 0.118)
0.082 (~0.022 0.187)

0.137

capital within the building, policy-specific interactions
provide a channel through which participation in the
renovation program impacted the accumulation of trust
and pro-social norms.

Mediation analysis requires that there are no pre-
treatment confounders (Bullock, Green, and Ha 2010).

In other words, unobserved factors that affect social
capital also should not affect policy-specific interactions,
conditional on treatment and controls. If this assumption
holds, the error terms E7; and E3; will not be correlated.

We cannot guarantee the absence of pre-treatment
confounders, although the various control variables

TABLE 11. Policy-Specific Interactions and Renovation Vote

M

@) (3)

Vote in favor -0.571
(0.401)
Turnout
Male -0.177*
(0.0918)
Age 0.0110***
(0.00396)
Higher education 0.0217
(0.0924)
Income -0.127
(0.264)
Years lived -0.000214
(0.00375)
Retired -0.301
(0.183)
State employee -0.128
(0.105)
Privatized apartment 0.0980
(0.0955)
No. of rooms 0.0716
(0.0743)
Residents per room 0.0261
(0.0644)
Wood window frames -0.115
(0.0879)
State managed building 0.000411
(0.184)
Privatized land 0.495
(0.433)
Unassigned land 0.0409
(0.282)
Constant 0.166
(0.445)
N 666
Ad. R? 0.0422

~0.665
(0.463)
-4.384 29.43
(25.40) (32.53)
-0.180* -0.179*
(0.0906) (0.0915)
0.0107** 0.0114***
(0.00418) (0.00400)
0.0288 0.0140
(0.0938) (0.0924)
-0.140 -0.136
(0.263) (0.263)
0.000515 ~0.000572
(0.00380) (0.00383)
-0.307* -0.311*
(0.183) (0.180)
-0.161 -0.128
(0.104) (0.105)
0.0856 0.0997
(0.0970) (0.0947)
0.0891 0.0708
(0.0765) (0.0741)
0.0331 0.0287
(0.0662) (0.0652)
-0.128 -0.109
(0.0874) (0.0872)
~0.0864 -0.0147
(0.166) (0.185)
0.550 0.464
(0.424) (0.435)
-0.00661 0.0520
(0.274) (0.275)
-0.178 0.0383
(0.400) (0.405)
666 666
0.0331 0.0420

***p < 0.01.

Note: OLS regressions. SEs are clustered at the building level. DV is the index of policy-specific interactions. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05,
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TABLE 12. The Effect of House Size on Social Capital Accumulation

Policy Generic House
(1) @) @)
May 2017 list 0.753*** 0.623*** 0.348***
(0.198) (0.153) (0.104)
May 2017x Apartments -0.00259 -0.00584*** -0.00284***
(0.00216) (0.00181) (0.00101)
No. of apartments 0.00205 0.00350*** —-0.00232**
(0.00185) (0.00101) (0.000897)
Male -0.169*** -0.110* -0.0378
(0.0547) (0.0579) (0.0475)
Age 0.00361 —0.00239 0.00299
(0.00244) (0.00340) (0.00283)
Higher education 0.0804 -0.135** 0.0810
(0.0574) (0.0674) (0.0643)
Income 0.136 0.358* 0.226
(0.160) (0.184) (0.159)
Years lived 0.00721*** 0.00702*** 0.00599**
(0.00237) (0.00263) (0.00230)
Retired -0.0253 0.109 -0.106
(0.100) (0.114) (0.115)
State employee —0.0360 -0.0382 —0.0432
(0.0686) (0.0703) (0.0741)
Privatized apartment —-0.0286 0.0533 0.144*
(0.0610) (0.0537) (0.0591)
No. of rooms 0.0935* 0.0219 0.0263
(0.0481) (0.0493) (0.0521)
Residents per room 0.0188 0.00961 0.00652
(0.0417) (0.0448) (0.0459)
Wood window frames -0.127** —-0.0265 0.0331
(0.0568) (0.0734) (0.0549)
State managed building -0.313 -0.125* —-0.0794
(0.201) (0.0716) (0.0664)
Privatized land 0.241 -0.410** 0.661***
(0.373) (0.187) (0.249)
Unassigned land 0.209 0.260*** 0.237**
(0.161) (0.0860) (0.106)
Building group FE YES YES YES
N 1,324 1,283 1,339
Adj. R? 0.232 0.0962 0.124

Note: OLS regressions. SEs are clustered at the building level. Column 1 DV is the index of policy-specific interactions. Column 2 DV is the
index of generic social capital. Column 3 DV is the house-specific social capital index. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.

that we use are meant to capture both the preexisting
tendency to participate in policy interactions and the
preexisting social capital. To address this problem, we
use an MCMC (Markov chain Monte-Carlo) procedure
described in Imai, Keele, and Yamamoto (2010) and
implemented using the medsens package in Stata to
both estimate the 95% confidence intervals for the
mediated treatment effects, and evaluate how robust
these estimates are with respect to the presence of
correlation between the error terms Ey; and E3;. This
procedure first fits models (1) and (3), then repeatedly
simulates values of model parameters from the sam-
pling distribution. For each vector of model parame-
ters, the procedure then simulates variables Y and Z
under treatment and no treatment and computes the
mediation effect as the difference between the outcome
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variables when the mediator is under treatment or not.
The output of the procedure is reported in Table 10.

For both dependent variables, this average causal
mediation effect is significant at a 95% level. The effect
is also robust with respect to the presence of correlation
between the error terms in (1) and (3). In order for the
average causal mediation effect to be equal to zero, the
correlation p has to be as large as 0.167 and 0.137 for
generic and house-specific social capital, respectively.
These are large values: in our analysis, the correlation
between generic social capital and the treatment is
0.057, whereas the absolute value of the correlation
between generic social capital and any of the control
variables in Table 9 does not exceed 0.0782; the corre-
sponding numbers for house-specific social capital are
both equal to 0.0635.
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FIGURE 1. The Effects of Program Inclusion on Social Capital Accumulation, Depending on Building

Size
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Note: The figure reports marginal effects of the May 2077 variable in Table 12, calculated for different building sizes, with 95% Cls.

In the results presented in both Tables 9 and 10, we
find that the accumulation of social capital from partic-
ipation in the government-provided social program is
mediated by policy-specific interactions. We also
believe that the other condition for mediation analysis
is satisfied—that there are no unobserved mediators
that are correlated with our observed mediator or the
policy-specific interactions. Conditional on this, we
interpret the evidence as supporting Hypothesis 2.

Heterogeneous Effects

Next, we examine whether the intensity of policy-
specific interactions is associated with the preferences
of the residents for or against the renovation program.
This question is relevant in the authoritarian setting, as
residents might be reluctant to interact or organize to
oppose a government-sponsored program. The prefer-
ences of the residents are captured using the house-
level vote on renovation. Table 11 reports the results of
this analysis for residents of buildings in the May 2017
list using the same set of controls as in Table 9. We find
that residents’ interactions were not associated with the
building-level vote in favor of the program (columns
1 and 3), or with the building-level turnout (columns
2 and 3). These results suggest that both supporters and
opponents of the Renovation Program were mobilized
and participated in the consultative process, trying to
persuade neighbors to support their preferred out-
come. In 2017, both sides engaged in contestation
despite the authoritarian setting. However, we expect
that as autocratic rule becomes harsher and opposition

3 In Appendix E of the Supplementary Material, we test the robust-
ness of these and subsequent results with respect to two things. First,
we account for the possible endogeneity of the selection of buildings
in the program by including a measure of building quality as a control
variable. Second, we use a narrower measure of policy-specific
interactions, retaining only those items that are most likely to create
social ties.

to government-sponsored programs becomes more
costly, repression will cause a more partisan effect that
favors regime supporters.

Our next goal is to evaluate whether the effect of
housing policy on social capital accumulation is mod-
erated by the number of apartments in the building. In
Table 12, we estimate models (1) and (2), introducing
the term for the number of apartments as well as the
interaction term between the number of apartments in
the building and inclusion in the May 2017 list.

Our predictions were that the interaction between
inclusion and size should be negative for all three
dependent variables. For policy-specific interactions,
the term is negative but not significant, and, hence,
Hypothesis 3a is not supported. At the same time, for
generic and building-level social capital, the term is
negative and significant at, respectively, p = 0.002
and p = 0.006, supporting Hypothesis 3b.

In Figure 1, we show the marginal effects of the
program inclusion calculated for common sizes of
apartment buildings—o60, 80, 100, and 120 apartments
(corresponding to three-to-six standard apartment
blocks). For policy-specific interactions, the effect of
program inclusion is significant for all building sizes; at
the same time, the effect of program inclusion on
generic and building-level social capital is positive only
in smaller buildings.

We believe that the disparity between Hypotheses 3a
and 3b results from the fact that some of the policy-
specific interactions were organized by the state in a
top-down process. As result, both large and small builds
were equally affected and, therefore, present in both
larger and smaller buildings; yet only those interactions
that were a result of collective action mattered for
social capital accumulation.

% Generally, the number of apartments is a multiple of 20 as each
stairway in a standard five-story building has 20 apartments.
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TABLE 13. The Effect of Program Inclusion on Turnout in 2018 Mayoral Elections and Discussion of

Politics
Vote 2018 Discuss politics
(1) ) (3) ) (5) (6)
May 2017 list 0.102*** 0.0759*** 0.0762 0.0287* -0.0107 0.0706
(0.0242) (0.0269) (0.0721) (0.0168) (0.0173) (0.0479)
Policy-specific interactions 0.0473*** 0.0693***
(0.0155) (0.0113)
May 2017 x Apartments 0.000299 —-0.000492
(0.000863) (0.000474)
No. of apartments -0.00144 0.00184***
(0.000922) (0.000292)
Male -0.0253 -0.0194 -0.0235 0.0463** 0.0581*** 0.0440**
(0.0290) (0.0294) (0.0287) (0.0218) (0.0215) (0.0216)
Age 0.00452*** 0.00427*** 0.00447** 0.00304*** 0.00286*** 0.00309***
(0.00139) (0.00138) (0.00139) (0.000986) (0.000967) (0.000981)
Higher education 0.0404 0.0366 0.0425 -0.0137 -0.0185 -0.0163
(0.0302) (0.0297) (0.0303) (0.0215) (0.0211) (0.0216)
Income 0.00590 -0.0178 0.0105 0.111* 0.0919 0.104*
(0.0819) (0.0829) (0.0826) (0.0623) (0.0636) (0.0627)
Years lived 0.00101 0.000645 0.00104 —-0.000587 -0.00114 —-0.000619
(0.00109) (0.00108) (0.00109) (0.000963) (0.000950) (0.000940)
Retired 0.0492 0.0477 0.0523 0.0672* 0.0687* 0.0636*
(0.0586) (0.0588) (0.0583) (0.0368) (0.0349) (0.0369)
State employee 0.0741* 0.0748* 0.0691** 0.0178 0.0224 0.0238
(0.0313) (0.0320) (0.0316) (0.0226) (0.0220) (0.0230)
Privatized apartment 0.0286 0.0280 0.0234 0.00654 0.00995 0.0130
(0.0329) (0.0332) (0.0330) (0.0243) (0.0241) (0.0240)
No. of rooms 0.0464** 0.0443* 0.0480** 0.0175 0.0129 0.0153
(0.0228) (0.0230) (0.0226) (0.0165) (0.0164) (0.0166)
Residents per room 0.0411 0.0406 0.0411 0.0159 0.0178 0.0159
(0.0262) (0.0260) (0.0262) (0.0162) (0.0162) (0.0162)
Wood window frames -0.0177 -0.00686 -0.0165 0.000826 0.0131 -0.00104
(0.0306) (0.0317) (0.0304) (0.0209) (0.0206) (0.0202)
State managed building 0.132 0.146* 0.144** —-0.0426 —-0.0195 —-0.0583*
(0.0812) (0.0847) (0.0657) (0.0444) (0.0448) (0.0300)
Privatized land -0.0677 -0.0880 -0.0252 0.176** 0.168*** 0.123*
(0.0674) (0.0763) (0.0703) (0.0694) (0.0588) (0.0741)
Unassigned land 0.0315 0.0222 0.0164 0.0686 0.0508 0.0876*
(0.0503) (0.0577) (0.0498) (0.0470) (0.0544) (0.0447)
Building group FE YES YES YES YES YES YES
N 1,339 1,324 1,339 1,316 1,301 1,316
Adj. R? 0.0838 0.0884 0.0855 0.122 0.152 0.131

Note: OLS regressions. SEs are clustered at the building level. Columns 1-3 DV is whether the individual voted in 2018 Mayoral elections.
Columns 4-6 DV is how often one discusses politics (0-1). *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.

TABLE 14. The Effect of Program Inclusion on Policy-Specific Interactions, Vote in 2018 Mayoral
Elections, and Discussion of Politics: 95% Confidence Intervals and Sensitivity Analysis

Vote 2018

Discuss politics

@)

ACME
p at which ACME=0

0.023 (0.007 0.040)
0.081

0.036 (0.024 0.050)

0.185
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TABLE 15. Interactions Related to Pension Reform

May 2017 list

May 2017 x Apartments
No. of apartments

Male

Age

Higher education
Income

Years lived

Retired

State employee
Privatized apartment
No. of rooms

Residents per room
Wood window frames
State managed building
Privatized land
Unassigned land
Building group FE

N

Adj. R?

(1) (2)
0.0454 0.444**
(0.0448) (0.160)
~0.00454***
(0.00165)
0.00131
(0.00159)
~0.102* -0.103*
(0.0582) (0.0586)
0.0100*** 0.00977***
(0.00281) (0.00280)
-0.0170 -0.0228
(0.0585) (0.0590)
0.284 0.283
(0.180) (0.179)
0.00159 0.00168
(0.00278) (0.00277)
~0.427"* ~0.429"**
(0.0994) (0.0991)
0.000427 -0.00580
(0.0778) (0.0790)
-0.0843 -0.0781
(0.0715) (0.0718)
0.0163 0.0136
(0.0486) (0.0483)
0.0410 0.0407
(0.0471) (0.0475)
0.0430 0.0433
(0.0644) (0.0649)
-0.0789 -0.0741
(0.0641) (0.0790)
0.366 0.398
(0.291) (0.257)
0.249 0.258
(0.173) (0.173)
YES YES
1327 1327
0.120 0.123

**p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.

Note: OLS regressions. SEs are clustered at the building level. DV is the index of interactions specific to pension reform. *p < 0.10,

Spillover Effects: Increased Political
Engagement and Collective Action against
Pension Reform

Our research design allows for a test of potential
spillover effects of the renovation program-related
interactions on other types of political engagement
not related to housing issues: (1) on two types of
political engagement: voting in the 2018 Mayoral elec-
tions and the frequency of the discussion of politics and
(2) involvement in collective action related to pension
reform.

Consistent with studies that identify spillovers
between social capital accumulation and political
engagement, we look at the effects of increased
policy-based interactions on voter turnout and political
discussion. In Table 13, the dependent variables are the
dummy for voting for any of the candidates in the
2018 Mayoral elections (columns 1-3) and discussion

of politics at home or with friends or colleagues in the
past year (columns 4-6). Columns 1 and 4 of Table 13
indicate that being included in the program affected
both of these variables (p <0.001 and p = 0.089,
respectively), supporting Hypothesis 4a.

This effect goes through policy-specific interactions
as follows from columns 2 and 5. For turnout in the
2018 Mayoral race, this effect is partial, suggesting that
the increase may reflect both the indirect effect of
policy interactions and the perceptions of the increased
salience of local government due to the importance of
housing reform in popular opinion. The MCMC pro-
cedure also shows both mediation effects to be signif-
icant at the 95% level, and be robust to potential
confounders, as reported in Table 14; thus, Hypothesis
Sa is partially supported for turnout in the Mayoral
election and supported for discussion of politics.

We do not find that magnitude of the effect of
program inclusion on either the 2018 Mayoral vote or
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FIGURE 2. The Effects of Program Inclusion on
Social Interactions Related to Pension Reform,
Depending on Building Size
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Note: The figure reports marginal effects of the May 2017 variable

in Table 15, calculated for different building sizes, with 95% Cls.

political discussion depends on the number of apart-
ments in the building (columns 3 and 6); hence,
Hypothesis 6a is not supported.

Our interpretation of this result is that it is a reflec-
tion of electoral malfeasance. The regime’s increasing
reliance on electoral manipulation, and in particular,
mandatory turnout for state workers and those depen-
dent on the state budget increase turnout rates regard-
less of the building size. More generally, building size
influences the outcomes that emerge from purely
bottom-up interactions, but in the two cases where
regime interests lead to top-down state intervention,
this effect is not significant.

Finally, the proximity of the pension reform policy to
the Housing Program allows us to test whether the
interactions related to housing policy produced social
capital that also increased engagement with the pension
reform program. While both reforms were extremely
salient, the latter reform was very different from hous-
ing policy in two important ways that should affect
social capital stocks. First, the pension reform con-
tained no incentives for policy-based interactions or
state-society consultation. Second, it was also
extremely unpopular and presented losing outcomes
to all citizens, except the military personnel exempted
from the policy (Smyth and Sokhey 2021). As a result,
we do not expect the pension reform to yield new social
capital, but we do expect the effects of the housing
policy to spill over into the new policy arena.

To explore the effects of accumulated social capital
on engagement with the policy, we repeat the analysis
but substitute a similarly constructed index of interac-
tions related to Russia’s pension reform for the index of
policy-specific interactions. Table 15 reports the results
of this analysis. In column 1, we regress the pension
reform interactions on the treatment; the effect was
positive but not statistically significant. In column 2, we
repeat the analysis including the number of apartments
in the building as a moderating variable. Our results
suggest that interactions related to housing policy
spilled over into pension reform activism and political
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engagement, boosting capital accumulation at the mar-
gin of the initial policy for a subset of residents—those
residing in smaller buildings. Thus, Hypotheses 4b and
5b are both not supported, and Hypothesis 6b is sup-
ported (with p = 0.007 for the corresponding interac-
tion term).

In Figure 2, we report the effect of program inclusion
on pension reform interactions for buildings of differ-
ent sizes. This effect is significant at the 95% level for
buildings with 60 or 80 apartments and is not significant
for larger building sizes (100, 120, etc.).

DISCUSSION

The core finding of our statistical analysis is that the
Renovation Program’s incentives for residents interact
to secure benefits by voting and participating in meet-
ings, consultation, and other outreach did lead to the
accumulation of social capital despite the authoritarian
context in which the policy process unfolded. Residents
of apartment buildings included in the program dem-
onstrated higher levels of social capital than residents
of buildings that were not included. The analysis shows
that this effect influences a wide range of individual
norms and practices that define relations among neigh-
bors and residents’ propensities to engage in the pro-
vision of collective goods such as maintenance of
common spaces. Importantly, the results demonstrate
that it is not just the inclusion or exclusion of apartment
houses from the program that matters, but the interac-
tion among residents and between the state and society
that produces these effects.

These effects hold even when we control for levels of
existing capacity prior to the introduction of the hous-
ing policy allaying concerns about endogeneity based
on original social capital endowments in buildings
included in the sample. Existing social capital is con-
trolled for in our research design and also by the
inclusion of two measures highly correlated with
building-level social capital: the nature of collective
management and the disposition of the land that the
apartment building occupies. The reliance on state
building management diminishes the need for cooper-
ation to maintain the common areas of the building.
Conversely, securing resident ownership of the land
below the apartment demands sustained cooperation.

The results also reveal interesting variations in the
effect of building size on both political engagement and
social capital accumulation. These results demand
more investigation, but our preliminary explanation
for this variation is rooted in the autocratic tools that
the regime relies on to secure favorable political out-
comes and evade the negative effects of social capital
accumulation. Consistent with Olson’s hypothesis, the
large building effect is significant in outcomes that are
predominantly bottom-up processes that emerge from
social interactions. The effect is clear in both the medi-
ation analysis and the regression analysis. This factor is
not significant in cases such as policy-specific interac-
tions or electoral turnout where the city government
took a role in shaping interactions and outcomes by
mobilizing state workers and dependents. This
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mechanism of state intervention shaping participation
complements the emerging work on the ways in which
the Chinese government works to limit the political
effect of social capital accumulation.

The evidence of spillover effects from interactions to
vote turnout also points to a second area of future
research. The prominence of regularly scheduled elec-
tions at all levels of the Russian government creates a
distinct set of challenges for the regime. This challenge
increases as the regime stresses governance and
responsiveness tools to maintain stability. The Housing
Program not only increased participation in city-wide
elections, but it also spawned new political candidates
and organized efforts to register and train candidates to
organize campaigns (Gorokhovskaia 2018; Zhelnina
2023). This produced significant unexpected losses in
local elections and created models that could be used to
challenge regime control in other regions (Norton
2023). As a result, the regime was forced to increase
both interventions in electoral processes and rely on
repression to stifle opposition organizations (Smyth
2020).

Before concluding, we turn to the focus group dis-
cussions that provide some substantive understanding
of the mechanism at the heart of our hypotheses: the
role that interactions rooted in the Housing Program
played in building new forms of social capital. Consis-
tent with Hypotheses 1a and 1b, participants in our
focus groups reported meetings with neighbors, dis-
cussing the program, and seeking advice from other
residents in order to understand policy provisions and
to collaborate to protect their interests. One focus
group member summarized this effect:

[I am acquainted with about] 60 percent [of my neighbors].
Moreover, this 60 percent was stretched in connection
with the renovation. I have seen so many new faces. I
have not seen people so activated before. One person
comes to you, then a second comes concerning the vote,
then everybody gathers in the yard. That’s the period
when, in fact, we met each other.

Many other respondents indicated that the program
provoked the same kinds of broader discussion within
their apartment blocks. These ties transmitted informa-
tion and revealed preferences about the program,
shaping both transparency and the potential for sanc-
tions. One respondent who was an opponent of the
program in a house that was slated for inclusion argued:

Uncle Zhora, who lived under us, came to my house and
asked about the renovation program. He did not ask from
the point of view of the agitator, but from the point of view
of a person who did not understand what is happening. I
showed him several social media clips on this topic. He
watched with me, then we went through the house and
realized that almost all the apartments at our entrance
would vote against this program...

This new communication within houses was a
by-product of the policy process that required a two-
third majority vote to secure new housing. Residents

needed to ensure that others would support their pre-
ferred outcome and many focus group respondents
reported changing their minds through discussion of
neighbors. Yet, not all of these interactions produced
social capital. Zhelnina (2023) reports that in some
cases, this disagreement caused significant acrimony
among neighbors. In our group discussions, consistent
with the statistical results, many of our respondents
reported increased communication with neighbors
and better relations after these interactions. Two
respondents in the same focus group discussed their
experiences with house-level organizers who formed a
coalition to influence the house-level vote. The first
speaker reported:

We had an initiative group in the house itself, which went
to all the apartments and explained the facts to those who
were gullible and thought that now they would give them
luxurious housing. They explained how everything will be
after the fact, and so, yes, this group influenced the
outcome of the vote.

The second speaker described her learning process
as these interactions continued. The need for informa-
tion and to correct misinformation drove a great deal of
the interactions but was conflated with a desire to resist
the program or conversely to convince opponents.
Many respondents spoke about the importance of pre-
cise, local information provided by civic initiatives. As
one young woman noted:

I know, Snos5, the site, and there is a forum, organized by
districts. Everyone is discussing what exactly is going on in
the district, what is planned; what has been built; where
they have been moved; and what rumors they hear.

The discussions also shed some light on the mecha-
nisms that drove spillover effects: information and
efficacy. Focus group respondents comprised of resi-
dents included in the Renovation Program were also
more informed about opposition efforts such as peti-
tions and social mobilization against the Renovation
Program. While respondents who were not part of the
project said that they knew little about the protest, the
residents in included buildings spoke of their size and
impact. A number of respondents talked about attend-
ing large demonstrations. Others spoke of informal
actions, “There were also local protests. Not protests
per se, but people gathered around the Council and
said: “Here’s the thing ....”” In each case, they attended
with other residents in their apartment bloc.

Respondents held mixed ideas about the govern-
ment’s response to their participation in these events.
As one resident argued, “It [protest] showed that there
are many citizens against the renovation. Showed yes,
but whether it affected anything is a good question.”
Another respondent in the group immediately
responded, “It seems to me that it simply became
connected with the elections.” Others spoke of their
surprise that the government had responded to popular
demands and made several important innovations to
the legal framework guiding the outcomes.

1127


https://www.cambridge.org/core
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055423000941

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.119.167.117, on 12 Sep 2024 at 15:51:29, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/50003055423000941

Ekaterina Borisova, Regina Smyth, and Alexei Zakharov

The focus group evidence supports the findings from
the survey data. The mechanism is clear in respondents’
statements: residents acted from the need to forge a
building super-majority in the house-level vote by
interacting with each other and with state representa-
tives. Interactions yielded new networks and trust
among residents and prompted spillover into political
discussion and electoral participation.

CONCLUSION

This study responds to Ostrom and Ahn’s (2009) call
for more fine-grained empirical work on specific policy
areas and across different social, political, and eco-
nomic contexts to understand the relationship between
policy and the emergence of social capital. By including
a formal building-level vote to secure new housing, the
policy created strong incentives for social interaction to
resolve uncertainty through information sharing,
demand additional benefits through consultation, and
protect residents’ rights through amendments to the
legal framework. This bottom-up organization comple-
mented state-organized initiatives and meetings that
increased interactions at governmental hearings and
meetings. This cooperation resulted in state respon-
siveness: new protections were included in the policy
and new benefits were added to the relocation package.
Yet, the uncertainty about the successful implementa-
tion of these policies remained.

Resident interactions linked to the Housing Program
also produced spillover effects beyond this specific
policy domain, increasing residents’ participation in
opposition to pension reform as well as voting in local
elections. Our results also suggest that the social inter-
actions related to the Housing Program countered
other influences in authoritarian rule such as repression
and disinformation that foster social disengagement
from politics. Residents living in buildings included in
the Renovation Program were more likely to discuss
politics, defining a path through which formerly disen-
gaged citizens re-engage to secure benefits and hold
authoritarian leaders accountable.

These societal developments have the potential to
challenge existing state strategies to constrain social
demands and ensure regime stability. Similarly, our
finding that policy interactions increased electoral par-
ticipation highlights how the variation in authoritarian
regime types presents different potential challenges
and demands different regime solutions. As a whole,
this research illustrates how reliance on good gover-
nance to win social support requires autocratic regimes
to constantly innovate to contain the resulting societal
capacity to self-organize.
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