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(The paper explores power relations in Russia and the corresponding structures of personal-
ized trust on the base of an analysis of three different types of distinctions and relations: state
(capacity) vs. society, institutionalized power vs. personalized power networks and institu-
tional structures of trust vs. personalized networks of trust. The analysis of the importance of
personal networks of power can be, as the case of Russia shows, presented as a compensation
for the absence of strong institutions or institutionalized structures of trust. Moreover in “ low
trust societies’” like Russia highly personalized power systems are not necessarily expressing
only illegal or semi-legal structures of trust, they can, in an environment without institutional-
ized social capital forms, be also the engine for reforms.)

It was foreseegble that the socid capitdl discusson would move east, as Martin Aberg aready
observed !, to the countries of east certral Europe and, of course, dso to Russia, the country
of the “hundred friends’ and connections. That networks of al kinds could be consdered as
resources for cooperation, whatever their form, has been noticed dready by many observers
of such societies in trangtion like Russia, Ukraine or Bulgaria But so far the search for socid
cepitd and dructures of trust in these countries has given only mixed results. Therefore as
everywhere in scientific descriptions, it may be useful to dress the obvious fact that we can
see only what our concepts alow to see. Spesking of podtive or negative effects of socid
cgpitd is not only a matter of the used indicators and ther normative implications, it points
as wdl to the problem of defining and limiting the notion of socid capitd.? An observer with
a “bright” or optimist view of socid capitd will probably tend to find in every associationd
activity the seeds for cregting generalized trust. Using a more redistic gpproach one may dis-
cover that such an image of society and dtate - society relations is too smple and that the
sructures of trust conditute something more than what can be found with a pattern reducing
the problems of societal development and its features (including dructures of power) to a
guestion of cooperation. In fact, even if in a theoreticd manner basc mechanisms motivating
cooperation such as coercion, interests, values and persona relations can be fixed, we are fac-
ing condderable difficulties to find in practice causd and tdeologicd explanations concern
ing the aggregated collective effects of different cooperative behavior. It is easy to notice, that
amed with a “civic community inde<’® one may find socid capitd in the darkest “black
holes’ of Russian provinces. Cooperation itsdf is not enough to create Modernity.
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In regard of the mentioned lack of conceptua differentiation the purpose of the present paper
IS to invedtigate on the base of a number of concrete examples the relation between different
types of networks in Russan politics. It is dso important for us to show the sgnificance of a
differentiation of networks of trust and networks of power within the power structures on one
hand and the generd relaions of trust in the gate. This points to the question about how Rus-
sa will be able to pass from the negative to the postive sde of socid capita, from the pattern
of “particularigtic’ reciprocity within persond networks to the norms of generdized reciproc-
ity and networks of civic engagement.

Before we will present a conceptud framework of different types of networks and relations of
trust between and insde networks, state and society. We need a generd view about studies in
the fidld of socid capitd and its effects. Most of the socia capitd studies are concerned with
more or less pogdtive effects of certan socid interactions and socid inditutions - a given
amount of socid capitd - on civil society and the socid competitiveness of a given society in
generd, thus cregting the conditions for economic growth by reducing transaction costs of
every kind and the development of a strong trustworthy state. What has been said about pos-
tive socid capitd since the dready classica studies of Coleman and Putnant is that there is a
causd nexus between the demsity and qudity of the socid networks and the efficiency of
indtitutions of dal kinds, politica, economic, pedagogic or culturd. Typicdly the indicators
measuring stocks of sociad capitd in a society are found in the forms of civic engagement or
the degree of trust.® The crucid importance of resources symbolized by socid capitd has dso
been dressed by internaionad organizations concerned by sustainable development such as
the World Bank” or OECD. One may cdl this aspect the “good news’ or the qotimist version
of what socid capital does or should do.

But it should be obvious, as many cases in Eastern Europe and other regions show, that socia
capitd has adso its "dark" or perverse side 8, its negative implications. Look for example a the
Sdlian mafia Ian't it a pat of the civil society? Do the corrupt power networks in Russia
represent an engine for economic and political reforms? As far as socid networks, particularly
networks of power are concerned, severd authors are stressing those negative aspects of ©-
dd capitd.® But things are not 0 dear here since in the "gray zones' of particularistic net-
works there is room for quite many different patterns of persona networks which can contrib-
ute to the formation of certain forms of trust important for complex modern ingtitutions.

Therefore it may be important to know something more about the forms of this so cdled,
“negative socia capitd”? How can we be sure about the negative or postive effects of socid
capita? lan't it rather so thet the world is neither "black” nor "white' but rather “gray”, imply-
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ing ambiguity?® Authors like Bruszt and Stark have good reasons in considering the two
faces of networks they can be agencies of development or "rent-seekers depleting the public
treasury and inhibiting economic growth.** And is it redly so dear that only horizontd net-
works should be associated with postive socid effects due to norms of cooperation and trust?
Norms of cooperation in any paticular network are likdy to change from one dtuation to
another. They can represent socid capitd in one context and unsocid capitd in another.*? Of
course in Russa they may be associated with corruption, nomenklatura, post-communist cli-
entelism etc,, but they can dso play an important coordination role in and between the econ
omy and the politicd system. Instead it would be more appropriate to consder a persond
network in terms of “dlique’, that is a nonkinship informa association, within which exists
group feding and intimacy, as agroup norm of behavior.*®

What kind of networks should we consider particularly in Russia? Can we make a clear dis-
tinction between networks of civil society and crimina networks? It is dso obvious tha net-
works of trust with access to power systems have to be didinguished from networks without
such links to the systems of political power. Looking closer we may discover a least three
problematic digtinctions in the discusson about podtive and negative effects of socid capitd
which are elther not reflected or are reflected only on arather genera way:

Fird, there is the diginction between generdized interpersond and inditutiona or systemic
trust.® It is a digtinction between horizontd and verticd trust. Many are considering ingtitu-
tiond trus only as a problem of attitudes towards inditutions and are neglecting the differ-
ence between indtitutions and the holders of public functions. A difference which is dso basad
on an epigemologica gap faced by individuds when they have to trus anonymous mecha
nisns of modemn inditutions rather then persondly well-known public actors!® Thus the
modern state has to deal with the paradox'® of an impartia ruler standing “above’ the society,
which has nevertheess to be and to be seen as a trustworthy componert of this society.

Second, the clarification of the generd problem is related to the digtinction between networks
of trust and networks of power, which should dso include the digtinction between old or pre-
exiging forms of socid capitd (for example under communist rule) and present forms of net-
works. In addition, we have to be conscious of the functiond smilarity of trust and power in
regard to the problem of organizing collective cooperation. If cooperation cannot be based on
trust it may be enforced by State power — a “suboptimad” solution as Putnam would cal it.
One should digtinguish here the “Leviathanlike’ political power under conditions of absence
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of socid capitd and politica power in the more modern sense of a legitimate, trustworthy and
reponsve date able to promote generdized trust in the society. But trustworthiness is not
enough to get things done and to solve problems of collective action. A legitimate power has
to mobilize resources like law, force and money in order to attain ts gods and to protect civil
society or markets. The problem is not in the means but in the way they are used: a repressve
power doesn’'t need to rely on trust — at least not in the short term. On the other hand incoher-
ent or inefficient laws erode every power, legitimate or not, and affect the chance of genera-
ized trust to become a factor of cooperation based more on trust in the rationaity of genera
behavior than in personad bonds. We could say then, that the more politica power fals in pre-
saving generdized trudt, in being responsve, the more it has to “inflate’ its other means. In
this regard one should not forget, that the observance of laws by citizens is as Margaret Levi
has shown it, conditioned by the public perception of the State, his organs, and office holders
as actors acting on behalf of people.’

This brings us to the date / society digtinction which points to the question of the role of the
date in framing socid interactions. The question of the negetive and podgtive role of the date
and the date related networks is a more crucid one than the general discourse about positive
and negative aspects of sociad capital. In this regard Nicola Petro makes an interesting dis-
tinction between a “nondatist” view on socid cepitd and a “datis” view, which stresses the
crucid role of the state as an agent promoting and cresting socia capital.*®

For this purpose and in relaion with date characteristics and activity andysts of socid capitd
forms in Eagern Europe are qudifying socid networks manly by udng diginctions such as
nor-communitarian vs. communitarian socid capitdl  or verticd vs. horizontd  networks*®
Richard Rose for example uses the digtinction of modern, premodern and antimodern net-
works in his andyss of resources Russans are mohilizing in ther contacts with “the Byzan-
tine’ Russan bureaucracy.?® Non-communitarian or “premodern” socid capitd and particu
larigtic networks seem to fulfill functions in trangtiondl societies with “wesk” inditutions or
state — society relations dominated by generdized distrust?! These particularistic networks
are used by important part of the populatiion to compensate the absence of trustworthy and
responsive state structures for attaining individua or group gods?? The compensatory func-
tion of networks, especidly clientelist networks is adso stressed by Andras Sgo who describes
them as “a viable form of socid organization where other networks and forms of socid or-
ganization are nonexistent or at least underdeveloped” =

' See Levi 1998: 88
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A this point we have to differentiate. Looking at these kind of networks implies a bottom-up
perspective, a look through the eyes of citizens and voters concerned by inditutions and al-
minigrations which are not working the way they should. In this perspective — the dally life
experience - non-communitarian sociad capitd and particularisic networks seem to have a
socid function in those countries in the sense that they compensate the lack of efficient formd
ingitutions®* Persona networks are a problem solving strategy (“to get things done’). In
some post-socidist countries they go together with the lack of generdized trust and trugt in
formd inditutions and civic networks. Why should you trust the world beyond your family
and the wider “family” of your friends if this world is, as the case of Russa shows, perceived
in “hobbesan” terms, full of discriminations and exclusons, inequdities, greed, crime and
corruption.?®> On the other hand, in a “top down” perspective things are different, that's why
we have to remind that we dress particularly politica dite networks, where persond trust and
trustworthiness are means for achieving and maintaining power.

Networks of clientdisn or networks of power are being described as verticd quas-
inditutional dructures, for example of political groups or business representatives around the
heads of the regiona executive®® We face here “amicable’ and informa structures of negotia-
tion which deploy sahilizing politicd and socid effects?” Studies about dientdlist networks
in Eagtern and east-centrd Europe are referring to the survival of old network structures
among the new political dructures, which should be diginguished from civic networks, on
one hand, and new power networks, on the other.?® On the other hand, “traditional” networks
of power organize - by means of corruption, indder informations and other Srategies of ex-
cuson - the uncertanty of “untrustworthy” competitive market mechanisms and thus con

tribute to vertical structures of exchange associated with “oligarchic capitaism”.?°

The question whether Paermo represents the future of Moscow, may make sense here, but
shows dso some determinism.® Or should this mean that democratization has no chance in
countries like Russa and Ukraine? Of course “Pdermo’ has dso the meaning of the survivd
of particularistic networks of trust based on the protection of corruption. Rose-Ackerman
shows precisaly how such a type of persond networks could maintan a sysem of generdized
and normalized corruption.®! Obvioudy the kind of trust necessary for keeping illegd net-
works has to be separated from trust or distrust in politica ingtitutions. Under this aspect genr
erdized digrus in inditutions may very wedl go together with illegd persond sysems of
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trust. Corruption has to do with the confuson of the border between public interests and pri-
vate interests, a confusion that a “wesk” state can only reinforce®® Furthermore in Russa
corruption, together with patron-client relations shows a systemic character insofar as the
dominant symbiotic pattern of politicd and economic “nomenklatura-dites’ on al levels con+
tinue the soviet “tradition” of persond networks induding the normdization of corruption.
Corruption may indeed be consdered as “anti-sociad” or “unsocid” sructures of trugt in re-
gard to their negative collective output.>® In such networks trust is of course limited and con
ditioned by the power resources of the participants in the system of contacts, for example spe-
cfic informations about other “friends’ in the network, which is creating a kind of drategic
“community” with some “mutua deterrence potential” 34

So if socid capitd may be consdered as a catayst improving the performance of economic
and paliticd inditutions it is on the same time dso probable that certain forms of socid capi-
td are obstadles to the establishment of the very same ingtitutions® If we consider not only
the “quas-traditiond” networks of every day life and the corruption on dl levels of the paliti-
cd sysem but look aso a the degree of penetration of politicdl and economic dlites by the
networks of the organized crime we can hardly be optimistic.3®

Networks of Trust as a hegative social capital

It's obvious that there are different types of networks in politics to the dready mentioned
networks of power and the networks of trust we could add the related networks of influence
and information networks. It is not our task to present here a typology of socid networks. In
this paper we shdl concentrate our attention on one specific type i.e. networks of trust. On the
one hand we hope to demongrate how these networks contribute to the positive and negative
socid capitd on different societd level. On the other hand we shdl try to show how crucid
the networks of trugt are for the survivability of palitica groupsin Russa

Let's look firgt at networks of trust conceived as negative socia capitd. The best examples of
a negative role of the socid capitd are the complex and non-baanced reations between the
bureaucratic structures of the state and economic pressure groups of different nature. In Rus-
sSa the most important and widely discussed subject is the so caled “oligarchic power” of a
snal number of busnessman with “specid relations' within the government and presdentid

%2 See Levin / Satarov 2000
33 See World Bank 2000

34 This may include the publication of kompromat and the use of scandalsin the struggle among and between different networks and clans.
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% See Hardin (1999) for areflexion on the mutually reinforcing relation between interpersonal capital and institutional capital. But the
author is observing also that “interpersonal and institutional capital can similarly get in our way. Widespread customs and even very loca
practices of personal networks can impose destructive norms on people, norms that have all of the structural qualities of interpersonal
capital. Ingtitutional capital can also wreak its destructive hold, asin the Eastern nations that are now trying to build new economies and
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administration.®” For example the role of media companies during the presidentia dections of
1996 is widely acknowledged.® Of course it is possible to say that these “corrupted relations®
played a pogtive role in Russan politics, preventing the victory of communists. Nevertheess
such a pogtion leads inevitably to a kind of double standard in the evduation of “how -
mocracy works’ in different countries. It is very dangerous to say that the famous case with
the “xerox box” with hundreds of thousands dollars for illegd electora support®® contributed
positively to the development of Russian democracy. It would be the same to say that the
prior role of media is to generae citizen's trugt in the main political leaders in favor of de-
mocracy without reveding ther individua interests and the complexity of their relationships.

The widdy known corruption scandds of huge sze like privetization of bigget Russan ail
companies for very limited price and fasified tenders formed out of puppet companies in
1995%, the facts well established by the Accountancy Chamber of the Federd Assembly*! are
obvioudy examples of how the networks of trust between the government representatives and
business destroy public trust in democratic inditutions, market economy and the Sate in tran
gtion.

But one of the mogt driking example of this kind is the o cdled “Harvard casg’, in which an
international network of trust, formed by a group of scientific advisers from the Harvard Uni-
verdty and a group of Russan specidids in privatization were accused of illegd use of confi-
dentiad economic information about the state of some Russan enterprises and bureaucratic
decision, in favor of ther own enrichment.*? In this case we can consider the close relations of
collaboration on the internationd level as a kind of podtive socid cepitd. But obvioudy this
capitd has been ingrumentdized in a definitely negetive sense. It is reasonable to ask about
the inditutiona conditions which dlowed to so many respectable people to make this kind of
deds, but it is relatively cear that such a case was posshble only through the existence of a
hierarchy of complicated networks of trust both in Russa and the United States, where one of
the protagonists of this case even hasn't been excluded from the academic community usudly
very sensitive to such matters*®

Networks of trust as a tool for survivability of political groups

In order to investigate these problems we need to pay attention to concrete Stuations. For that
purpose we suggest three cases, which are stressng  some of the questions mentioned above
and give us the opportunity to show how different types of socid networks are interacting.
These three cases are; the process of brmation of the politicd movement “Democratic Russa

37 With regard to the role of oligarchs in the presidential campaign 1996 seefor example Novaia Gazeta 11 (20-26 March 2000) Kak etobylo
v 1996

%8 See Gel’ man, 2000: 33

%9 See Gel’ man 1998

0 See Sergeyev 1998: 149

“1 Yury Boldyrev Interview to Novaia Gazeta N40 (28 October ) 1996
42 Revansh “Botanikov” Stringer, November 2000

43 Stringer, Ibid.



during the lagt years of USSR; the formation of the Gaidar's government in October 1991;
findly the appearance of the “Nijny Novgorod group” on the nationd political level during
spring of 1997. Other cases could have been chosen of course, but in order to cover not only
different configurations of politicd power but dso different periods including the firs democ-
ratization process in the USSR after 1988, we prefer to focus on these three cases stressng the
dynamic and interdependent relations between networks of trust and networks of power.

Multiparty politics was not inditutionaized in Russa until the 1991. This means that the most
important role in palitica life has been played by informd networks. In the absence of devel-
oped democratic palitical inditutions there was no way for the people having ambitions in
politics to enter it on a certain inditutiond base. In a Stuation when politics was not a secure
fidd of activity the problem of interpersond trust was crucid. That is why not only dissdents
but dso the firg legitimate politicd groups, which emerged in the beginning of the period of
perestiroika, were totaly based on persona networks of trust. People organized within these
groups usudly knew each other for a long time, since they have been studying or working
together for years. The mogt politicaly active part of the population were intellectuds from
the Academy of Scence and from different univerdties. Surprisngly enough the students
activity was redively low. The core of the new palitics in 1988-1989 was represented by
academics from the inditutes of the Academy of Science of USSR, manly from Maoscow,
Leningrad and Novosibirsk. In the end of 1988 they started to organize so-caled clubs of vot-
ers, having in mind to give a support to the pro-reform candidates in future eections which
had to be held in March 1989.** Very soon these dlubs fdt themselves to be in charge not only
in support but adso in sdection of the candidates. All this activity was basicdly a grass root.
Nobody paid for it, alot of work has been done through private contacts.

The mog important role in this period was played by Secharov with his enormous intellectua
and mord influence and through a very wide persond network maintained by his wife E.
Bonner. A very successful campaign in favor of Boris Ydtsn has been lunched just through
this network. Those networks of academics became later the main information and PR net-
work for the pro-reform deputies of the Congress of People Deputies of USSR and the Inter-
regionad Group crested by them. The same networks of people became the core of the new
politicd movement Democratic Russa, which after the dection into the Russan Congress of
People Deputies in spring of 1990, darted to dominate the Soviet politica landscape. It is
important to notice that the compostion of this network of politica activists was very uneven.
Among them it was possible to find a number of prominent professors but the vast mgority
of these people were junior researchers with a long and unsuccessful scientific carrier. Most
of them worked in the fiedd of physcs chemidtry, computer science, and were involved into
the sudies of naturd science and had a very scared knowledge of politics, economics and
socid problems®

44 See Biryukov / Sergeyev 1997: 71-72
5 Pervyi S ezd narodnykh deputatov RSFSR 6 volumes Moscow: Respublika 1992



Being politicaly rather naive and serioudy ideologized - they beieved in wonders of market
economy and democracy which should transform the Soviet society immediately to the better
- they did not want to think about the unprecedented complexity of future transformations
They amply did not underdand the role of inditutiond desgn in these reforms. Many of
them changed ther politicad orientation immediatdy after the beginning of the process of the
Ydtan reforms and joined the communists and the nationdist camp (like Chelnokov and Ac-
autchiz). Others abandoned any ideas of democracy in favor of pro-market and authoritarian
anticommunist policy. The decay of Soviet science represented dso the find blow for this
network. It became week, disabled and practically disappeared between 1992 and 1993.%¢ The
October events of 1993 and the dissolution of the Congress of People Deputies of Russa ce-
dsroyed it findly and together with it disgppeared the Democratic Russa — the politicd
movement responsible for the victory of Boris Ydtsan, the dedruction of the communist
power in USSR and the disappearance of the USSR itsdlf.

We can draw some conclusons out of this painful experience. Firgt of dl this network was a
network of trust created within the socid group which had a high esteem in the Soviet society,
but which could never get a direct access to politicd power. This fact has been well known by
each member of the society. In the eyes of the public they could not represent the network of
power, and could not be trusted as power holders. That is why they needed Yetsn who e
came famous as a member of the old power network and as democrat smultaneoudy. The
members of Democratic Russa even faled to mantan influence on Ydtsn himsdf. They
were not trusted by Yetsn, except a few individuas which lost soon connections with the
initid network. After the death of Sacharov they became deprived dso of public trust within
the intelectud community, because nobody of them could present such an impressive record
of the gruggle with the regime and intdlectud influence & the same time. Ther support of
the reduction of resources for Russan science and ther effort to destroy the image of the S-
viet science as corrupt and related with the regime deprived them of the last traces of public
trust in ther own environment. They've faled to transform ther network of trust into trust-
worthy political power. The exisence of socid capitd in the sense of networks of trust and
values as such is not enough to creste new inditutions or even to influence palitics In this
cae it is possble to see how the difference between the internal network of trust and the net-
work of power reflected by the public can destroy political efforts of modernisation.

Another good example of the importance of socia networks in Russan palitics was the proc-
ess of formation of Gaidar’'s government. Strictly spesking this government was crested by
Burbulis during September-October 1991 and was led by Ydtsn himsdf, but Gaidar was the
most important public figure*’ The government was formed purely on the base of the network
of trugt, including mainly the people from the Inditute of Economics of Scientific and Tech
nologica Progress, which provided not only some minigers but many people for administra-

46 See Urban / Igrunov / Mitrokhin 1997
47 Biryukov / Sergeyev 1997, ch. 5
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tive duff of the government. Together with such figures as Gaidar himsdf and Chubais these
members of the new government quickly obtained the reputation of the “western educated
economists’ an image which was rather far from redity, because Gaidar previoudy had been
a journalist in party newspapers “Pravda’ and then a party journa “Communist”. Chubas was
a research associae in an obscure branch ingtitute in Leningrad and other members of the
team (in spite of the fact that some of them, for example B. Sdtykov, then the minigter of sci-
ence, receved an excdlent education in the most prestigious Soviet university, the Physica-
Technica Ingtitute) hardly could be called western educated economists.

The attitude towards them among the professonal soviet bureaucracy was very negative.
They were cdled “zavlaby” (heads of laboratories) which sgnified that they were not consid-
ered as red administrators by professionas®® In fact they were out of the red power network
of the Soviet bureaucracy and could never trespass this threshold and become “the same’ as
traditional Soviet bureaucrats. Here we can see a clear separation of the network of trust and
the network of power. Only in a few new governmenta agencies like the State Committee for
Property led then by Chubais this network of trust corresponded to a certain extent to the net-
work of power (because the agency was new and formed manly by newcomers). It is interest-
ing to notice that the Gaidar’'s network of trust without power could not stay for a long time in
Russan politics*® Most of these people were dismissed a the end of 1992. The example of
Chubais is epecidly interesting, because his long politicd life was related to the fact that he
succeeded in maintaining a network of power which helped him to survive. In this case we
may notice another configuration of networks. Gaidar's government has been consdered by
the members of Democratic Russa as trusworthy specidists. Ydtsn dso trusted them, but
they've never received an dtitude of trust from the adminidrative network of power, and
faled to create relaions of trust with the public despite many efforts of the TV channes con
trolled by the Ydtan's adminigraion and the “oligarchs’. Findly being connected by the
network of trust only with the top leadership, they could not transform these relaions into a
real network of power (except Chubais).

The third example is the promotion to power of a group of young poaliticians from Nijny Nov-
gorod during 1997-1998. The leader of the group, Boris Nemtsov, established relations with
Yetsn being dected as to the Congress of Russan Deputies in 1990. From the beginning of
1988 in Nijny started to gppear different pro-reformist groups. The Voter's club appeared at
the same time as in Moscow. It was then transformed into the club “Candidates for Democ-
racy”. The beginning of the politicadl career of Nemtsov was related with the sruggle agangt
the project to construct atomic power station near Nijny (then Gor'ky). Then in the beginning
of the nineties he pogtioned himsdf as one of the radicad democrats, champions of the eco-
nomic reform. Being gppointed by Ydtdn as a governor of Nijny he neverthdess followed a
rather authoritarian politicd course in the reations with his politicd opponents, reproducing

3 See Gaidar 1996
49 A point which should be considered also in the context of reforms without institution building. See McFaul 1995
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in Nijny the style of Yetsn regime in Moscow. For this purpose he cregsted a strong persond
network of power which was to a certain extent of a clientdist type.

When Nemtsov moved to Moscow as first vice-prime miniger, with Ydtsn who guaranteed
to secure this postion to him at least till the new presidentid eections in 2000, Nemtsov took
with him to Moscow a group of people, among them the most famous became Kirienko® and
Brevnov. The first was gppointed to the ministry of fue and energy, the second as a head of
RAO EES, the Russian dectric power supply monopoly. Soon after that Brevnov has been
dismissed for the accusations of mismanagement, but Kirienko succeeded to enter the circle
of the close Ydtan team and in March 1998, after the resignation of Chernomyrdin, he was
appointed as Prime minigter.

This was a bad time for the Russan economy. In December 1997 the Russan stock exchange
collapsed and the state bonds (GKO) were issued in extended quantity to improve the Stua
tion. The fdl of oil prices in the spring 1998 produced a new blow to the Russan stock e-
change and the dae finances. In such a dtuation the government of Kirienko-Nemtsov re-
fused to take obvious measures to smooth this chock, and devauate the currency. A devaua-
tion in April in the order of 30 % could have saved the Stuation, as has been argued by many
experts. Ingtead of that the government started an unpopular and dangerous campaign for bet-
ter tax collection, which was a the moment totaly unredigtic. As a result the trust in govern
ment among the business circles and the public in generd has been destroyed. The sudden
decison to proclam default in August destroyed dso the rdations of trust between the Nijny
group and Yédtsn and has totdly broken the public trust in Nemtsov and his group.®! The
politicd combination of networks of trust and networks of power for the Nemtsov group was
quite different from the Gaidar's case. In the brmer case there was a rea network of power
and trust but the collapse of the group was determined by the collapse of public trust, pro-
duced by an extremely incompetent economic policy. We leave gpart the numerous accusa-
tions of some members of this government in using the IMF loan in their own interegts.

Conclusons

We can see that the role of different types of networks during trangtion period is very far
from being drictly determined. If we would write the hisory of the transformation process in
Russia under the aspect of trust and particularly the dynamics of networks of trust we could
speak of a huge waste of popular goodwill, of the disappointment of expectations, of the fail-
ure of untrustworthy officenolders to build up trustworthy inditutions, of the negetive effects
of the symbioss between business and politicad networks of trust on political power and pub-
lic trust, of the power of “antimodern” networks and so on. Our am has been more modest: to
dress the two-faced character of networks, particulaly in undeinditutiondized Russa,

%0 See Novoe Vremya. Interview with A.Chubais N17, 3.5.1998
®! See Fish 2000 : 20



12

where nothing works without networks of trust and power, but where networks of trust are
also usdlessif they are not connected or combined with the “right” networks of power.

In Russa the problem of unbaanced informa connections with power is particularly virulent.
They diminish the chances of achieving a postive collective output because these networks
rnsk to adopt drategies of excluson in order to mantan the exising power configuration.
This drategies of excluson enforced by a “week” state promote persond trust instead of ingti-
tutiond trust which in its effects should guarantee rationd and lega behaviour between mutu-
dly unknown actors, thus redizing the very conditions of generdized drategic and mordigtic
trust. The absence of legitimate and efficient date structures offer opportunities for compensa
tion dructures represented not only by non-communitarian networks between the politica
sysem and society, but dso by crimind networks like Mafia groups or rent-seeking “oligar-
chic capitdigts’ avoiding public control.

The rdation of trust between the public and the political system has to be diginguished from
the networks of trugt indgde of the political sysem and the reations of trust between them.
Obvioudy the importance of public trugt is very high, as the above mentioned examples have
shown. Public trust is aso crested by certain types of networks, i.e. information networks
which in form of media should play an ambiguous role by generating indtitutiond trust and at
the same time by assuring the trangparency of collective decisons by diffusng baanced criti-
cd and hedthy disrust towards the politicd inditutions among citizens Neverthdess this
condition is necessay but not sufficient for effective policy. An important question is adso
which are the very inditutions dlowing interpersona networks of trust supported by a mgor-
ity of citizens to trandform and dabilize themsdves into democratic networks of power neces-
say for the implementation of larger reforms. This especidly if networks could be formed
outsde of power gructures, as dements of civil society, then be transferred to the dtate struc-
tures, where they could be corrupted and lose relations with the networks outside of the State,
and al this may produce a wide spectrum of politica results. Therefore we have no reasons to
connect directly the richness of societd networks with a certain type of socid dynamics. We
must diginguish between these networks, we must undersand the specific interaction be-
tween them and their aggregation to say what kind of dynamics in society is possble to e-
pect, what kind of transformation we can watch in a given society.
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