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Corruption in the organs of power and administration is literally eating away the body of the Russian state from top to bottom.
--- Boris Yeltsin
All-Russian Conference on Problems of the Fight Against Organized Crime and Corruption, 12 February 1993.

President Yeltsin's characterization of corruption represents a volte-face from the ideologically prescribed position on this subject in the USSR, which associated political corruption almost exclusively with public officials in decadent capitalist systems. Yet both Western scholars and Soviet emigres published well-documented studies that vitiated these ideological claims.1 Soviet leaders themselves, such as Yuri Andropov and Mikhail Gorbachev, supplied overwhelming empirical evidence to this same end during highly publicized campaigns they conducted against pervasive corruption in Soviet society.2 

Indeed, an analysis of political corruption in both the USSR and postcommunist Russia reveals that in each state it exhibits strikingly similar (albeit not identical) characteristics, including: (1) manifold opportunities for corruption arising from the massive role of the state in regulating societal life; (2) " family circles," wherein government officials collude among themselves and with criminal groups to plunder public wealth and avoid detection; (3) a popular political culture that attaches little moral opprobrium to many forms of corrupt behavior; (4) manifest defects in the substance and implementation of legislation to combat corruption; and (5) official responses to corruption featuring " campaigns from above" comprised primarily of punitive legal and organizational measures that singularly fail to realize their stated ends.

Yet, the transition to a market economy and the end of totalitarian political controls in postcommunist Russia undoubtedly have provided both vast new opportunities for corruption and formidable new challenges in combating it. The distinctive hybrid character of political corruption in Russia today derives precisely from its roots in both the communist and post-communist periods. This study contends that a democratic polity and market economy-while surely constituting no panacea to eradicate official venality-provide the most congenial setting to limit the opportunities and incentives for corruption in Russia. In turn, absent a substantial diminution in political corruption, one cannot be too sanguine about the prospects for democracy in postcommunist Russia.

This study defines corruption as the behavior of public officials that diverges from the formal components of a public role-the duties and powers, rights and obligations-to seek private gain.3 Most fundamentally, a corrupt act must involve the participation of individuals acting in their formal roles as public officials. Illegal activities by private citizens, including public officials acting in their private capacities, are not ones this study would define as corrupt.

Scale

No one knows with certitude the scale of political corruption in any government, including Russia's, since its practitioners naturally have a vested interest in concealing their illegal activities from public scrutiny. Several additional factors make it especially difficult to offer any but the broadest- and, inevitably, impressionistic- generalizations about the current scale of corrupt practices in Russia.

First, much of the information on this subject comes from well-known politicians far more interested in exploiting corruption for political purposes than in discussing the subject dispassionately and analytically. This circumstance culminated in September 1993, when President Yeltsin relieved both Vice President Aleksandr Rutskoi and First Deputy Prime Minister Vladimir Shumeiko of their official duties until charges of malfeasance against them could be resolved.4 Circumstantial evidence suggests that official investigations into alleged corruption among several of Yeltsin's closest political associates contributed to the president's fateful decree on 21 September 1993 dissolving the Russian Congress of People's Deputies and the Supreme Soviet and replacing them with a new legislature whose members would be elected subsequently.5
Second, Russia lacks a comprehensive and clearly defined legal conception of both what comprises the formal roles of public officials and what legal means are available to fulfill these roles. The Russian Federation still uses as the basis for its criminal legislation the criminal code of the Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic. Promulgated on 27 October I960, the code was the product and instrument of a totalitarian state that placed little emphasis on delimiting and restricting the behavior of public officials. Chapter 7 of the code, devoted to "Official Malfeasance" never uses the word "corruption," comprises only five articles (170-174) detailing illegal acts, and provides no definitions for any relevant terms contained therein. Article 175, which contains only two words- "giving bribes" -to describe the actions it prohibits, serves as a caricature of these circumstances. The high degree of specificity, detail, and semantical precision (including explicit definitions of all relevant terms) contained in federal statutes on official malfeasance in the United States contrasts sharply with the respective Russian legislation on this subject.6
Finally, official data on political corruption (see Tables I and II) provide little insight into the actual extent of this phenomenon. Some observers argue that the relatively small number of recorded acts of malfeasance in Russia demonstrate that " rumors of corruption" are " grossly exaggerated." 7 Employing similar logic, one could argue that Table I demonstrates that probity among public officials has increased dramatically, since registered acts of bribery declined by upwards of 47 percent in 1993 compared to 1992. More plausibly, others argue that the data vastly understate the overall level of official malfeasance.8 In one sense, the difficulty Russia is experiencing in compiling accurate data on political corruption only mirrors the difficulty all societies encounter in this task. Yet Russia's endeavor is substantially more difficult, since many officials responsible for exposing corruption are themselves corrupt and criminally negligent in the execution of their duties.

Types

While Russian officials often display considerable ingenuity in devising schemes to pursue private gain at public expense, their means for doing so typically constitute variations on the age-old practices of bribery and embezzlement.

	Registered Acts of Bribery 
	1986
	1987
	1988
	1989
	1990
	1991
	1992 
	1993

	(hi ,000s)* 
	6,562 
	4,155 
	2,462
	2,195
	2,691
	7,879 
	8,622
	4,500


*Includes data on the taking and giving of bribes, and acting as an intermediary in the process of bribery, as prohibited by Articles 173, 174, and 175 of the Criminal Code of the Russian Federation.

Sources: Data for 1986-1990 from Gosudarstvo i pravo. No, 4 (1993), p. 63. Data for 1991 and 1992 from Gosudarstvo I pravo. No. 10 (1993), p. 63. Data for 1993 reported by Interfax, 26 April 1994.

Table I:

Selected Data on Bribery in the Russian Federation, 1986-1993. 

Even if we cannot definitively determine its incidence, it is quite apparent that bribery is rampant in Russian officials' execution of their public duties. Polling data indicate that many ordinary Russians believe that bribery is even more extensive today than it was under the notoriously corrupt Brezhnev regime. In one survey on this subject conducted among urban residents throughout the Russian Federation, for example, 47 percent of the sample responded that bribery occurs "more often" today, 34 percent felt it occurs just "as frequently" as before, and only 4 percent of those surveyed considered it happening on " fewer occasions" today than during the Brezhnev years. (15 percent of the sample found it "hard" to offer any judgment on this issue.)9
Such corruption pervades critical governmental functions, including those involving taxation, banking, privatization, and the administration of justice. Representative materials from the last two areas illustrate this circumstance.

The process of privatizing Russia's vast state-owned enterprises and many other tangible assets reportedly is riddled with corruption as postcommunist elites battle over the spoils of state property. Manifold opportunities to influence the process through bribery arise precisely because public officials, not market forces, make the key decisions regarding what will be privatized and at what price.10 Such malfeasance often results in so-called "nomenklatura privatization" - reminiscent of the Soviet period's "family circles" -since the principals involved in the process are friends and acquaintances from their days together as officials in the Communist Party. Russian and Western analysts also contend that organized crime groups, in collusion with corrupt officials, have laundered huge amounts of illegally acquired funds through the purchase of state assets undergoing privatization." 

	Criminal Cases Instituted Against Corrupt Officials* Institution (Number)
	Transgressors -Against Decree "On the Fight Against Crime In the Civil Service"' (Number)

	Legislative 79
	261

	State Administrative 1,320
	976

	Law Enforcement 376
	170

	Other 133
	148

	Total 1,908**
	1.555***

	Source: Adapted from Moscow News. No. 20 (14
	May 1993). ð.11.


*No materials were provided on the nature of the violation.

** Of these cases, 896 were sent to court, but their resolution cannot be determined from the available materials.

*** Of these transgressors, 378 were relieved of their official positions.

Table II:

Official Malfeasance in the Russian Federation, 1992. 

Privatization in Moscow-under the control of Yuri Luzhkov, the city's high-profile mayor-has proven especially controversial. One American lawyer who represents foreign clients before privatization officials in Moscow argues that " it's pay as you go" when dealing with these officials, who must be routinely bribed to ensure decisions favorable to his clients. This lawyer and others indict a system where Luzhkov and many high-ranking Moscow officials sit on the boards of numerous joint ventures and other companies doing business with the city. Such blatant conflicts of interest extend to the Moscow city government itself, which holds an ownership interest in many commercial ventures seeking to acquire state-owned assets from privatization officials employed by the very same city government.12 Not surprisingly. Western bankers in a recent survey cited rampant corruption as one of the principal impediments to foreign investment in Russia today.13
Much of this malfeasance goes publicly undetected or unpunished because of the operation of " family circles," where corrupt officials, or their corrupt superiors, charged with rooting out corruption fail to execute their duties diligently. These circumstances reportedly prevail among personnel in the Ministry of Internal Affairs (MVD), which includes in its ranks investigative bodies to combat corruption.14 One should not accept such accusations uncritically, given the well-known rivalries among various law enforcement agencies and their efforts to discredit one another. Respected Western sources level similar charges of corruption against law enforcement personnel and have refused to share intelligence data with them for fear of compromising ongoing investigations.15
In turn, efforts to expose illegalities among Russian military personnel stationed with the Western Group of Forces (WGF) in Germany serve to illustrate how corrupt officials often use their positions to frustrate such investigations. A German police official investigating illegal activities in the military detachment bluntly asserted that criminality in the WGF is " protected by high-placed Russian military and state officials." 16 The events surrounding the recent assassination of a journalist investigating crime in the WGF provides an especially bizarre example of this circumstance. Citing the need for " defending the honor of the Russian armed forces and their supreme commanders," President Yeltsin fired Colonel-General Matvei Burlakov, whom many had charged with complicity in the assassination, from his position as Deputy Minister of Defense. In his previous post as commander of the WGF, Burlakov had been a principal subject of several high-level official investigations that scathingly denounced the rampant crime in the WGF. Pavel Grachev, Russia's Defense Minister, had appointed Burlakov to the ministerial post and reportedly may also have colluded in these criminal acts. Grachev allegedly received two Mercedes-Benz automobiles through the WGF while Burlakov was its commander. The newspaper where the assassinated journalist worked routinely refers to Grachev as " Pasha Mercedes" and portrays him in political cartoons with Mercedes emblems, instead of a Russian general's stars, on his uniform.17 The embezzlement of public resources for private gain encompasses a second broad type of corruption in the Russian Federation. Such malfeasance occurs, for example, when officials illegally appropriate publicly owned housing, automobiles, and other cherished consumer goods for their own, or a compatriot's, personal use-the same practices of their counterparts in the period of Soviet rule.

What is new in postcommunist Russia is that public officials divert state-owned assets to private entrepreneurs for domestic use or export. Reportedly, many state-owned factories now routinely resell their raw materials or state financial credits to private traders-at prices substantially higher than the heavily subsidized prices at which they acquired them-rather than use them to manufacture goods that have no market.18 Corruption within Russia's armed forces illustrates these practices. As Moscow News, a respected independent newspaper, recently editorialized, the available evidence indicates that the " armed forces have been rapidly turning into a structuralized criminal system-at each little step of the military hierarchical ladder there is a criminal-commercial structure." 19 Illegal commercial activities typically involve the embezzlement and subsequent private sale of military equipment, spare parts, fuels and lubricants, and other commodities. These illegalities reportedly have reached scandalous proportions among WGF personnel stationed in Germany. German television journalists posing as businessmen secretly videotaped uniformed Russian officers offering to sell a MiG-29 airplane, assorted armored personnel carriers, and submachine guns in 5,000-unit lots. That the sellers had official documentation from Russia's Ministry of Defense for all of the proffered weapons strongly suggests the collusion of high-ranking military personnel in this malfeasance.20
The massive corruption surrounding the trade in oil and other valuable natural resources destined for the Western market graphically demonstrates how these corrupt practices are so intertwined.

One of the participants in this illicit trade reports that it involves " greasing every palm between the oil wells in Siberia and the loading point" for export to the West.21 The roots of this illegal oil trade, a Russian source contends, should be sought " at the highest governmental level," for it is only there " that huge deliveries of petroleum products from all regions of Russia could have been organized and authorized." 22
Circumstantial evidence reflects the scale of this trade. For example, despite possessing no indigenous reserves of either resource, Estonia and Latvia are now among the world's leading exporters of copper and nickel, thanks primarily to their use as transshipment points by Russian traders illegally exporting huge volumes of these metals from Russia to the world market.23 A member of the Estonian Academy of Sciences estimates that " shadow structures" in the Baltic states have earned upwards of $3 billion in profits by facilitating such illegal trade.24 Reportedly, the trade in illegal oil is so lucrative that officials in the Russian oil industry have received more than $100 million in bribes " to ease the illegal flow of oil" from the country.25
These illegalities touch upon an issue evoking increasing concern both in Russia and abroad: that there is now emerging in Russia a symbiotic relationship between corrupt political officials at all levels of government and organized criminal groups (the so-called " Russian mafiya" ) in which the former serve as protectors for, and often active participants in, the criminal activity of the latter. A respected Western source assesses the extent of this relationship, noting that organized crime has " infected the central nervous system of Russian politics" and that it is now " difficult to separate the gangs from their government officials." 26 While organized crime groups with close links to the Communist Party nomenklatura did exist-and even flourished-in the USSR, the postcommunist period, if anything, provides even more propitious opportunities to perpetuate this phenomenon.

Causes

Even if one does not subscribe fully to da Vinci's observation that man is a " coffer full of corruption," 27 enough corruption exists among public officials in all societies to suggest that defects in the human character are a root cause of such behavior. Yet by definition, public officials must possess both opportunity and incentive before they can or will engage in corruption. These variables are widespread in Russia today.

Most fundamentally, opportunities for unbridled corruption in the Soviet Union and post-Soviet Russia have strikingly similar reasons: The government retains the discretionary right to regulate numerous human activities while simultaneously failing to delimit with precision and clarity the formal roles of public officials in the service of that government. That a propitious setting for corruption exists in a polity whose public officials wield broad, ill-defined, and mostly legally uncircumscribed powers is axiomatic. In the words of one legal scholar explaining the existence of corruption in Russia today: 

Corruption is rooted in the dominance of officials which we have inherited from the totalitarian regime. To this day, not one vital issue gets resolved without officials: from placing a baby in the nursery to the allocation of a space at the cemetery. Officials use their boundless power to grab as much as possible.28
The widespread illegal trade in oil provides a ready example of how governmental regulation presents opportunities for corruption otherwise unavailable without such regulation. The opportunity to earn vast sums from this illegal trade exists precisely because the Russian government, emulating its Soviet predecessor, has sought to avoid mass unemployment, inflation, and other economic dislocations with potentially destabilizing political consequences by maintaining prices for oil far below prevailing world market prices. Following the capitalist adage to " buy low, sell high, many officials illegally collude with private (often Western) traders to sell cheap Russian oil abroad at windfall prices.

The half-hearted and often chaotic efforts that the postcommunist Russian leadership has pursued to create a market economy in which private entrepreneurship would figure prominently have only served to exacerbate these circumstances. In these emerging private sectors-banking, securities trading, and real estate, to name just a few-the task of elaborating a comprehensive, equitable, and enforceable body of regulatory law has only just commenced. This initiative is tailor-made for public officials to use their wide-ranging and ill-defined powers for private gain. In sum, opportunities for corruption abound in Russia because, in a very real sense, the state simultaneously exhibits too much, and too little regulation in the exercise of its powers.

Of course, corruption will occur only if public officials possess the incentive to seize available opportunities to this end. Such incentives abound in Russia today.

Most compellingly, officials have strong financial incentives to engage in corruption. The most spectacular examples involve the well-publicized cases of officials receiving vast sums- sometimes in foreign currencies, trips abroad, foreign cars, and the latest Western audio and video equipment-in return for favors and dispensations in the execution of their duties. Yet these seemingly ubiquitous exposes of rampant greed and avarice among Russia's officialdom-regardless of their accuracy and public titillation-should not obscure the reality that many public officials engage in corruption for petty sums in a desperate attempt to cope with the soaring inflation and catastrophic drop in living standards that have beset postcommunist Russia since its inception.29
That officials frequently attach little/ if any, moral stigma to illegal acts provides another incentive for corruption. Many Russian bureaucrats view public property, as did their Soviet counterparts, as a target for plunder that belongs to everyone and thus belongs to no one. Other officials feel that accepting petty bribes and sundry emoluments is their just due, as they can hardly eke out a minimum level of subsistence on their state salaries alone. Officials at times also argue that they are entitled to bribes since their corrupt acts perform vital services for the state.30
Finally, the potential benefits of corruption almost invariably exceed its potential costs because, as the data in Tables I and II indicate, the chances of detection and/or severe punishment are relatively small. One survey of judicial decisions in 1993 found that the " overwhelming majority" of individuals convicted of bribery received sentences " below the lowest minimum" that the law mandated.31
The foregoing analysis has identified several factors that help explain these circumstances: (1) the existence of " family circles" composed of corrupt law enforcement officials and their political superiors who stymie whatever substantive attempts are made to bring to justice officials guilty of malfeasance; (2) an official response to corruption designed primarily for political posturing rather than the execution of its stated ends; and (3) a rudimentary corpus of law that fails to delimit precisely and clearly the roles of public officials and the substantive content of regulations they administer.

Responses

If similar reasons can be found for corruption in Soviet and post-Soviet Russia, it is not surprising that governmental responses also share a striking similarity, to wit: " campaigns from above," featuring punitive legal and organizational measures; numerous documents long on bombastic rhetoric denouncing corruption, but short on concrete steps to eradicate it; and mostly ineffectual implementation of relevant executive and legislative initiatives.

Two decrees, one issued by President Yeltsin in April 1992 and the other issued by the Supreme Soviet in December 1992, contain many of the publicized measures to combat corruption.32 Critics have castigated these decrees for their largely propagandistic value, for lacking substantive provisions for their implementation, and for parroting the style of similar communist-era decrees.33 These criticisms appear to have merit, given that almost none of the provisions in either decree have as yet been implemented.

The Russian government's response to corruption has also featured the establishment of several special " interdepartmental" commissions and task forces to " coordinate" the fight against corruption-initiatives again highly reminiscent of those in the Soviet period. As expected, these governmental bodies' efforts at coordinating anticorruption policies have, more often than not, fallen prey to conflicts-among themselves and with relevant law enforcement agencies-over bureaucratic turf and overlapping functions. These special bodies also suffered from the vagaries of contemporary Russian politics, since their fates were usually decided by the political fortunes of those who headed them.34 These structures also evoked fears that they were arrogating so much power to themselves that they could threaten the legal order in the guise of upholding it.35
The Interdepartmental Commission for Combating Crime and Corruption, attached to the Russian Federation's Security Council, remains the only such structure still functioning. President Yeltsin became head of the commission in May 1993 after ousting Vice President Rutskoi, who had held the post since the inception of the commission in October 1992. Yeltsin assumed this position, according to the edict announcing the action, to meet " persistent demands by citizens" to mount a more vigorous campaign against crime and corruption.36 This wording implies that Yeltsin views the commission, as Rutskoi did, as an instrument to target political foes and promote his own image as the servant of the popular will in rooting out corruption.

The latest initiatives to combat corruption continue to reflect the highly politicized nature of this effort. Thus in June 1994, President Yeltsin issued an edict entitled " On Urgent Measures to Protect the Population from Banditry and Other Manifestations of Organized Crime." 37 The head of the Federal Counterintelligence Service has promised that his agency will use the edict to " deal in real earnest with cases of corruption in the top echelons of state power." 38 Numerous critics from across the political spectrum charge that sundry provisions of the edict are patently unconstitutional and threaten the civil liberties of the same citizenry the edict purports to protect. In a representative exposition of this assessment, Grigori Yavlinsky, the well-known economist and political moderate, asserts that the decree " violates everything that can be violated: human rights, a number of federal laws, and the constitution itself." 39
The status of proposed legislation to combat corruption remains highly uncertain. In October 1994, the State Duma finally passed relevant legislation that had its origins in similar legislation the dissolved Congress of People's Deputies had been considering in 1992. However, the Federation Council, the upper house of the legislature, subsequently rejected this legislation " as a whole," although published reports provide few details on why it took this action.40 Whether any draft legislation from the Russian parliament ever becomes law remains to be seen since President's Yeltsin's staff reportedly is devising an alternative decree on corruption for Yeltsin's signature.41
What these initiatives have in common though is that they all have manifestly failed to reduce the incidence of political corruption substantially. Most of them have been implemented ineffectually, if at all. More significantly though very few of these measures contained the provisions that meaningfully limit the opportunities and incentives to engage in corruption. In other words, practically all of the government's efforts to date in combating corruption have failed to address its underlying causes.

Corruption and Democracy

The Irish statesman and political philosopher Edmund Burke observed that " among a people generally corrupt, liberty cannot long exist." 42 Indeed, one cannot be sanguine about the prospects for democracy in Russia as long as corruption pervades the polity.

At its most fundamental level, such corruption strikes at the heart of a democratic polity by eroding its central precepts-law-based rule and the principle that public officials hold office to promote the public weal, not to engage in self-aggrandizement. In Russia, pervasive corruption has contributed to its citizens' already well-documented cynicism regarding the honesty of public officials, the capacity of the judicial system to uphold the legal order, and the relevance of elections to improve the nation's welfare.43 Reflecting these attitudes, the aforementioned poll surveying public perceptions of corruption in urban areas of the Russian Federation found that 58 percent of the sample, including 71 percent of the sample under the age of 24, could name no " indisputably honest" politician in Russia today. Among the relatively few respondents surveyed who did identify a politician they considered " indisputably honest," they accorded this designation most frequently to Grigori Yavlinsky (10.5 percent of the sample) and Boris Yeltsin (9 percent of the sample).44
Popular demands for the restoration of " law and order" are also helping fuel the right-wing, xenophobic, and antidemocratic backlash now evident in Russia, as opportunistic politicians such as Vladimir Zhirinovsky make harsh law-and-order regimes the centerpiece of their political platforms and excoriate democracy and capitalism as foreign concepts responsible for the atmosphere of moral depravity in which Russian criminality and corruption flourish. In Belarus's recent presidential election, Aleksandr Lukashenko ran on a platform to root out official malfeasance and rescind market reforms, such as privatization, that allegedly have promoted it. Lukashenko's victory with over 80 percent of the popular vote demonstrates the political potency of these arguments in other Soviet successor states as well.

With politicians across Russia's political spectrum outcompeting one another with promises to establish " law and order," the fight against crime and corruption has come to resemble a Soviet-style " campaign" that threatens to undermine the country's embryonic democratic political institutions in the guise of protecting them. It is precisely on these grounds that critics have assailed the many recent initiatives to combat corruption, including President Yeltsin's recently promulgated decree, " On Urgent Measures to Protect the Population from Banditry and Other Manifestations of Organized Crime," whose very title eerily evokes memories of similarly worded decrees promulgated under communist rule. Significantly, Vladimir Zhirinovsky's Liberal Democratic Party-a political party hardly associated with an unswerving commitment to democracy -was the only faction in the State Duma that wholeheartedly endorsed the recent Yeltsin decree. Since no panacea exists to eradicate corruption, many governments rely on policies that at least limit the opportunities and incentives to engage in this political pathology. Mandating that all government contracts be awarded on an open and competitive basis, requiring that selected public officials make full disclosure of their financial assets and sources of income, and promulgating detailed and semantically precise prohibitions against conflicts of interest in the execution of official duties are just a few of the standard anticorruption measures that many governments have successfully used in limiting corruption. Russia could easily implement these measures-if it has the political will to do so.

An effective fight against corruption will also require deeper structural reforms to eliminate the legacies of communist rule that promote official venality in postcommunist Russia.

First and foremost, Russia must restrict substantially the highly intrusive role of government it inherited from the Soviet era. Such a system provides seemingly boundless opportunities for corruption, as one advocate of this initiative forcefully argues:

Officials do take bribes-for sales and production space, for quotas, licenses, relief, for processing documents, for squeezing competitors. This means that, to reduce bribe-taking, the powers of officials in the economy should be restricted and cut back. Unnecessary formal requirements to which the operation of enterprises and organizations in the private sector is subjected, should be eliminated. The number of echelons which coordinate, endorse, report, and authorize should be reduced.45
Naturally, Russians themselves must determine what the proper role of their government should be, and they undoubtedly will engage in contentious debate on this subject. Nevertheless, if they wish to reduce substantially the opportunities for corruption, they will arrive at a conception of government that limits its functions to those that the private sector either cannot perform feasibly (e.g., maintaining national armed forces) or that are required to promote the public weal and facilitate the operation of the private sector (e.g., devising a corpus of law to regulate private banking services). In short, establishing a market economy in which prices reflect the dictates of supply and demand, not the political and personal preferences of policy makers, would eliminate many of the opportunities to engage in official malfeasance.

Second, Russia must circumscribe the formal roles of public officials and the policies they implement within a rule of law to limit the arbitrary and capricious exercise of power-a breeding ground for corruption-characteristic of much official behavior in the communist and postcommunist periods. This requisite desideratum reflects the seeming paradox that Russia today, like the USSR before it, promotes corruption by having too much regulation by government but too little regulation of public officials.

Third, Russia must eliminate the pervasive Soviet-style " family circles" that protect corrupt officials by establishing independent and structurally differentiated organs for the investigation, prosecution, and adjudication of official malfeasance.

The desiderata for substantively limiting the opportunities and incentives for corruption-a system of limited government based on a rule of law and separation of powers-typically appear in democratic, not authoritarian, polities. Hence, the debate about how best to combat corruption in Russia is inextricably linked to the larger debate about what will be the fate of democracy in that polity. However the latter debate is resolved will have profound implications for the resolution of the former.
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