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Abstract
This paper argues that Russia’s choice of economic organization, which is based on
the renewed role of the state, is a response to the existence of severe transaction costs, and
subsequent mitigation of contractual incompleteness in the absence of a strong property
ULJKWVV\VWHP,OOGH¿QHGSURSHUW\ULJKWVKDYHKLVWRULFDOO\KDPSHUHGIRUPDWLRQRIEXVLness classes in Russia, reducing the necessity for appropriate market infrastructure. This
also implied that if Russia’s political and economic system had more than one competing hierarchy, the objective of the elites would not have entailed long-term economic
growth, as gains from short-term wealth tunneling would have been much larger. As in
WKHHDUO\V5XVVLDQLQYHVWPHQWSURMHFWVZHUHJHQHUDOO\GH¿QHGE\ODUJHVXQNFRVWV
and long-term to maturity, under a weak legal system a new substitute governing mechanism, which took form of the state–private co-partnership system, has arisen in order to
reduce hold-up costs leading to high levels of underinvestment.
1RQSUR¿WSDUWQHUVKLS³9RSURV\(NRQRPLNL´+RVWLQJE\(OVHYLHU%9$OOULJKWV
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1. Introduction
A sharp turnaround in laissez-faire policies of the 1990s under the new regime
in the beginning of the new millennium resulted in a renewed political control
RI WKHFHQWUDO VWDWH 7KHGHFLVLRQPDNLQJ SRZHU RI UHJLRQDO RI¿FHV ZDV WUDQVIHUUHG EDFN WR WKHIHGHUDO JRYHUQPHQW XQGHU WKH³YHUWLFDO ÀRZ RI SRZHU´ UXOH
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%DKU\7RPSVRQ ZKLOHSROLWLFDOLQÀXHQFHRIWKHTXDVLPDQDJHU
RZQHUJURXSDOVRNQRZQDVWKHROLJDUFKVZDVVLJQL¿FDQWO\FXUEHG *ROGPDQ
2003). Recently emerged political party competition, which thrived under Putin’s
predecessor’s administration, was reduced to a handful of participants, where
the central government’s party, United Russia, secured an overwhelmingly domiQDQWSRVLWLRQ *HO¶PDQ5HXWHUDQG5HPLQJWRQ 
One of the most noteworthy effects of the strengthened role of the central state
was its renewed governing presence in major Russian corporations (Chernykh,
 9DQWHHYD DQG +LFNVRQ   +RZHYHU WKHLGHD RI ³5XVVLDQ VWDWH
FRUSRUDWLVP´ D GHYHORSPHQW RIWHQ DVVRFLDWHG ZLWK WKHQHZ SROLWLFDO UHJLPH RI
WKHV /DQH  +DQVRQ DQG 7HDJXH   FDQ EH SHUVLVWHQWO\ IRXQG
throughout Russia’s long-standing tradition of autocratic rule. For example,
*HUVFKHQNURQ¶VFDWFKXSWKHRU\VWUHVVHVWKHLPSRUWDQWUROHRIWKHJRYHUQPHQWLQ
channelling investment funds to targeted industries towards the end of the 19th
to early 20th century, when tsarist Russia exhibited a higher degree of economic
EDFNZDUGQHVV FRPSDUHG WR WKDW RI LWV (XURSHDQ FRXQWHUSDUWV *HUVFKHQNURQ
1962). In the absence of vital prerequisites, such as advancement of technology,
VNLOOHGODERUDQGDYDLODELOLW\RIGRPHVWLFFDSLWDOWKHQHZ¿QDQFHPLQLVWHU6HUJHL
Witte, advocated a policy which focused on direct state intervention (Willis,
7RPSNLQV'UXPPRQG*DWUHOO 
More recently, one can observe the degree of state involvement in Russia’s economy during the last century summarized in Table 1. In period 1 the otherwise revoOXWLRQDU\6RYLHWUHJLPHDGRSWHGDFHQWUDOL]HGVWDWHHFRQRP\WKURXJKLWVVXFFHVVLYH
¿YH\HDU SODQ RUJDQL]LQJ WKHHFRQRP\ RQ D VWULFW KLHUDUFKDO V\VWHP DEROLVKLQJ
private property and introducing central planning (Ericson, 1991). The strategy
was somewhat successful in promoting capital and total factor productivity growth
WKHODWWHUKDYLQJDQDYHUDJHJURZWKUDWHRIRYHUWKH±SHULRG1), until
WKH¿QDOSKDVHRIWKHUHJLPHZLWQHVVHGSURGXFWVKRUWDJHVDWWULEXWDEOHWRPDQDJHULDO
DQGORFDOEXUHDXFUDWLFFRUUXSWLRQ .UDPHU 
The perestroika (period 2) experimented with market-oriented policies, in order
WRUHGXFHLQHI¿FLHQFLHVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKFHQWUDOSODQQLQJWKXVDOORFDWLQJGLVFUHWLRQDU\GHFLVLRQPDNLQJSRZHUWRUHJLRQDORI¿FLDOV7KHJRYHUQPHQWDOVRKRSHG
WRJHQHUDWHDQLQFLSLHQWSULYDWHO\RZQHGVHFWRU,QWKH/DZRQ&RRSHUDWLYHV
allowed private ownership in non-strategic economic sectors such as services,
PDQXIDFWXULQJDQGIRUHLJQWUDGHEXWWKHH[SHFWHGLQFUHDVHLQSULYDWH¿UPIRUPDtion proved unsuccessful due to the predatory behavior of local bureaucrats. As is
JHQHUDOO\NQRZQ0LNKDLO*RUEDFKHY¶VLQLWLDWLYHVOHGWRHFRQRPLFGLVDVWHUGXHWR
WKHORVVRIFHQWUDOJRYHUQPHQWFRQWURORYHUHFRQRPLFFRQGLWLRQV %RHWWNH 
7KHSULYDWL]DWLRQSURJUDPLQWURGXFHGXQGHU%RULV<HOWVLQ SHULRG UHVXOWHG
in the de facto ownership of shares by former state enterprise insiders (Alexeev,
)LODWRWFKHYHWDO%ODFNHWDO ZKRZHUHDEOHWRWUDGHDQGOL
TXLGDWH¿UPV¶DVVHWV7KHSHULRGZDVWKXVFKDUDFWHUL]HGE\H[WHQVLYHZHDOWKGLYHUVLRQWKURXJKDVVHWVWULSSLQJOHDGLQJWRGLVLQYHVWPHQWDQGXOWLPDWHFDSLWDOÀLJKW
1
7KHPDWXUH 6RYLHW FHQWUDOVWDWH V\VWHP EHWZHHQ  DQG   PDQGDWHG WKHPL[ DQG TXDQWLW\ RI DOO
PDQXIDFWXUHGJRRGVDQGDOORXWSXWZDVDOORFDWHGE\¿DWZKHQWKHVWDWHZDVGLUHFWLQJWKHDYDLODEOHUHVRXUFHVWR
where it considered they were most needed (as predicted by Trotsky, 1925). The regime also set all managerial
salaries (Leeman, 1963).
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Table 1
7KHUROHRIWKHFHQWUDOVWDWHLQWKHHFRQRP\DQGFRUUHVSRQGLQJHFRQRPLFSHUIRUPDQFHGXULQJ²
Regime

'HJUHHRIFHQWUDOVWDWH
control in corporations

Major corporate
ownership and residual
FODLPVWRSUR¿W

Economic
performance

±
6RYLHW8QLRQ
*RVSODQ
(1)

Mandated: input and output
SULFHVLQYHVWPHQWDQG
output targets

None

2 periods:
±
*13JURZWKUDWHLV
±
*13JURZWKUDWHLV

±
Perestroika
(2)

%LQGLQJRXWSXWTXRWDVRQ
enterprises. Imposed under
market-clearing prices on
critical products

None

*13JURZWK§
(total factor productivity
is negative)

1991–2000
<HOWVLQ¶VWHQXUH
(3)

%LQGLQJRXWSXWTXRWDVRQ
VWDWHHQWHUSULVHV%LQGLQJ
under market-clearing
prices on critical products

Quasi-managerial
RZQHUVKLS6XUUHSWLWLRXV
VKDUHWUDGLQJDQG¿UP
asset trading

*'3GHFOLQHVE\
(industry and agricultural
sectors decreases by
more than twice)

±
3XWLQ¶V¿UVWWHQXUH
(4)

%LQGLQJRXWSXWTXRWDVRQ
VWDWHHQWHUSULVHV%LQGLQJ
under market-clearing
prices on critical products

Residual outside-investor
ownership. Firm asset
trading

*'3JURZWK 
(productivity growth
LV

6RXUFH (FRQRPLF SHUIRUPDQFH GDWD LV IURP .XUW]ZHJ  SS ±  1RUHQ DQG .XUW]ZHJ 
SS± DQG.XGULQDQG*XUYLFK  

UHVXOWLQJLQDGUDPDWLFIDOOLQSURGXFWLRQ 6WLJOLW]+RIIDQG6WLJOLW]
Ross, 2004). In the 1990s, the regions also gained de facto power and the period saw the emergence of regional bureaucrats (Robinson, 2002). They exploited
the existing regional differences in new policy proposals, such as public spending,
DVZHOODVDVVLJQHGUHJLRQ³SURSHUW\ULJKWV´LQPDQ\HQWHUSULVHVWRSXUVXHWKHLU
own wealth tunneling objectives. At the same time, shock therapy led to hyperinÀDWLRQDQGZLSHGRXWVDYLQJVRIWKH5XVVLDQFLWL]HQU\OHDGLQJWRH[WUHPHSRYHUW\
DQGSROLWLFDOLQVWDELOLW\ )UHHODQG+RIIPDQ/LEPDQDQG)HOG 
$V5XVVLD¶VEULHÀ\DGRSWHGPDUNHWUHIRUPVZHUHVKRUWOLYHGGXHWRWKHLUIDLOure to generate economic growth, it was unsurprising for the incoming politiFDOUHJLPH SHULRG WRUHLQWURGXFHDVLJQL¿FDQWUROHIRUWKHVWDWHLQGLUHFWLQJ
WKHHFRQRP\2OLJDUFKV¶ZHDOWKGLYHUVLRQSUDFWLFHVZHUHGLPLQLVKHG *ROGPDQ
7RPSVRQ ZKLOHUHJLRQDORI¿FLDOV¶RSSRUWXQLVWLFEHKDYLRUZDVDOVR
UHVWUDLQHG *ROGPDQ*UHJRU\DQG6FKUHWWO%DKU\'LQLQLR
DQG2UWWXQJ,YDQHQNR ,QWHUHVWLQJO\WKHQHZSROLFLHVGLGQRWFRPpletely abolish the free market approach in that all prices and output quantities, except that in a few strategic industries, were allowed to be determined by
WKHPDUNHW+RZHYHUDQLPSRUWDQWDVSHFWRIWKHQHZUHJLPHZDVWKDWWKHVWDWH
UHHQJDJHGGLUHFWO\ZLWK5XVVLD¶VPDLQLQGXVWULHV %RXVVHQDDQG/RFDWHOOL
.DO\X]KQRYDDQG1\JDDUG EXWLQVWHDGRISXUVXLQJWKHUHQDWLRQDOLVDWLRQ
initiative, it opted to form co-partnerships with private investors.
7KLVSDSHUH[DPLQHVWKHPHFKDQLVPVHPSOR\HGGXULQJ3XWLQ¶V¿UVWWHQXUH
to restore the state’s governing status, while also promoting a certain degree
RI SULFH GLVFRYHU\ FRPSHWLWLRQ DQG SULYDWH RZQHUVKLS 6HFWLRQ  DOOXGHV
to the motivation behind government’s continuous intervention in Russian
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economy, highlighting its inability to create a suitable environment for a free
PDUNHW6HFWLRQRXWOLQHVWZRSROLFLHVDGRSWHGE\WKHVWDWHLQWKHHDUO\V
in order to accomplish its self-professed goal of long-term growth. One poliF\FRQVLVWHGLQLQWURGXFLQJD³SXQLVKPHQW´VWUDWHJ\ZKLFKZDVLPSOHPHQWHG
ZKHQSULYDWHGHFLVLRQPDNHUVVXFKDV¿UPPDQDJHUVRUORZHUOHYHOEXUHDXcrats, engaged in predatory behavior. The second policy focused on introducing a co-partnership system between the state and private investors. I argue
WKDWWKHVHFRQGSROLF\ZDVOLNHO\WREHIDYRUHGLIWKH³SXQLVKPHQW´VWUDWHJ\LQ
LWVHOIZDVQRWVXI¿FLHQWDQGWRRFRVWO\DVLQWKHFDVHRIGLYHUWHGODUJHOXPS
sum investment funds in the natural resources sectors, which resulted in interQDWLRQDOVFDQGDOVDQGORVVRIIXWXUHLQYHVWPHQW)LQDOO\6HFWLRQFRQFOXGHV
2. State intervention and corporate growth
2.1. The role of institutions
7KHUROHRIWKHVWDWHLQWKHHFRQRP\KDVEHHQDWRSLFRIJUHDWLQWHUHVW6RPH
IROORZ WKH+REEHVLDQ YLHZ DQG WUXVW WKHUHVSRQVLELOLW\ RI WKHVWDWH WR SOD\ DQ
active part, creating supporting institutions and providing effective regulation.
Others adopt Locke’s approach and consider government interference to be harmIXOLQWKDWLWUHGXFHVHFRQRPLFHI¿FLHQF\DFKLHYHGE\SULYDWHSOD\HUVZKRFDOO
for a natural evolution of property rights. In this paper, I argue that the function of
the state is highly dependent on the country’s entrenched customs and traditions,
political rule, and subsequently, its legal developments.
For instance, one of the most widely accepted arguments against state’s involvement in economic affairs is that delegation of power to the government is often
not matched by its credible commitments to other players. In their famous work,
1RUWK DQG:HLQJDVW   SURYLGH DQ H[DPSOH RI th century England, where
the revenue-seeking Crown continually dishonored its contractual conformities,
and was subsequently stripped of its monopoly decision-making power to allocate
funds. The ruling power of the Crown was replaced by political institutions, which
enforced ex post contractual agreements. The new redistribution of control resulted
in the emergence of greater political and civil freedom, as well as the ability of
the sovereign to credibly commit to protecting private property rights. The success
of these new institutions is linked to England’s economic development.
<HWDWWKHVDPHWLPHWKHDXWKRUVSRLQWRXWWKDWWKHUHIRUPVGLGQRWDULVHQD
WXUDOO\²LWLVXQOLNHO\WKDWWKHSUHVHQWJRYHUQLQJLQVWLWXWLRQVLQ(QJODQGZRXOG
exist had the Crown had an army to suppress the opposition. More importantly,
the new hierarchies (the Parliament, the Whigs, etc.) did not operate in a country
ZLWKRXWD²DOWKRXJKVRPHZKDWZHDN²OHJDOV\VWHP0DJQD&DUWDDQ(QJOLVK
legal charter, which was originally issued in 1215, revealed certain individual
rights which were bounded by law.
No Freeman shall be taken or imprisoned, or be disseised of his Freehold, or
Liberties, or the free Customs, or be outlawed, or exiled, or any other wise destroyed… We will sell to no man, we will not deny or defer to any man either
Justice or Right.
(Clause 29, Magna Carta 1215)
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In other words, the concept of private property rights was not unfamiliar to
(QJODQG EHIRUH WKH*ORULRXV 5HYROXWLRQ (FRQRPLF DJHQWV LGHQWL¿HG VXEVWDQtial gains to be made from long-term commitment, and wealth expropriation by
the Crown was seen as a hindrance to achieving economic prosperity.
6LPLODUO\:HLQJDVW  DWWULEXWHGWKHVXFFHVVRIWKH86FRPPRQPDUNHW
characterized by strong protection of property rights, to the federalism system,
which allowed the states to have the power to supply their citizens with public
JRRGVEXWOLPLWLQJWKHVHSRZHUVWRDSDUWLFXODUUHJLRQ+RZHYHUWKHDXWKRUVWDWHV
that such restrictions were made credible by a combination of formal institutions
and informal norms that regulated the behavior of economic agents.
Market-preserving federalism was the product of a historical process resulting in a strong consensus supporting these limits…and rested on the fact that
the vast majority of the population consistently favored policies and parties
limiting the federal government and protecting economic rights.
(Weingast, 1995, p. 26)
%\ H[DPLQLQJ WKHLQQRYDWLRQV WKDW IRFXVHG RQ ORZHULQJ WUDQVDFWLRQ FRVWV LQ
mercantile early modern Europe, North (1991) drew attention to the evolution
RIFDSLWDOPDUNHWVDQLPSRUWDQWFRPSRQHQWRIZKLFKZDVZHOOGH¿QHGSURSHUW\
rights, facilitating trade and investment. North believed that the increasing enforceability of contracts, a process which was aided by an improving legal sysWHPZDVWKHSURGXFWRI³WKHORQJHYROXWLRQRIPHUFKDQWODZIURPLWVYROXQWDU\
beginnings and the differences in resolutions that it had with both the common
DQGWKH5RPDQODZDUHDSDUWRIWKHVWRU\´ 1RUWKS 
+RZHYHU QRW DOO FRXQWULHV IROORZHG LQVWLWXWLRQDO GHYHORSPHQW FRXUVH RI
(QJODQG WKH86 DQG (XURSH 5XVVLD¶V SROLWLFDO DQG LQVWLWXWLRQDO HYROXWLRQ FDQ
be contrasted to that of the above. In Russia, traditional authoritarian rule continuously impeded the development of a strong legal system.
Lawyers! What is the use of so many? I have only two in my whole empire,
and I mean to hang one of them as soon as I return.
3HWHUWKH*UHDWRQKLVWUDYHOVWR/RQGRQLQ
4XRWHGLQ6PLWKS
,OOGH¿QHG SURSHUW\ ULJKWV KDPSHUHG WKHIRUPDWLRQ RI EXVLQHVV VWUDWD LQ
Russia, reducing the necessity for appropriate market infrastructure. The persistent absence of the necessary prerequisites for a market economy also implied that if Russia’s political and economic system had more than one competing hierarchy, such as truculent members of the lower classes of bureaucracy,
the objective of the elites would not have entailed long-term economic growth,
for the gains from short-term wealth siphoning would have been much larger.
Indeed, for early as the mid-16th century, the ruling dynasty believed that the oligarchy was undermining Russia’s economic progress, subsequently implementLQJDQH[WUHPHO\DXWRFUDWLFUHJLPH <DQRY /DWHUXQGHUWKH³HQOLJKWHQ
HG´3HWHUWKH*UHDWWKHFHQWUDOL]HGDXWKRULWDULDQLVPGLUHFWHG5XVVLDQLQGXVWU\
WR³ZHVWHUQL]H´ 3LSHV 2QHRI3HWHU¶VUDWLRQDOHVIRUFHQWUDOO\GLUHFWLQJ
KLV³PRGHUQL]DWLRQ´ZDVKLVQHHGWRRYHUFRPHWKHWUXFXOHQFHRIPDQ\PHPEHUV
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of the lower state bureaucracy, many of whom were known as boyars (Raeff,
1962). The latter remained locked in protecting their feudal privileges, and therefore opposed the introduction of western-style, commercially dominated cities,
while suspecting that new economic reforms were incompatible with the survival of the old empire. The tradition of centrally imposing commercial revoluWLRQVZDVUHDI¿UPHGGXULQJWKHUHLJQRI1LFKRODV,,DWWKHHQGRIWKHQLQHWHHQWK
FHQWXU\ZKHQWKH6WRO\SLQDQG:LWWHUHIRUPVVHUYHGWRVSDUN5XVVLD¶VLQFLSLHQW
industrialization. Once again, modernizing reforms were rigorously opposed by
WKHRYHUZKHOPLQJ PDVV RI WKHFRQVHUYDWLYH EXUHDXFUDF\ RI WKHSHULRG +RO]HU
and Illiash, 2009).
6LPLODUO\5XVVLDQSULYDWL]DWLRQSURFHVVFDQEHGHVFULEHGDVDUHFHQWH[DPSOH
of several competing hierarchies operating in an environment without clearlyGH¿QHGSURSHUW\ULJKWVZKHUHSULYDWHHFRQRPLFDJHQWVEHFDPHIUHHWRDFTXLUH
VWDWH¶VDVVHWVZLWKRXWDQ\UHJXODWRU\IUDPHZRUN 6WLJOLW] $VSUHYLRXVO\
PHQWLRQHGVHYHUDOHOLWHJURXSVVXFKDVQHZ³EXVLQHVVPHQ´RUROLJDUFKVDQG
UHJLRQDOJRYHUQPHQWRI¿FLDOVZHUHIRUPHGDQGWKH\GLGQRW¿QGLWSUR¿WDEOHWR
make long-term commitments and invest into their corporations. In the absence
of supporting institutions, it was far more lucrative to engage in asset-stripping
%ODFNHWDO6RQLQ (DFKRIWKHKLHUDUFKLHVKDYLQJDWWDLQHGFRQsiderable political and economic power, competed rigorously with each other for
resources, eroding the nation’s wealth at an even faster rate (for example, Ponzi
VFKHPHVFDUULHGRXWE\WKHQHZO\IRUPHG5XVVLDQEDQNVVHH3LVWRUDQG6SLFHU
 /DHYHQ   ,W LV WKHUHIRUH XQVXUSULVLQJ WKDW WKH3XWLQ DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ
UHYHUWHGEDFNWRWKHWUDGLWLRQDO³WRSGRZQ´FRQWUROVWUDWHJ\DQGIRUFHGROLJDUFK
TXDVLRZQHUVDQGUHJLRQDOEXUHDXFUDWVWRJLYHXSWKHLUSRZHU *ROGPDQ
Tompson, 2005).
2.2. The political regime of the 2000s
With Vladimir Putin coming to power, the central government focused on
WDNLQJFRQWURORIWKHFRPPDQGLQJKHLJKWV7KH³GD\RIWKHROLJDUFKV´ZDVWUXO\
RYHUDQGUHJLRQDORI¿FLDOVQRORQJHUFRQWUROOHGSDUWVRI5XVVLD¶VHFRQRP\$Q\
remaining 1990s business elites were expected to fully cooperate with the state’s
economic objectives and assist in Kremlin’s domestic and foreign policy initiatives (Aris and Marshall, 2004). At that time, many scholars drew attention
to the rise of the new elite. Siloviki, who were seen as Putin’s trusted men and
represented security service and law enforcement veterans, became the pillar of
the new administration. They were placed on company boards, particularly in
industries of national importance, in order to enforce the regime’s policies and
to safeguard company assets. In contrast to the oligarchs, siloviki exercised their
power through managerial positions rather than ownership. They saw their role
as to reverse problems created by the oligarchs, reintroduce hierarchical loyalW\DQGDERYHDOOSURWHFWQDWLRQDOLQWHUHVWV 7UHLVPDQ 6LPLODUO\WUXVWHG
JRYHUQPHQWRI¿FHUVZHUHSXWLQFKDUJHRIWKHVHYHQ³VXSHUUHJLRQV´ZKLFKZHUH
FUHDWHGWRUHYHUVHWKHOHDNDJHRISRZHUWRUHJLRQDOEXUHDXFUDWV 5XWODQG
2UWWXQJ+DVKLP 
This paper adopts the view that silovikiGLGQRWUHSUHVHQWDVHSDUDWHHOLWH²WKH\
merely served as a conduit for the central government, through which the new

19DQWHHYD5XVVLDQ-RXUQDORI(FRQRPLFV  í

47

policies were channelled. In addition, I highlight the fact that although after
a brief experiment with laissez-faire policies Russia was once again drawn to
its long-standing tradition of authoritarian rule, the new regime did not revert
EDFN WR VWDWHFRQWUROOHG HFRQRP\ LQVWHDG WKHJRYHUQPHQW DVSLUHG WR EHFRPH
an effective partner with private investors. It aimed to promote long-run ecoQRPLF JURZWK ZKLFK ZDV WR EH ¿QDQFHG WKURXJK D PL[WXUH RI VWDWH VXEVLGLHV
and private investment funds. The government recognized that in the absence of
HI¿FLHQW:HVWHUQW\SHLQVWLWXWLRQVLQYHVWRUVIDFHGVLJQL¿FDQWWUDQVDFWLRQFRVWV
that would result in underinvestment, if the state did not introduce some effective substitute.
The next section introduces two related hypotheses. First, it is proposed that
given a persistently weak legal environment, the central state did not allow comSHWLQJKLHUDUFKLHVWRH[HUWLQÀXHQFHRQWKHHFRQRP\DQGLWLPSOHPHQWHGLWVVWUDWHJ\E\SRVLWLRQLQJLWVHOIDVWKHOHDGHULQD6WDFNHOEHUJJDPHZKHUHE\LWSURPRWed corporate growth by encouraging private agents’ operations through a combination of free-market and state-mandated policies, but also induced severe
SXQLVKPHQWIRUFRQWUDFWXDOQRQFRPSOLDQFH7KH6WDFNHOEHUJPRGHOVKRZVWKDW
WKHLQFRPLQJUHJLPHGLGQRWDLPWRUHEXLOGROG6RYLHWLQVWLWXWLRQVEXWIRFXVHG
on restoring order and protecting national economy from the elites’ concentrated
economic and political power.
6HFRQG DV VXFK JDPHV ZHUH PRUH FRVWO\ DFURVV LQGXVWULHV ZLWK ODUJH VXQN
FRVWVDQGKLJKDVVHWVSHFL¿FLW\ZKHUH¿UPVZHUHQRWRQO\FKDUDFWHUL]HGE\KLJK
hold-up costs, but also bigger international scandals, the state chose to form
state-private co-partnership systems with private investors. In this partnership,
WKHVWDWHSOD\HGDPDMRUUROHLQ¿UPFRUSRUDWHJRYHUQDQFHDQGFRXOGWKHUHIRUH
avert rent-seeking behavior from the outset, thus minimizing misappropriation
RIERWKJRYHUQPHQWDQGSULYDWHLQYHVWRUV´IXQGVLQWKHDEVHQFHRIZHOOGH¿QHG
property rights.
3. The punishment strategy and the state-private co-partnership system
3.1. The Stackelberg game between the central state and private
decision-makers
This section outlines a model adopted by the central state in order to enforce
contractual compliance of private decision-makers. The model can discourage
short-term rent-seeking behavior by allowing the state to execute punishment if
a decision-maker chooses to pursue wealth tunneling objectives. It is argued that
the model was developed in response to the legacy of previous regime’s reforms,
which empowered the rising elite to take advantage of an open but weak political
system and use their ill-gotten wealth to buy media coverage, as well as state of¿FLDOVLQRUGHUWRIXUWKHUWKHLULQWHUHVWVDQGWRVWULSWKHQDWLRQ¶VDVVHWV
7KHVWDWHZKLFKDFWVDVWKH6WDFNHOEHUJOHDGHUSDVVHVODZVWKDWDGGUHVVSURtection of investment funds. It knows that, due to a poor legal system, the laws
may not be effectively enforced. The government also acknowledges that a priYDWH GHFLVLRQPDNHU IRU H[DPSOH ¿UP PDQDJHU  FDQ EH QRQFRRSHUDWLYH DQG
ignore the law if the expected return from short-term wealth tunneling is higher
than that from a long-term investment commitment strategy. Therefore, the state
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develops a punishment strategy, which it imposes on private decision-makers if
they do not conform to the implemented policy. If the penalty is severe, it is in
the best interests of a private decision-maker to conform.
)LJVKRZVWKHVWDWHDFWLQJDVWKH6WDFNHOEHUJOHDGHU7KHPD[LPXPSD\RII
the state can achieve is represented by ʌ, while the corresponding payoff to a private decision-maker is (1– s)ʌ/n+RZHYHUʌ is also unattainable, as it can only
be accomplished by not inducing a punishment mechanism, with private agents
still credibly committing to honor their contractual obligations and not adoptLQJVKRUWWHUPLQYHVWRUH[SURSULDWLRQVWUDWHJ\+RZHYHURQHFDQVHHWKDWJLYHQ
WKHQRSHQDOW\ RSWLRQ DJHQWV FDQ REWDLQ D ODUJHU SUR¿W RI m ((1– s)ʌ /n), where
m FRUUHVSRQGVWRDSRVLWLYHFRHI¿FLHQWREWDLQHGE\QRWFRQIRUPLQJWRWKHVWDWH¶V
SROLF\DQGFKHDWLQJOHDYLQJWKHVWDWHZLWKDVPDOOHUSUR¿WRIĮʌ. The state anticipates such opportunistic behavior, and introduces a punishment strategy at
cost c in the initial period. The cost of punishment leaves the state with a reduced
SUR¿WRIʌ– c, yet one can see that the outcome ʌ– c, ((1– s)(ʌ– c)) /n is the only
HTXLOLEULXPLQWKLVJDPHEHFDXVHE\FKRRVLQJWKH³QRWWRFRQIRUP´RSWLRQZLWK
a punishment strategy already in place, private agents will create an even smaller
SUR¿WIRUWKHPVHOYHVDVZHOODVWKHVWDWH
Perhaps the most apparent example of this game was the prosecution of the head
RI<XNRVRLOFRPSDQ\0LNKDLO.KRGRUNRYVN\,QWKHULFKHVWROLJDUFKZDV
accused of engaging in extensive asset-stripping, as well as using his position to
bribe local bureaucrats. The federal government placed Khodorkovsky under arUHVWIRUWD[HYDVLRQDQG<XNRVDVVHWVZHUHVXEVHTXHQWO\VROGWRWKHVWDWHRZQHG
FRPSDQ\5RVQHIW%\H[HFXWLQJVXFKSXQLVKPHQWWKHVWDWHVHQWDFOHDUPHVVDJH
that Kremlin will not be challenged by the elite, who became accustomed to fusing their political and economic power (practice that western institutions vetoed
since the 1920s). Other oligarchs, who were subjected to similar fate included

Fig. 1.7KHVWDWHDFWVDVWKH6WDFNHOEHUJOHDGHULQDWZRSOD\HUJDPH
between the state and a private decision-maker
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%RULV%HUH]RYVN\ZKRLQLWLDOO\PDGHJDLQVIURPFKDQQHOOLQJPRQH\IURPDPRWRUFRPSDQ\/RJRYD]LQWKHVDQGODWHUVHWKLVLQWHUHVWVRQ$HURÀRW6LEQHIW
and Russian Public Television. In an attempt to cement his power over the Russian
HFRQRP\%HUH]RYVN\DOVRH[SUHVVHGNHHQLQWHUHVWLQSROLWLFVZKLFKUHVXOWHGLQ
KLVH[LOHWR/RQGRQLQ9ODGLPLU*XVLQVN\ZKRVXFFHVVIXOO\FUHDWHGDPHGLDHPSLUHDQGXVHGKLVSRVLWLRQWRLQÀXHQFH SROLWLFVLQ RUGHU WR XVXUS IXUWKHU
ZHDOWKDOVRIRXQGKLPVHOILQH[LOH 6DNZD 7KHSXQLVKPHQWVWUDWHJ\VLJnalled that the only way for the oligarchs to participate in economic transactions
ZDVWRDFFHSWWKHJRYHUQPHQWDVWKH6WDFNHOEHUJOHDGHUZKRLQHYLWDEO\GLFWDWHG
the rules of the game. Evidence suggests that Kremlin allowed several oligarchs
to maintain their empires as long as their behavior did not disrupt the state’s
VWUDWHJ\ *ROGPDQ )RUH[DPSOH2OHJ'HULSDVND9ODGLPLU3RWDQLQDQG
Roman Abramovich still controlled metal mining empires, but they had to adhere
to certain conditions imposed by the state (such as Abramovich selling his major
RZQHUVKLSVWDNHRIRLOFRPSDQ\6LEQHIWWRWKHJRYHUQPHQW ,QVXPWKHROLJDUFKV
had to become servants, as opposed to competitors, or opponents of the regime
(Lavelle, 2004).
Now consider what happens when private decision-makers become leaders
LQWKH6WDFNHOEHUJJDPH )LJ %\JDLQLQJWKH¿UVWPRYHUDGYDQWDJHSULYDWH
agents can attain their maximum payoff of m ((1– s)ʌ /n  E\ FKRRVLQJ WKH³QRW
FRQIRUP´ RSWLRQ NQRZLQJ WKDW LI WKHVWDWH SXQLVKHV WKHP LQ WKLV SHULRG LW UHFHLYHV WKHVPDOOHVW SUR¿W JHQHUDWHG E\ WKHJDPH7KLV VWUDWHJ\ OHDYHV WKHVWDWH
with a much reduced payoff of Įʌ, and represents a weakened government, which
LVIUHTXHQWO\YXOQHUDEOHWRROLJDUFKSRZHUZDUV IRUH[DPSOHWKHQRWRULRXV³ORDQV
IRUVKDUHV´VFKHPHRIWKHPLGV 
From the outcomes produced above, one can see that in the absence of strong
property rights, it is socially optimal to re-establish the state as the market leader,

Fig. 2.$SULYDWHGHFLVLRQPDNHUDFWVDVWKH6WDFNHOEHUJOHDGHULQDWZRSOD\HUJDPH
between the state and a private decision-maker.
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because such organizational structure can better secure long-term investment
funds. The government is able to place constraints on private decision-makers
and thereby limit their abilities to engage in short-term predatory behavior by
forcing them to conform to state’s anti-expropriation policies. This approach enables the state to obtain its maximum attainable payoff (which also corresponds
WRWKHVRFLDORSWLPXP DQGLWDOVRHQDEOHVSULYDWHDJHQWVWRPDNHDSUR¿W
3.2. The co-partnership between the state and private investors
:KLOHWKH6WDFNHOEHUJJDPHVWUDWHJ\EHWZHHQWKHVWDWHDQGSULYDWHGHFLVLRQ
makers ameliorates rent-seeking, one must also draw attention to c, or cost of
implementing punishment. The government has to spend substantial resources
to monitor the behavior of private decision-makers, as well as absorb the cost of
investment scandals. For instance, there were numerous reports referring to conWLQXRXVJRYHUQPHQWLQWHUIHUHQFHLQWKHRSHUDWLRQVRISULYDWHFRPSDQLHV %XFN
2003), especially if these companies belonged to industries of national interest,
VXFKDVWKHRLOVHFWRU )LQRQDQG/RFDWHOOL 6XFKSUDFWLFHVFXOPLQDWHGLQ
internationally-condemned business environment, which deterred global invesWRUVIURPHQWHULQJWKH5XVVLDQPDUNHW +DQVRQ 0F)DXODQG6WRQHU:HLVV
 DUJXHGWKDWWKHUHJLPHIRFXVHGRQ³UROOLQJEDFNGHPRFUDWLFJDLQV´LQH[change for stability and growth.
7KHUHIRUH DV WKHSXQLVKPHQW VWUDWHJ\ PD\ QRW DOZD\V EH WKHPRVW HI¿FLHQW
policy, I argue that the central state often opted to create a direct partnership with
SULYDWHLQYHVWRUV%\DFTXLULQJDODUJHSURSRUWLRQRIFDSLWDOLQPDQ\HQWHUSULVHV
WKHJRYHUQPHQWEHFDPHDPDMRUSDUWQHULQ¿UPGHFLVLRQPDNLQJSURFHVVDQGKDG
WKHDXWKRULW\WREORFNSUHGDWRU\EHKDYLRU 1LNRQRY7RPSVRQ 
From the theoretical perspective, Russia’s choice of economic organization is
a response to the existence of severe transaction costs and to subsequent mitigation of contractual incompleteness in the absence of a strong property rights
V\VWHP ,Q WKH5XVVLDQ HFRQRP\ PDQ\ ODUJH ¿[HG LQYHVWPHQW SURMHFWV ZKLFK
KDYH VLJQL¿FDQW VXQN FRVWV DQG FDQ EH GH¿QHG DV ORQJWHUP WR PDWXULW\ DUH
XQGHUWDNHQ,QWKHDEVHQFHRIDZHOOGH¿QHGOHJDOFRGHRUVRPHHIIHFWLYHVXEstitute, one ex ante expects high hold-up costs, and high hold-up costs lead to
a high level of underinvestment, particularly in strategic economic sectors, which
DUHDOVRFKDUDFWHUL]HGE\KLJKDVVHWVSHFL¿FLW\ .OHLQHWDO:LOOLDPVRQ
 :KLOHLWLVEHOLHYHGWKDW5XVVLDQ¿UPVKDYHEHQH¿WHGIURPVWULQJHQWFRUSRUDWHJRYHUQDQFHUHIRUPV <DNRYOHY/D]DUHYDHWDO RQHFDQQRW
expect a rapid emergence of an appropriate legal system, which can assure priYDWH LQYHVWRUV RI WKHLU H[SHFWHG UHWXUQV 6XEVHTXHQWO\ LQ PRUH YXOQHUDEOH LQ
dustries a second-best corporate governance mechanism has arisen in the form
of the state–private co-ownership system, which can act to monitor the behavior
of corporate insiders and constrain their wealth tunneling objectives until Russia
develops a secure property rights system.
*UR]RYVNL\   DQG +DQVRQ   VKRZHG WKDW WKHSROLWLFDO UHJLPH RI
the 2000s eschewed renationalization of enterprises and instead increased its
stake in corporate equity from 20 percent to just under 40 percent between 2003
DQG6SUHQJHU  DOVRGUHZDWWHQWLRQWRVLJQL¿FDQWO\LQFUHDVHGJRYHUQment control over the country’s largest enterprises. Above all, the state targeted
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HQHUJ\ VHFWRU ¿UPV DV 5XVVLD¶V HFRQRPLF UHYLYDO GHSHQGHG RQ WKHDELOLW\ RI
the state to collect energy sector rents, while offering investors their expectHG UDWH RI UHWXUQ %XWW HW DO   )RUHLJQ LQYHVWRUV ZHUH DOVR HQFRXUDJHG
WR IRUP SDUWQHUVKLSV ZLWK WKHVWDWH (URFKNLQH DQG (URFKNLQH  +DQVRQ
2009). It is reported that over 40 percent of the 500 points Russian stock market
growth during the 2000–2006 period was attributed to two major energy comSDQLHVQDPHO\*D]SURPDQG5RVQHIWZKLFKLQWURGXFHGSDUWQHUVKLSVEHWZHHQ
WKHVWDWH DQG SULYDWH LQYHVWRUV +DUULV   +RZHYHU 7RPSVRQ   DQG
9DQWHHYD DQG +LFNVRQ   ZHQW D OLWWOH IXUWKHU E\ VKRZLQJ WKDW VWDWH SDUticipation also increased in industries such as utility, metallurgy and mining,
transport and manufacturing (see Table 2 for number of co-partnerships among
576OLVWHG¿UPV 7KHVHLQGXVWULHVDUHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKODUJHVXQNFRVWVDQGKLJK
DVVHW VSHFL¿FLW\ DQG LQ WKHDEVHQFH RI D ZHOOGH¿QHG SURSHUW\ ULJKWV V\VWHP
DUHVXEMHFWWRVLJQL¿FDQWKROGXSFRVWV9DQWHHYDDQG+LFNVRQ  DOVRUHported that the implemented state-private co-partnership had a positive effect on
company long-term performance, indicating that this strategy may have been
less costly and more effective than simply monitoring and punishing private
decision-makers. Chernykh (2005) demonstrated similar results and argued that
the state’s key objective was to regain control over strategic enterprises in order
WRPLQLPL]HZHDOWKWXQQHOLQJDQGQRWDFFRUGLQJWRDSRSXODUEHOLHIWR³FKHUU\
SLFN´PRVWSUR¿WDEOH¿UPV &KHUQ\NK ,QRWKHUZRUGVXQGHUWKHQHZUHgime, a partnership between investors and Kremlin was successful in increasing
private investment from $11 billion in 2000 to $54 billion in 2005 (Treisman,
 ZKLOHFDSLWDOLQÀRZFRPSULVHGVHYHQSHUFHQWRI*'3LQ .XGULQ
DQG*XUYLFK 
Table 2
6WDWHSULYDWHFRRZQHUVKLSDFURVVHLJKWLQGXVWULDOVHFWRUVGXULQJ±DQGWKHSHUFHQWDJHRIVWDWHSULYDWH
RZQHGHQWHUSULVHVUHODWLYHWRWKHRYHUDOOQXPEHURI¿UPVLQWKLVLQGXVWU\ EDVHGRQ576OLVWHG¿UPV 


1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

Utility

1


1


4


5


5


12


10


10


19


Energy

1


0


1


2


2


3


2


3


3


Metallurgy & Mining

0


1


1


2


2


2


3


3


5


Transport

2


2


1


1


1


1


0


0


1


Manufacturing

0


3


7


7


7





7


7


14


Communications

1


1


1


1


1


1


1


1


1


%DQNLQJ 6HUYLFHV

0


0


1


1


1


1


0


1


1


Food & Retail

1


1


1


1


1


1


2


1


1


Total

6

9

17

20

20

29

25

26

45

6RXUFHVanteeva (2012).
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4. Conclusion
Russia has a long-standing tradition of authoritarian government, where its
business model came to rely on a strong governing role of the state. As is often
postulated, the historical tendency in Russia for central and authoritarian economic planning hampers the possibilities of any organic growth through the medium of unfettered market forces.
Evidence has shown that under a weak legal system, hierarchical groups tend
to adopt a short-term wealth tunneling strategy, which leads to economic stagnaWLRQ 7KLV ZDV UHDI¿UPHG GXULQJ WKHSULYDWL]DWLRQ LQLWLDWLYH ZKHUHE\ :HVWHUQ
style governing institutions failed to emerge and the new elites siphoned off national resources.
The subsequent policy was a response to laissez-faire approach of the 1990s,
which culminated in economic collapse, institutional chaos, and a weak state.
The administration focused on reigning in the oligarchs and centralizing federDOVWUXFWXUHE\FUHDWLQJVXSHUUHJLRQVDQGDSSRLQWLQJSHUVRQDOWUXVWHGRI¿FLDOV
to ensure that the state’s interests are met. Unsurprisingly, these goals came at
the expense of the development of more democratic institutions.
7KLVSDSHUVKRZVKRZGXULQJ3XWLQ¶V¿UVWWHQXUHWKHVWDWHLPSOHPHQWHGVHYHUH
punishment strategy on private decision-makers, who sought to form competing
KLHUDUFKLHVDQGXVHWKHLUQHZIRXQGLQÀXHQFHWRXVXUSZHDOWK6LJQL¿FDQWO\LWLV
also important to observe the formation of a substitute monitoring mechanism,
where the state aspired to form a direct co-partnership with private investors to
promote long-run economic growth.
Putin’s strategies to rebuild the Russian state were not dissimilar to the approaches adopted in the 19th century France and Japan, which centralized
power, implementing a top-down control method and displacing the elites.
)XUWKHUPRUHPDQ\DXWKRUV HJ+DVKLP/HYLWVN\DQG:D\ QRWH
that transition economies may not necessarily remain unstable until they implement democratic institutions, and that their stable state may, in fact, represent
D QRQGHPRFUDF\ +RZHYHU WKHVWDELOLW\ ZLOO XOWLPDWHO\ GHSHQG RQ ZKHWKHU
the state will successfully manage Russia’s faltering economy in the wake of
RLO SULFH GHFOLQH DQG VLJQL¿FDQW FDSLWDO ÀLJKW 7KHHVWDEOLVKPHQW RI D VHFXUH
property rights system may still be the necessary prerequisite for the country’s
long-term development.
References
Alexeev, M. (1999). The effect of privatization on wealth distribution in Russia. Economics of
Transition, 7 (2), 449–465.
$ULV %  0DUVKDOO -   2OLJDUFKV VFUDPEOH WR MRLQ 3XWLQ¶V FOXE Euromoney, 35  
24–26.
%DKU\'   7KHQHZ IHGHUDOLVP DQG WKHSDUDGR[HV RI UHJLRQDO VRYHUHLJQW\ LQ 5XVVLD
Comparative Politics, 37 (2), 127–146.
%ODFN%.UDDNPDQ5 7DUDVVRYD$  5XVVLDQSULYDWL]DWLRQDQGFRUSRUDWHJRYHUQDQFH
What went wrong? Stanford Law Review, 52  ±
%RHWWNH 3 -   &UHGLELOLW\ FRPPLWPHQW DQG WKH6RYLHW HFRQRPLF UHIRUP ,Q ( /D]HDU
(Ed.), (FRQRPLFWUDQVLWLRQLQ(DVWHUQ(XURSHDQG5XVVLD5HDOLWLHVRIUHIRUP(pp. 247–475).
6WDQIRUG+RRYHU,QVWLWXWLRQ3UHVV

19DQWHHYD5XVVLDQ-RXUQDORI(FRQRPLFV  í

53

%RXVVHQD6 /RFDWHOOL&  7KHEDVHVRIDQHZRUJDQL]DWLRQRIWKH5XVVLDQRLOVHFWRU
%HWZHHQSULYDWHDQGVWDWHRZQHUVKLSJournal of Energy and Development, 33  ±
%XFN7  0RGHUQ5XVVLDQFRUSRUDWHJRYHUQDQFH&RQYHUJHQWIRUFHVRUSURGXFWRI5XVVLD¶V
history? Journal of World Business, 38 (4), 299–313.
%XWW66KLYGDVDQL$6WHQGHYDG& :\PDQ$  6RYHUHLJQZHDOWKIXQGV$JURZLQJ
JOREDOIRUFHLQFRUSRUDWH¿QDQFHJournal of Applied Corporate Finance, 20  ±
Chernykh, L. (2005). Ultimate ownership and corporate performance in Russia$7KHVLV'UH[HO
University.
&KHUQ\NK /   3UR¿W RU SROLWLFV" 8QGHUVWDQGLQJ UHQDWLRQDOL]DWLRQV LQ 5XVVLD Journal of
Corporate Finance, 17 (5), 1237–1253.
'LQLQLR3 2UWWXQJ5  ([SODLQLQJSDWWHUQVRIFRUUXSWLRQLQWKH5XVVLDQUHJLRQVWorld
Politics, 57 (4), 500–529.
'UXPPRQG,0  7KH5XVVLDQJROGVWDQGDUG±Journal of Economic History,
36  ±
(ULFVRQ5(  7KHFODVVLFDO6RYLHWW\SHHFRQRP\1DWXUHRIWKHV\VWHPDQGLPSOLFDWLRQV
for reform. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 5 (4), 11–27.
Erochkine, V., & Erochkine, P. (2006). 5XVVLD¶VRLOLQGXVWU\&XUUHQWSUREOHPVDQGIXWXUHWUHQGV.
/RQGRQ:HVWPLQVWHU&HQWUHIRU*OREDO6WXGLHV
)LODWRWFKHY ,:ULJKW 0  %OHDQH\ 0   3ULYDWL]DWLRQ LQVLGHU FRQWURO DQG PDQDJHULDO
entrenchment in Russia. Economics of Transition, 7  ±
)LQRQ' /RFDWHOOL&  5XVVLDQDQG(XURSHDQJDVLQWHUGHSHQGHQFH&RXOGFRQWUDFWXDO
trade channel geopolitics? Energy Policy, 36 (1), 423–442.
Freeland, C. (2000). 6DOHRIWKHFHQWXU\5XVVLD¶VZLOGULGHIURPFRPPXQLVPWRFDSLWDOLVP. New
<RUN&URZQ%XVLQHVV
*DWUHOO 3   Government, industry and rearmament in Russia, 1900–1914. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
*HO¶PDQ9  3DUW\SROLWLFVLQ5XVVLD)URPFRPSHWLWLRQWRKLHUDUFK\Europe-Asia Studies,
60 (6), 913–930.
*HUVFKHQNURQ$   (FRQRPLF EDFNZDUGQHVV LQ KLVWRULFDO SHUVSHFWLYH $ ERRN RI HVVD\V.
&DPEULGJH0$+DUYDUG8QLYHUVLW\3UHVV
*ROGPDQ0,  7KHSLUDWL]DWLRQRI5XVVLD5XVVLDQUHIRUPJRHVDZU\. London: Routledge.
*ROGPDQ0,  5HQGHUXQWR&HDVDU3XWLQDQGWKHROLJDUFKVCurrent History, 102 (666),
320–326.
*UHJRU\3 6FKUHWWO:  $GPLQLVWUDWLRQDQGUHIRUPRIWKH5XVVLDQHFRQRP\,Q-3+DUGWV
(Ed.), Russia’s uncertain economic future SS± /RQGRQDQG$UPRQN1<0(6KDUSH
*UR]RYVNL\%  7KHNH\SURSULHWRURIWKHFRXQWU\Vedemosti, 13 February (In Russian).
+DQVRQ 3   7KH5XVVLDQ HFRQRPLF SX]]OH *RLQJ IRUZDUGV EDFNZDUGV RU VLGHZD\V"
International Affairs, 83  ±
+DQVRQ 3   7KHUHVLVWLEOH ULVH RI VWDWH FRQWURO LQ WKH5XVVLDQ RLO LQGXVWU\ Eurasian
Geography and Economics, 50 (1), 14–27.
+DQVRQ3 7HDJXH(  %LJEXVLQHVVDQGWKHVWDWHLQ5XVVLDEurope-Asia Studies, 57 (5),
±
+DUULV-  6WDWLVWJOREDOL]DWLRQLQ5XVVLD&KLQDDQGWKH*XOI6WDWHVPerspectives on Global
Developments and Technology, 9 (2/3), 139–163.
+DVKLP 0 6   3XWLQ¶V HWDWL]DWLRQ SURMHFW DQG OLPLWV WR GHPRFUDWLF UHIRUPV LQ 5XVVLD
Communist and Post-Communist Studies, 38  ±
+RII. 6WLJOLW]-(  ³$IWHUWKHELJEDQJ"2EVWDFOHVWRWKHHPHUJHQFHRIWKHUXOHRIODZ
in post-communist societies. American Economic Review, 94 (3), 753–763.
+RIIPDQ'(  7KHROLJDUFKV:HDOWKDQGSRZHULQWKHQHZ5XVVLD1HZ<RUN3XEOLF$IIDLUV
+RO]HU 0  ,OOLDVK ,   5XVVLDQ EXUHDXFUDF\ DV DQ DOWHUQDWLYH PRGHO RI OHDGHUVKLS
In J. A. Raffel, P. Leisink, & A. E. Middlebrooks (Eds.), 3XEOLFVHFWRUOHDGHUVKLS,QWHUQDWLRQDO
challenges and perspectives (pp. 145–163). Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.
Ivanenko, V. (2005). The importance of being normal. Russia in Global Affairs, 4, 1–6.
.DO\X]KQRYD<  1\JDDUG &   6WDWH JRYHUQDQFH HYROXWLRQ LQ UHVRXUFHULFK WUDQVLWLRQ
economies: An application to Russia and Kazakhstan. Energy Policy, 36  ±
.OHLQ % &UDZIRUG 5  $OFKLDQ $   9HUWLFDO LQWHJUDWLRQ DSSURSULDEOH UHQWV DQG
the competitive contracting process. Journal of Law and Economics, 21 (2), 297–326.

54

19DQWHHYD5XVVLDQ-RXUQDORI(FRQRPLFV  í

.UDPHU -0   3ROLWLFDO FRUUXSWLRQ LQ WKH8665 ,Q $ - +HLGHQKHLPHU 0 -RKQVWRQ
& V. T. Le Vine (Eds.), Political corruption SS± 1HZ%UXQVZLFN7UDQVDFWLRQ3XEOLVKHUV
.XGULQ$ *XUYLFK(  $QHZJURZWKPRGHOIRUWKH5XVVLDQ(FRQRP\Russian Journal
of Economics, 1 (1), 30–54.
.XUW]ZHJ /   Trends in Soviet gross national product. 8QLWHG 6WDWHV &RQJUHVV -RLQW
(FRQRPLF&RPPLWWHH:DVKLQJWRQ'&
Laeven, L. (2001). Insider lending and bank ownership: The case of Russia. Journal of Comparative
Economics, 29 (2), 207–229.
/DQH'  :KDWNLQGRIFDSLWDOLVPIRU5XVVLD"$FRPSDUDWLYHDQDO\VLVCommunist and PostCommunist Studies, 33  ±
Lavelle, P. (2004). What does Putin want? Current History, 103  ±
/D]DUHYD25DFKLQVN\$ 6WHSDQRY6  $VXUYH\RIFRUSRUDWHJRYHUQDQFHLQ5XVVLD
CEFIR/NES Working Paper Series, 103. Centre for Economic and Financial Research at New
(FRQRPLF6FKRRO5XVVLD
Leeman, W. A. (1963). &DSLWDOLVPPDUNHWVRFLDOLVPDQGFHQWUDOSODQQLQJ5HDGLQJLQFRPSDUDWLYH
economic systems%RVWRQ0$+RXJKWRQ0LIÀLQ
/HYLWVN\6 :D\/  7KHULVHRIFRPSHWLWLYHDXWKRULWDULDQLVPJournal of Democracy,
13 (2), 51–65.
/LEPDQ$  )HOG /   6WUDWHJLF WD[ FROOHFWLRQ DQG ¿VFDO GHFHQWUDOLVDWLRQ 7KHFDVH RI
Russia. CESifo Working Paper, 2031.
0F)DXO 0  6WRQHU:HLVV .   7KHP\WK RI WKHDXWKRULWDULDQ PRGHO +RZ 3XWLQ¶V
crackdown holds Russia back. Foreign Affairs  ±
Nikonov, V. (2005). Whither Putin: The Putin strategy. Russia in Global Affairs, 3  ±
Noren, J., & Kurtzweg, L. (1993). 7KH6RYLHWHFRQRP\XQUDYHOV±8QLWHG6WDWHV&RQJUHVV
-RLQW(FRQRPLF&RPPLWWHH:DVKLQJWRQ'&
1RUWK'&  ,QVWLWXWLRQVJournal of Economic Perspectives, 5 (1), 97–112.
1RUWK'& :HLQJDVW%5  &RQVWLWXWLRQVDQGFRPPLWPHQW7KHHYROXWLRQRILQVWLWXWLRQDO
governing public choice in seventeenth-century England. Journal of Economic History, 49 (4),
±
Orttung, R. (2001). Putin’s federal reform package: A recipe for unchecked Kremlin power.
Demokratizatsiya, 9 (3), 341–349.
Pipes, R. (2004). Flight from freedom: What Russian think and want. Foreign Affairs, 83 (3), 9–15.
3LVWRU. 6SLFHU$  ,QYHVWPHQWIXQGVLQPDVVSULYDWL]DWLRQDQGEH\RQG(YLGHQFHIURP
&]HFK5HSXEOLFDQG5XVVLD,Q,:/LHEHUPDQ61HVWRU 50'HVDL (GV Between
VWDWHDQGPDUNHW0DVVSULYDWL]DWLRQLQWUDQVLWLRQHFRQRPLHV:DVKLQJWRQ'&:RUOG%DQN
Publications.
5DHII 0   +RPH VFKRRO DQG VHUYLFH LQ WKHOLIH RI WKHth-century Russian nobleman.
Slavonic and East European Review, 40 (95), 295–307.
5HXWHU2- 5HPLQJWRQ7)  'RPLQDQWSDUW\UHJLPHVDQGWKHFRPPLWPHQWSUREOHP
Comparative Political Studies, 42 (4), 501–526.
Robinson, N. (2002). 5XVVLD$VWDWHRIXQFHUWDLQW\. London: Routledge.
Ross, C. (2004). Russian politics under Putin. Manchester: Manchester University Press.
Rutalnd, P. (2000). Putin’s path to power. Post-Soviet Affairs, 16 (4), 313–354.
6DNZD5  3XWLQDQGWKH2OLJDUFKVNew Political Economy, 13  ±
6PLWK*%  Reforming the Russian legal system. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
6RQLQ.  ,QHTXDOLW\SURSHUW\ULJKWVDQGHFRQRPLFJURZWKLQWUDQVLWLRQHFRQRPLHV7KHRU\
and Russian evidence (Working Paper No. 2K/02). Moscow: Economics Education and Research
Consortium.
6SUHQJHU&  6WDWHRZQHUVKLSLQWKH5XVVLDQHFRQRP\,WVPDJQLWXGHVWUXFWXUHDQGJRYHU
nance problems. Journal of the Institute of Public Enterprise, 33 (1/2), 63–110.
6WLJOLW]-(  Globalization and its discontents1HZ<RUN::1RUWRQ
7RPSNLQV65  :LWWHDV0LQLVWHURI)LQDQFH±Slavonic and East European
Review, 11 (33), 590–606.
7RPSVRQ:  3XWWLQJ<XNRVLQSHUVSHFWLYHPost-Soviet Affairs, 21  ±
7RPSVRQ:   %DFN WR WKHIXWXUH"7KRXJKWV RQ WKHSROLWLFDO HFRQRP\ RI H[SDQGLQJ VWDWH
ownership in Russia. Les Cahiers Russie, 63DULV&(5,6FLHQFHV3R8QLYHUVLW\
7UHLVPDQ'  3XWLQ¶VVLORYDUFKVOrbis, 51 (1), 141–153.

19DQWHHYD5XVVLDQ-RXUQDORI(FRQRPLFV  í

55

Trotsky, L. (1925). Whither Russia? Towards socialism or capitalism? 1HZ<RUN ,QWHUQDWLRQDO
Publishers.
Vanteeva, N. (2012). The re-emerging role of the state in contemporary Russia. Transition Studies
Review, 19 (1), 23–34.
9DQWHHYD1 +LFNVRQ&  7KHHIIHFWRIVWDWHSULYDWHFRSDUWQHUVKLSRQ5XVVLDQLQGXVWU\
Review of Industrial Organization, 48 (3), 333–356.
:HLQJDVW%5  7KHHFRQRPLFUROHRISROLWLFDOLQVWLWXWLRQV0DUNHWSUHVHUYLQJIHGHUDOLVP
and economic development. Journal of Law, Economics, and Organization, 11 (1), 1–31.
Williamson, O. E. (1979). Transaction-cost economics: The governance of contractual relations.
Journal of Law and Economics, 22 (2), 233–261.
:LOOLV+3  0RQHWDU\UHIRUPLQ5XVVLDJournal of Political Economy, 5 (3), 277–315.
<DNRYOHY$  &RUSRUDWHJRYHUQDQFHLQ5XVVLD)RUPDOUXOHVDQGUHDOLQFHQWLYHVRIHFRQRPLF
DJHQWV ,Q 6K ,NHPRWR  , ,ZDVDNL (GV  &RUSRUDWH JRYHUQDQFH LQ WUDQVLWLRQ HFRQRPLHV
3DUW7KHFDVHRI5XVVLD SS± 7RN\R,QVWLWXWHRI(FRQRPLF5HVHDUFK+LWRWVXEDVKL
University.
<DQRY$   7KHRULJLQV RI DXWRFUDF\ ,YDQ WKH7HUULEOH LQ 5XVVLDQ KLVWRU\ %HUNHOH\ &$
University of California Press.

